MINUTES OF THE
MEETING OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE
ON GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

SIXTY~FIRST SESSION
NEVADA STATE LEGISLATURE
April 8, 1981

The Senate Committee on Government Affairs was called to
order by Chairman James I. Gibson, at 2:00 P.m., Wednesday,
April 8, 1981, in Room 243 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

GUEST LEGISLATORS:

Senator Cliff McCorkle
Senator Bill Raggio
Assemblyman Steve Coulter
Assemblyman Erik Beyer
Assemblyman Bob Sader

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT:

Fred Weldon, Senior Research Analyst
Anne Lage, Committee Secretary

'SENATE BILL NO. 441

Creates commission to promote production of motion pictures
in Nevada.

Mr. Walter MacKenzie, Director Department of Economic Develop-
ment, testified that his department had been involved in trying
to promote film production in past years. In 1972 there were
two movies produced in Nevada and in 1973 five feature films
were produced. By 1979, the entire series of "Vegas" was

being filmed here. 1In 1980, segments of three television
series, three television movies, one theater movie and two
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home box office movies were filmed in Nevada.

Mr. MacKenzie testified that Mr. Bill Bender, Deputy
Director of the Department of Economic Development, left
the department in January, 198l. Since that time, the
department has had numerous phone inquiries expecting
services which he had always been able to handle.

Mr. MacKenzie explained that among the leading states that
have film services, budgets range from $40,000 to $264,000
per year. The advertising budgets range from $10,000 to
$56,000 per year.

The average television movie was valued at $1,500,000 to
$2,000,000. A television series episode was valued from
$400,000 to $600,000. A movie was valued from $3,000,000
to $20,000,000. Estimates indicated that 33 percent to

50 percent of the cost would be left behind in the commun-
ities in which location filming was done.

Mr. MacKenzie indicated that a commission was not absolutely
necessary. The fiscal note could be reduced by $3,500 a year
by eliminating the commission altogether. The commission
could be replaced by an advisory council for about $£900 per
year.

Mr. MacKenzie distributed a letter from Jack Porter, Admin-
istrator Department of Museums and History, which indicated
some concerns Mr. Porter had. (See Exhibit C.)

Ms. Pamela Crowell, representing Senator Neal, testified that
presently there were some 40 states which had a council or
commission.

Regarding television commercials, Ms. Crowell stated that
there were 76,300,000 houses with television sets. 1In
1978-1979, every person in this country spent an average of
6.26 hours a day watching television. 1In every hour of
television there were 9 minutes and 30 seconds of commercials.

Ms. Crowell stated that sites should be cataloged for easy
reference for producers. She also emphasized that whenever
a show was filmed in Nevada, such as "Vegas", the publicity
obtained from scenes in the show had a very positive impact
on the tourist industry.
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Mr. Bruce Greenhalgh, Director of the Department of General
Services, testified that he was primarily concerned with the
part of the bill which affected state buildings and lands.

There was no protection built into this bill in the event

he had to have people work overtime. There was no provision
for reimbursement to his agency for that expense. Additionally,
it provided Mr. Greenhalgh with the responsibility of saying
yes or no to the use of property. He felt that there should

be a restriction built in against making pornography films.

Mr. Keith Day, new resident in Nevada, testified that he had
spent many years in the film industry. He pointed out that
in this business, the services provided should be a one-stop
operation. He felt it was essential to maintain a film
library. As he had prepared his testimony in advance, he
asked that it be included in the record. (See Exhibit D.)

Mr. Guy Rocha, State Archivist, testified that he worked for
the Nevada Historical Society for four years before coming

to the state Archives. He believed that the state needed a
service body of some type in Nevada for the promotion of the
motion picture industry. In the past he had consulted with
certain producers and although he did much research, he could
not provide all the support they needed in terms of locations,
props, sets, etc. He stated that the Nevada Historical Society
could provide data and background of locations, but they did
not have the expertise to make necessary arrangements for a
total film production.

SENATE BILL NO. 410

Provides for agreements relating to future development of land.

Senator Cliff McCorkle, testified that this bill was designed
as a planning tool. Although, it was originally drafted at
the request of the Humboldt County Regional Planning Com-
mission, he felt it was applicable to major developments
which had been proposed for the Truckee Meadows, specifically
three large ranch developments. Senator McCorkle explained
that this bill was modeled after California law, and it would
be consistent with present zoning and planning regulations.

Mr. Matt Morris, planner in Humboldt County, testified that

Humboldt County was in a situation wherein they were having
large scale residential development. They discovered that
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there had been no concise agreements, often merely hand-
shake agreements. Large developers tended to believe that
in the rural areas they did not have to follow agreed upon
plans.

Mr. Morris acknowledged that there had been some concern from
the Southern Nevada Homebuilders' Association. Because of
this, he felt that perhaps an amendment could be included
which would specify that this bill did not apply to any
county with over 250,000 in population.

Mr. Belie Williams, Washoe County Commissioner, testified

that he was in support of this bill. He believed that an
agreement to develop a plan that was written and binding

to both parties was very important. He stated that agreements
go beyond a resolution of intent. He referred to the Double
Diamond Ranch development and indicated that Washoe County

was already using these procedures.

Ms. Janice Pine, Reno City Council, testified that the
current subdivision law had a specific time limit. She was
concerned that this bill did not address itself to time
limitations.

Mr. Greg Evangelatos, Sparks Senior Planner, testified that

he was not familiar enough with this bill to voice an opinion
in support or opposition. However, he did explain that in
Sparks they used special use permits to handle these problems.
One consideration would have to be the question of annexation.
If a city annexed part of the county, whose regulations, codes
and requirement would take precedence. Also, the issue of
state and federal regulations cominc in after the fact of a
local determinination changing what the locals could enforce.

Mr. Louis Test, Reno City Attorney, testified that he was
concerned about how this bill would fit into the subdivision
laws and the Reginal Planning Commission. He also stated that
Reno had special use permits whereby they could include many
of the same restrictions.

Ms. Irene Porter, Executive Director of the Southern Nevada
Homebuilders' Association, testified that when this bill came
up she had talked with various planning departments in Clark
County. They felt that everything could be done under the
existing zoning powers in the Nevada Revised Statute Chapter
278. Thus, they felt that this legislation was unnecessary.
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She felt that the resolution of intent process, special use
Permits, zoning changes and subdivision laws, coupled together,
have been used successfully in Clark County for the past
twenty years.

Mr. John Madole, Associated General Contractors, was not able
to stay to testify, but he had requested that for the record,
the Associated General Contractors were in support of Senate
Bill No. 410.

SENATE BILL NO. 454

Transfers responsibility for Preparing ballot questions and
explanations for initiated and referred measures.

Senator Ford testified that this bill was a result of a
discussion in the Senate Judiciary Committee. That committee
felt that there was value in retaining the jurisdiction of
Preparing the copy to explain the amendments here in the
Legislative Counsel Bureau.

Senator Ford distributed a copy of an article which appeared
in the Las Vegas Review-Journal last year. (See Exhibit F.)
This was an example which pointed out that there was infor-
mation on the ballot explanations which was confusing. She
stated that the law required the involvement of too many
people. It was the opinion of the Judiciary Committee that
it would be better to have the legislative staff prepare an
explanation which would go to the Secretary of State to be
distributed to the public. Sneator Ford also distributed

a sample of the state of Oregon's explanations wherein they
use this procedure. (See Exhibit F.)

Mr. wWilliam Swackhamer, Secretary of State, testified that he
was in support of this bill. However, he requested that
subsection 3 on page 1, section 1, be amended out.

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 139

Amends charter of City of Reno to require councilmen be elected
by voters of their respective wards.

Assemblyman Bob Sader testified that this bill would require
a voter referendum on the issue of whether or not five of the
seven Reno City Councilmen should be elected from their
respective wards alone or whether they should be elected at
large as was the current procedure. Assemblyman Sader
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explained that the voters would decide on one of the three
following procedures: a ward system for five of the seven
councilmen; a ward system for only the primary and at large
for the general election; or to retain the current system.

The reasons for this bill were that many people felt at
large elections were becoming too expensive. Also, many
felt that elected officials should be responsible to
particular geographical areas. It was pointed out that in
1973 voters rejected the ward system, but Assemblyman Sader
believed the political climate had changed and voters should
be able to address this issue once more.

Senator Kosinski voiced concern with the fact that by having
three alternatives available to the voter, there was a possi-
bility that the alternative selected could be selected by a
polarity rather than by a majority.

Senator Kosinski also felt it would be preferable to delay
voting on this issue until the 1982 general election.
Assemblyman Sader had no objections to this suggestion.

Senator Raggio testified that he was not in support of this
bill. He did not think the current system should be changed.

Ms. Janice Pine, Reno City Councilwoman from Ward 2, testified
that she was in opposition to this bill. She stated that she
felt it was preferable to work in the interest of the entire
city. Councilwoman Pine discussed information from the
International Institute of Municipal Clerks, which stated

the trend had been shifting from ward elections to at large
elections throughout the United States. From 1945 to 1974,
it had gone from 56 percent to 69 percent favoring elections
at large. Councilwoman Pine indicated that if enough voters
wanted this issue on the ballot it would only take 15 percent
of the registered voters who voted in the last election to
sign a petition to have this place on the ballot. The Reno
City Council had voted against this bill by a vote of 6-1.

Mr. Bill Wallace, Reno City Councilman, explained that when
asked about this bill, the question used language to the effect,
"Would you object to the citizens voting on this issue?"

Their response was that they had no objection to the voters of
Reno telling them how they wanteé to run the election process.
Councilman Wallace felt there was a proper procedure for
handling this issue and a law was not the correct one.

LIRAY 64
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Assemblyman Don Mello testified that the question of at
large elections was brought to the attention of many
Assemblymen during their last campaign. Assemblyman Mello
testified that he had asked three Reno City Councilmen if
they would oppose the bill with the amendment. At that

time they were unanimous in saying they would not be opposed
to it.

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 216

Prohibits naming of certain public works after living persons.

Assemblyman Steve Coulter testified that this bill would not
allow any elected official who sat on a board and had control
over public buildings or facilities to be able to name such
buildings after himself. He felt this legislation was
necessary as certain bodies had lost their sense of propriety
in naming buildings after themselves. His original bill
would have not allowed a building to be named after any
living person. However, there was concern expressed by

the University of Nevada over this, so the bill was modified
to its present form. An incident in Florida was described
which had led the Florida legislature to adopt a similar law.

The initiation of this bill occured when three elementary
schools were named after sitting board members within one
year. Shortly afterward, it was learned that a new high
school in northwest Reno had been named after another board
member. This bill would "grandfather in" all but the high
school with the effective date of January 1, 1982.

Assemblyman Erik Beyer testified that the new high school
was within his district. He had attended a town meeting of
approximately 200 residents of his district and they were
unanimously in support of Assembly Bill No. 216.

Ms. Nadine Nelson, former teacher and Reno resident, testified
that her PTA board did not like the school board's policy of
naming schools after themselves. They attended a school

board meeting when the naming of schools was on the agenda
and voiced their objections. Although they were against

the naming of the new high school after board member, Robert
McQueen, the board did in fact do just that. See Exhibit G
for Ms. Nelson's complete testimony.
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Mr. Dave Cobb, northwest Reno resident, testified that he
objected to the Washoe County School District's policy of
naming public buildings after school board members.

Ms. Carol Eck, northwest Reno resident, testified that she
was in support of this bill. She had brought with her several
letters of support for the record. (See Exhibit H.)

Ms. Linda Melillo, northwest Reno resident, testified that
she was also supportive of Assembly Bill No. 216.

Ms. Elizabeth Lenz, former member of the Washoe County
School Board, testified that she had much sympathy for Mr.
McQueen. Ms. Lenz explained the school board's policy for
naming schools which had been followed for many years. She
said the naming of schools was a method of saying thank you
to dedicated members of the educaitonal community.

Ms. Lenz stated that if the intent of this bill was to chastise
the members of the Washoe County School Board for their actions,
then it did not achieve that as it was punishing only one
person. If the intent of the bill was to force the school
board to change their policies, there was already a procedure
for changing local policy.

Mr. Bob Cox, legal counsel for the Washoe County School
District, testified that all procedures were followed in
regard to the distribution of the agendas which included the
naming of the high school.

In response to Senator Kosinski's question, Mr. Cox stated
that a vote was taken in an open meeting as to the naming of
the school. Discussion was also held during executive session
as to the list of names to be considered.

Mr. John Hawkins, Nevada State School Board Association,
testified that this matter should be resolved on a local
level, rather than by legislative action.

Mr. Doyle Whaley, northwest Reno resident, testified that if

a person was noteworthy he should be rewarded after his service
had been given. He also stated that if one wanted a building
named after himself, that person could build it and name it

for himself.
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Ms. Cecilia Calling, Sparks resident, testifed that it was

not only the northwest Reno residents who were concerned about
this problem. She felt the board was insensitive to the
public's thoughts.

SENATE BILL NO. 458

Allows cities and counties to exempt certain divisions of land
from law governing subdivisions and parcel maps.

Mr. Gene Milligan, Nevada Association of Realtors, introduced
Mr. Ronn Reiss, Las Vegas Board of Realtors, and Mr. Bob Cox,
Legal Counsel for the Nevada Association of Realtors. Mr.
Milligan indicated that southern Nevada has an amendment
which they were working on.

Mr. Milligan testified that this bill would become enabling
legislation as opposed to mandatory legislation. Most changes
discussed were primarily changes to allow this to become enabling
legislation. Suggested amendments were reviewed by Mr. Milli-
gan. (See Exhibit I.)

Mr. Fred Weldon, Senior Research Analyst, testified to the
changes which were being proposed by Senate Bill No. 458.
He distributed a copy of a memorandum which was a complete
explanation of this bill. (See Exhibit J.)

Mr. Greg Evangelatos, Sparks Senior Planner, testified that
this bill would mainly affect the rural counties, but could
at sometime affect the urban areas. He concluded that the
proposed amendments would reduce the capability of a local
entity to control its boundaries. Also, he felt there would
be a problem of interpretation of this bill from county to
county.

Mr. Don Bayer, Regional Planning Commission of Washoe County,
testified that he thought the problems addressed in this bill
should be handled locally as he felt they were not statewide
problems. He maintained that the present law was working well
in Washoe County, and a change now would cause confusion.

Mr. Bob Sullivan, Carson River Basin Council of Governments,
testified that Douglas County had difficulty with this bill.
He also disrussed Churchill County's problems with the bill.
(See Exhibit K.)
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Chairman Gibson stated that no action would be taken on these
bills this date.

A subcommittee was appointed to work on the Metro bill

(Senate Bill No. 386) by Chairman Gibson which included
Senator Ford, Chairman, Senator Keith Ashworth and Senator

Don Ashworth. It had come to Chairman Gibson's attention

that if a satisfactory funding formula could be worked out,

the city of Las Vegas would consider withdrawing their lawsuit.

There being no further business, meeting was adjourned at
8:45 p.m.

Respectfully submitted by:

Anne L. fa;e, gééretary

APPROVED BY:

i
s, I. Gibson, airman
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EXHIBIT A

SENATE AGENDA REVISED 3/30/81

COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Committee on Government Affairs « Room 243 .

Day Wednesday « Date April 8 » Time 2:00 p.m. .

S. B. No. 441--Creates commission to promote production
of motion pictures in Nevada.

Joe Neal, Prime Sponsor
Walter McKenzie, Department of Economic Development

S. B. No.410--Provides for agreements relating to future
development of land.

Senator McCorkle, Prime Sponsor

S. B. No. 454--Transfers responsibility for preparing
ballot questions and explanations for initiated and referred
measures.

S. B. No. 458--Allows cities and counties to exempt
certain divisions of land from law governing subdivisions
and parcel maps.

Gentty Etcheverry, League of Cities

Bryce Wilson, Nevada Association of Counties
Daniel Fitzpatrick, Clark County

William Cozart, Nevada Association of Realtors
R. Lynn Luman, Real Estate Division

A. B. No. 139--Amends charter of City of Reno to require
councilmen be elected by voters of their respective wards.

A. B, No, 216--Prohibits naming of certain public works
after living persons,
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ATTENDANCE ROSTER FORM

COMMITTEE MEETINGS

SENATE COMMITTEE ON

DATE:

April 8, 1981

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
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DEPARTMENT OF MUSEUMS AND HISTORY
410 EAST JOWN STREET

CAPITOL COMPLEX EXHIBIT C
CARSON CITY. NEVADA 89710
TELEPHONE (702) 885-4217 RECEIVED

March 26, 1981
MAR 27 1381

. . Dept. Economnic
Mr. Walter McKenzie, Director ?;vmopm,m

Department of Economic Development
Suite 106, Capitol Building Complex
Carson City, Nevada 89710

Dear Walt:

I have read Senate Bill No. 441 with interest and have no argument
with the concept. In fact, I can even see where the Department of Museums and
History, and the State Museum and Historical Society, through their contacts with
regional museums and historical societies throughout the State could assist you by
providing information regarding "desirable locations for the production of motion
pictures". With the additional resources and cooperation of the Division of Historic
Preservation and Archeology, and State Parks, a pretty comprehensive 1ist of the
State's motion picture resources could be assembled in a very short time.

There are, however two points which concern me. The first, and most
serious because it concerns the probably expenditure of funds and staff time is
Section 5.Paragraph 1 states that the Commission Proposes to establish a fund. Para-
graph 2, states that the Commission will charge fees for the use of State property
and personnel, and that these fees will be paid by motion picture companies. How-
ever, "upon collection the fees must be deposited with the State Treasurer for credit
to the fund." Somehow, this seems a little inequitable. A State agency would supply
"property" and the time of staff members, which would result in expenditures from the
agency's budget, but the fees would go to the commission. The agencies can't get any
good deals 1ike that. If we have printing done, use the computer, Buildings and
Grounds services, buy equipment, or process State administrative documents, we pay a
fee to the agency which supplies the service. My position would be that fees for
the use of an agency's property and staff time should be paid to the agencies and
deposited to the General Fund to be credited to that agency's appropriation. The
way it appears now, the agencies will be using their resources to create a fund for
the promotion of motion pictures.

As a case in point, I will cite the possible use of Virginia and Truckee
Railroad Equipment.as an example. We have already been advised that as locomotives
and rolling stock are restored, and trackage extended, that we will probably get re-
quests from motion picture companies to use, and film, the vintage equipment. Under
the provisions of this Bill, the investment of the State Museum, of both private
foundation funds and State funds would not benefit the agency - nor the State - except
in the increase of the funds of the Motion Picture Commission. Certainly, funds
generated in this manner should accrue to the agency where they could be used to




Page 2: Letter to Mr. Walt McKenzie dated: March 26, 1981

offset the operating costs of the agency - as they are in the examples I have cited.

The second point which concerns me is Section 8, Paragraph 4. If I
interpret this correctly, the Commission will be concerned with "promoting" the
production of motion pictures in Nevada. I have no argument with this. However, if
the intent is - or may ultimately be - regulatory, it infringes upon some areas
which the State Museum and Historical Society would prefer not to have disturbed. Both
institutions have made films and videotapes which have been used to promote the insti-
tutions or as training films. Naturally, we would not 1ike to lose that option.

I am, Walt, not trying to be negative, but am, I feel, voicing a real
concern on these points. I am certain that we could resolve any problems that
Paragraph 4, of Section 8 might raise. I am not as certain about Paragraph 2 of
Section 5. 1 realize that an agency option appears in Paragraph 1 of Section 7, and
the “State agency having jurisdiction over the property" could deny permission to use
said property: However, this would be sowing the seeds for inter-departmental
friction. It would be better if the issues were clearly addressed in the legislation.

Kindest regards,

.

Jack E. Porter, Administrator
Department of Museums & History -

JEP/bIm
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EXHIBIT E

State official says errors will re

; lary of state bherpuled this

‘Question |, Swack-

hamer wrote that & yes vote would being the

* of bail even to kiduappors and ragints. A §.as
ovon used this wiong infunination

" basis of an editorial which encour

them, (0 support Question . '

© “We enlarged the crimes for

deuled Inadvortently,” Swackhamer said.

was made by Swackhamer's

> aged the pubd
. U i

1979 Legistatures. Which ball could be

Swackbamer’s staff took Mmo.:ulomu;d

morb slmple guage. In

sovoral factual ervors.

1 was meant (o ask vuters only if they

parolo o the list of

triod (o rowrito them in

* olall when U prepared the y
The resolullon on which (he quesiion bs

public (o let tha Legislature fix lhe

ment without the

‘Pucsday, Octobor 26, 1080—Las Vegas

uil;:;)hn. wrilten in 1804, now lismits this amount
(o §60.

‘The bion which app on the baltot asks
voters if thoy will let tho legislat ive “sclual
expouses”’ for postage, nowspaper md slationery

costa. .

'lmind sesolutlon, however, had ‘stricken
the *, expenses™ phrase.

Some lawmakers feel the f will give the
legislators the sight (o charge their postago
costs (o the public. These custs could run into
thousands of dollars.

Assembilyman Dol Robinson, §)-l.as Vegas, said
the mistake might permis begisiators to “chasge the
slate for sending vut their own newslelters ®

Bwackhamner's chief deputy, David Howasd, said
“Ihe legislatwe could say only $180 is allowed.

lawmakers can yeceive for postage, Dul ane guy could say wine s $2,000 while another

serimes for which bsil may The oul_e con-

- says mine s $1,000%

Roview-Journal—j 8A

main on ballot

loward said ho oxpects
queostion recelves voter
isluture permiits “an open chechbook

begal challonges if tho !
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O MEASURE NO. 11 MEASURE NO. 11

Argument in Favor

Explanation
Property Tax Relicf for Homeowners

years. The growth rate for the 1979-1981 budget is to be based on 95

peroent of the state's 1977-1979 budget. The state budget to which

thomwthlinﬁtnppliudoesnotindudeﬂut.ureliefunderthis

measure, Mraszonmudebtmdmreimbunedbyloal
ts. .

parti
can xtill be referred to a vote by the reople by a simple majority of
Ome legislature or by sufficient petitior3 signed by

Limits on School and Local Government Budgets -

This measure limits the vearly growth rate of thosc portions of
echool and local budgetafundedbypmpenytax.m
limit is the growth rate of the population of the school or local area
adjusted bypﬁeechanmﬂulinutdoeamtapplytoewfor
buildings or bonds, or for contracts paid by property taxcs approved
before December 31, 1978. The six percent tax bats increase hmit in
the Oregon Constitution remasins in effect.

Local governments caanct Place any tax or tax-exemption
changes into immediate effect by declaring an emergency.

The voters may approve school or local government expenses
over the lirnitallowedbytlﬁameasmlnthatease.themtemﬂ
not pay the amount over the limit.

\  Information Requned for Voters

One Year Assessment Freeze

The 1979 assessed value on real property also will apply in 1980.
During 1979-1980 the legislature must study assessment laws and
practices and revise them as necded..

Effcct on Ballot Measure No. ¢

This measure is proposed as an alternative to Bailot Measure
No. 6. IfthismcasmandBallotMemmNo.Gmbothappmvedby
8 majority of the voters, the measure receiving the greater number
of'ys'votesahauheaddedwmeConwwtionnndtheodwr
measure repealed.

This statement was provided by Legislative Counsel Committee
in accordance with section 6, chapter 3, Oregon Laws 1978 (special

Cjnion).

EXHIBIT F

STATEMENT BY GOVERNOR BOB STRAUB
SUPPORTING BALLOT MEASURE #11
MORE PROPERTY TAX RELIEF

Measure #11 concentrates property tax relief where it is most
iy pheev;!}‘emhmﬁve.hpwrom prope‘lgz;?xreliefto

Lomeowners, mobile owners renters. omeowner
andRenmRefundaMElderlychmAssistantPfognmsmm
affected by Measure #11.

UnderMeam#Gmpropenytureliefwill to business
industry and &

and none to renters.
HOMEOWNER TAX RELIEF-.
MEASURE #6 vs MEASURE #11
Assessed
Valuation . Taxes Owner Must Pay
Of Home *Current  Measure #6 *Measure #11
$25,000 $350 $378 $278
50,000 1,100 750 550
75,000 1,650 1,128 828
100,000 2,200 1,500 1,100
“Based on average tax rate of $22.00 per $1,000.00 assessed
valuation
Measure #11 provides more tnx relief for homeowners and
renters than Measure 6
STATE AND LOCAL GOVER} MENT SPENDING
CONTROLS

Measure #11 will limit State and local government spending. It
will require two-thirds approval by both houses nf the Legislature to
increase any taxes by more thun 8 percent. Under Mnasure 11, if the
State surplus grows over 2 percent, all of that surplus will be
returned to income taxpayers

Measure #11 estcblishes constitutional spending limita-
tions on state and local government—iieasure #6 does not.

AN OREGON PLAN

Measure #11 wes designed in Oregon, to fit the
Constitution and Oregon tax system. It will provide immediate,
direct relief unhampered by Constitutional problems or legal uncer-
tainties. It will procerve the State's bonding abilities, including the
Veterans’ Home and Farm Loan Program.

Measure #11 saves
governments will keen operating and local voters will set priorities.

It will result in years of litigation. Measure #11 is an Oreron pian
which c2n be implemented immediately—Measurc #6 is not.
Measure #11 is fair, workable and responsible. [t will provide
the tax relief and government spending controls the voters want.
g'(he Ox'egon6 Plan, Neasure #11, is better than the California Plan,
easure #6.

VOTE YES ON MEASURE #11 and NO ON MEASURE #6

Submitted by: Governor Bob Straub
2087 Orchard Heights Rd., N.W.
Salem, Oregon 97304

This space was provided free of charge by the Legislutive
Assembly in accordance with section 7, chapter 3, Oregon Laws 1978
(special session). .

The printing of this argument docs not constitute an
indoreement by the State of Oregon, nor does the state

warrant the accuracy or truth of any statement made
in the argument. .
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~Te Cheirman and lexzbers of Committee, EXHIZIT G

I am here tocay to testify to tte abuses that can be made by a board's
power to name public buildings efter themselves as kas been done recently
in the case of the Washoe County School 3oard.

I became interested in§ the policy regarding naming sctools twar
Jears ago when the elexentay school I was presiden t of was rensmed from its
geographical name to Nancy Gomes, Ouar P.T.A. 3oard suggested that this
name be placed on one of the six new schools woon to be built as we had
no objection to this; we just didn't went our school renamed, They at
first fefused, adammantly; but htezb due to pressure from Mary Gojack _
and John Gomes, the late Nancy Gomes's hysband, they did do)thisi although
trey still reseyved four of the six new schools for themselves.

My P.T.4. Board ard most of the people I came into contact with
didn't like the school board's pAdlicy of naming schools after themselves,
8o at a board meeting, when naming of schools was onthe agenda, we appeared
to voice cur objections, These objections consisted of lack of ethics,
poor exapple to students, lack of public imput, end just plein poar taste,
We also stated that the main reascn we had core wes to prevent the new
Northwest high School from being named in this manner. We preferred
other methods of naming it such as letting the students who would be ate
tendingitymany of then being rezoned fror other local Ligh schools, nanme
it to give them a sense of personel identification with it. After our
objections that night, the school board went ahead and nemed another new
school after one of its owm,

Because we didn't want the new hig: school to be nazed e2ter a serv-
ing scrool board xzexmber, we were watching for tke iter naming of schools
to appear on the board's agenda so tha we could appear. However, several
Wasroe County schools and P.T.A. presidents dicd not receive t is agenda
that was for the meeting thaet took place or the P residential election
night. After the school district secretary wk,atypes and distributesfhe
egendas in the schocl boxes at the school diestrict office was ccntected
about this, she personally called 46 sch-ols and found that 17 ¢id not
receive and 7 didn't know if thay had received the agerdas for t. is meet-
ing including all northwest schocls.

Parents were well aware tngfRodert YeQueen was tne enly legical
serool beard zembsr left to neme a school after, Ee hed sat bask w.ile
trree of the l=st five new schools ahd been zzned afisr three fellow
board members wo hgd not served nearly as leng es he, full well knowing
the Ligh school wes being seved for hige. Fow are students exsected tp
Jook up to treir elected representatives when egos rlsy suck an important
part in their "pablic' service? Evidently, these peccle realize tret
their nezes woulg never be remerbzred past treir service excent for tkis
mezorial. Unfortunately ,they don't realize ttat the greater good could
be served by doing their 'duty instead of assuring thet their nares would
go down to posterity.

2R R T T Y ARG =g 4 e etep B 8e rapmd o L N s iy 31 e~
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An objecticn®fy be rat®d as to the e’fectibe date of this bill
for it will rerove Robert McQueen's name from the new -igh school. Ny
Northwest neighbors and Reno friends feel that this ghould be done as
be and his fellow bostd zembers were well eware of; and took no consideration
of, the objections to naming the schocl after him,

The two newest school board membzrs, who began serving as of January
of this year, stated that during their cexpaigning the naxing policy
was the biggest cofy plaint they cane gcross, and trey objected to the
boar d's nening of the football field at the new :igk schocl after & leng
time school district employee. The old soerd members listened, end then
did this ®ery thing,

I have here scme letie®s from other individuals who were not able to
atbend this heering today feflecting the wide support this bill has that
I would like to submit ads&Aifiile I urge you to favorably consider tzis
bill so abuses of the kind o heve just described will not sccur again,

Thank you,
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EXHIBIT H

TO: The distinguished members of the Nevada State Senate.

Being the representative for many Verdi residents
who would like to see the passage of AB 216 in the Senate,
but due to a change in time for this hearing and therefore
finding it impossible for me to attend, I am submitting some
of our thoughts regarding this Bill in a letter.

First, let me say that the children from Verdi are zoned
to Northwest Reno schools from middle school age through high
school.

All of us find the naming of Washoe County Schools solely
after members of the Washoe County School Board an absolutely
horrendous practice, especially since the members themselves
vote for their own name. What total arrogance and disregard
for other deserving members of our community, such as a teacher
who has personally touched hundreds and hundreds of lives
over a 30 year period in a classroom. I have lived in Nevada
almost my entire life and have watched the naming of schools
in the entire State. Clark County should be commended for
their names such as Rancho, Chapparral, Valley, Western, etc.
I would like to see Washoe County follow their lead.

More importantly, how can any teenager identify with a
school named "McQueen High School?" The name implies several
undesirable mascots, none of which I need to state since
they're all obvious. Having talked to several students, I
find that instead of being excited about the prospect of
attending a "new" high school, they are filled with dread
at having to face the peer ridicule they are even now receiving.
I know all of us can remember our high school days and the
true pride we felt towards our schools. Please give the
students of Northwest Reno the right to experience that pride
with a name they can cheer about. Through your passage of
this Bill, you can renew many young people's faith in
democracy.

Thanking you in advance for your consideration,
I am

Sincerely yours,

WW

Lenda Azcarate
205 Deer Mountain Road
Verdi, Nevada




April 6, 1981

Governunent Affairs Comrittee
Gentlenen:

RE: Bill AB216, "Naming of Public Pacilities”

I would like to state my support of +the above-
nentioned bill.

I feel it is in the best interests of the

entire community to stop the »ractice of

naning public facilities after personalities
still serving on boards or in publiec capacities.
Iany deserving public servants are not being
acknowledged as a result of t:is ego-ceniric
practice. Let their service be 2 matter of
pest record before the honor is bestoed or
return tc geographical names.,

Thenii you for your anticipated surport of your
constituents' wishes.

Sincerely,
Frances S. Byrrne

1285 uir Drive
lerc, levada 895C3
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1445 Kirston St.
Reno, Nevada

Anril 8, 1981

To Senator Gibson, chairman, and the other members of the committee hearing on
Senate Bill 216 re the naming of public buildings.

Dear Senators:

I and my husband would like to go on record as supporting this bill as it has
been presented to you with it being retroacti;e to January 1981, We feel it is
inherently wrong for elected.officials to vote to name buildings that are public
after themselves. This form of self-aggrandizement needs legislation to keep it
from happening. This is not merely a Reno problem but something that concerns

the whole state,

Sincerely,

Ygawn Jackso T
/ r
/) /
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warren D, Jackson
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NEVADA ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS®

SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO S.B. 458

NRS 278.010 EXHIRIT I

15. "Acre" means 43,560 square feet of land including
any public streets and alleys or other right-of-ways or easements.

l16. "Lot" means a distinct part of parcel of land
divided with the intent to or for the purpose of transferring owner-
ship, or for building purposes, but does not mean a part or parcel
of land used solely for the location of a water well site or other

utility purposes.

Page 2, Line 16
Brackets should be eliminated

Presented to Senate Government Affairs Committee
April 8, 1981
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STATE OF NEVADA ) LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION (702) 885-5627

KEITH ASHWORTH, Senator. Chairman
LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU Arthur J. Palmer. Director, Secretary

LEGISLATIVE BUILDING INTERIM FINANCE COMMITTEE i702) 885-5640

CAPITOL COMPLEX DONALD R. MELLO, Assembivman, Chairman
O CARSON CiITY, NEVADA 898710 Ronald W. Sparks, Senate Fiscal Analyst
William A. Bible, Assembdly Fiscal Analyst
N = = = —————

ARTHUR J. PALMER, Director FRANK W. DAYKIN, Legislaiive Counsel (702) 883-3627

(702) 885-5627 JOHN R. CROSSLEY, Legislative Auditor (702) 885-5620
ANDREW P. GROSE, Research Director (702) 885-5637
EXHIBIT J
MEMORANDUM
TO: Senator James I. Gibson, Chairman, Senate Committee on
Government Affairs
FROM: Fred W. Welden, Senior Research Analystla*)

SUBJECT: Explanation of S.B. 458

S.B. 458 proposes to amend chapter 278 of NRS relative to divi-
sions of land. Several of the changes in the bill are made
(:) strictly to reorganize the provisions of the chapter in order to
provide needed clarity, and the other changes affect matters of
policy. 1It was felt that an explanation of the existing law and
the amendments contained in S.B. 458 might be of assistance to
‘ you in reviewing the proposal. I have prepared a short explana-
tion of the three types of land divisions regulated under Nevada
law, a summary of the existing and proposed procedures asso-
ciated with various acreages of lots within land divisions, and
an explanation of S.B. 458.

I. THE THREE TYPES OF REGULATED LAND DIVISIONS

A. Subdivision

Generally, a subdivision is a division of land into five or more
lots (NRS 278.320). Subdivision provisions (NRS 278.320-278.460)
only apply when one or more of the lots is less than 40 acres in
size (NRS 278.471).

4




Page 2

B. Parcel Map

Generally, a parcel map is used for a division of land into four

or fewer lots (NRS 278.461). Parcel map provisions (NRS 278.461-
278.469) only apply when one or more of the lots is less than 40
acres in size (NRS 278.471).

C. '"Large Parcel” Divisions

A "map of division into large parcels” is used when land is
divided into any number of lots, all of which are at least 40
acres in size (NRS 278.471). Under the existing law (NRS
278.471), a local government may pass an ordinance to make the
"large parcel” provisions apply when all of the lots in the land
division are at least 10 acres in size.

D. Above 640 Acres

Land may be divided into parcels of 640 acres or greater without
the review or approval of local governments (NRS 278.471).

II. EXISTING AND PROPOSED PROCEDURES ASSOCIATED WITH
VARIOUS ACREAGES OF LOTS WITHIN LAND DIVISIONS

It is sometimes easier to understand the various types of proce-
dures required for land divisions when these divisions are cate-
gorized by size of proposed lots. The following charts have
been compiled in an attempt to explain the different procedures
which are associated with land divisions of various acreages
under the present law and under the proposals in S.B. 458.
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Page 3

A.

Existing Law

PROCEDURES ASSOCIATED WITH LAND DIVISIONS UNDER EXISTING LAW

Size of Lots

I. Less than 10 acres

II. 10 acres or more,
but less than 40
acres

III. 40 acres or more,
but less than 640
acres

Iv. 640 acres or more

Type ©Of Procedure

Subdivision or parcel map (depending
on the number of lots).

Subdivision or parcel map (depending
on the number of lots), unless a

local ordinance is passed to specify
that "large parcel" procedures apply.

“"Large parcel"” procedures apply.

Exempt from regulation.

B. Proposals in S.B. 458
PROCEDURES ASSOCIATED WITH LAND DIVISIONS UNDER S.B. 458
Size of Lots Type of Procedure
I. Less than 10 acres Subdivision or parcel map, depending

II. 10 acres or more,
but less than 40
acres

III. 40 acres or more,
but less than 640
acres

Iv. 40 acres or more

on the number of lots. (This is not
a change from existing law.)

Subdivision or parcel map (depending
on the number of lots), unless a
local ordinance is passed to specify
that:

(1) Such divisions are subject to
"large parcel" procedures (this is
not a change from existing law), or
(2) Such divisions are exempt from
all review and approval. (This is

a change from existing law.)

No procedures regulate, unless a
local ordinance is passed to specify
that such divisions are subject to
"large parcel" procedures. (This is
a2 change from existing law.)

Exempt from regulation. (This is
not a change from existing law.)




Page ¢

III. ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS BY LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
AND THEIR EFFECTS

If a local government chose to exercise none of the options
authorized under existing law, land divisions containing lots of
less than 40 acres would be subject to subdivision or parcel map
procedures, and divisions into lots of 40-640 acres would be
subject to "large parcel” procedures. If S.B. 458 were enacted
and a local government chose to exercise none of the options
authorized under the bill, land divisions containing lots of
less than 40 acres would be subject to subdivision or parcel map
laws, and divisions into lots of 40-640 acres would not be sub-
ject to any review and approval.

A description of the effects of a local government exercising
its option to allow the most exemptions possible under S.B. 458
might also be of value. If S.B. 458 were enacted, a local
government could choose to exempt land divisions with lots of
10-40 acres from the subdivision and parcel map procedures. 1If
they also opted not to apply the "large parcel™ procedures to
lots of this size or those comprising 40 acres or more, the
result would be that no review or approval would be provided for
land divisions containing lots of 10 acres or more.

IV. CONTRACTS OF SALE

Another concept contained in S.B. 458 is that of contracts of
sale. Basically, a contract of sale is an agreement between
buyer and seller to the terms of a sale, but the sale is not
legally completed. "Earnest money" is put up by the buyer and
he may actually begin making payments, but title is not trans-
ferred until the conditions of the contract are fulfilled. The
contract of sale may contain any conditions which are agreeable
to the buyer and the seller.
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Page 5

Sections 6 and 7 of S.B. 458 would make it lawful to enter into
contracts of sale for lots before the final map of a subdivision
is approved and recorded. This action could provide a substan-
tial savings of time and money to the developer/seller. How-
ever, the local governments generally feel that it would provide
a significant "loophole” which could result in the subdivision
law being circumvented, the buyer being left without a useable
piece of property, or the local government being forced to pro-
vide the improvements which should have been associated with an
approved subdivision.

V. EXPLANATION OF S.B. 458

An explanation of the changes proposed in S.B. 458 is presented
in the margin of the attached copy of the bill.

FWW/jld: SB458
Attachment




S. B. 458

SENATE BILL NO. 458—COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

MARCH 26, 1981

o —————

Referred to Committee on Government Affairs

SUMMARY--Allows cities and counties to exempt certain divisions of land from
law governing subdivisions and parcel maps. (BDR 22-1103)
FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: No.
Effect on the State or on Industrial Iasurance: No.

<>

ExpLaNaTION=-M3tter in italics is new; matter in brackets { ) is material to be omitted.
k]

AN ACT relating to planning and zoning; allowing cities and counties t0 exempt
divisions of land comprising at least 10 acres but less than 40 acres from
the law governing subdivisions and parcel maps; removing statutory require-
ments pertaining to divisions of land into large parcels comprising at least 40
acres but less than 640 acres; removing certain penalties and remedies appli-
cable to land sold under a contract of sale; and providing other matters prop-
erly relating thereto.

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

SECTION 1. Chapter 278 of NRS is hereby amended by adding
thereto a new section which shall read as follows:

1. The provisions of NRS 278320 1o 278.630, inclusive, do not
apply to:

(a) A division of land into lots, parcels, sites, units or plots, each
of which comprises ar least one section or 640 nominal acres of land.

(b) A division of land for agricuitural purposes into parcels of more
than 10 nominal acres, if a street, road or highway opening, or widening
or easement of any kind is not involved.

2. The board of county commissioners of any county may exempt
any parcel of land from the provisions of NRS 278.320 to 278.630,
inclusive, if:

(a) The land is owned by a railroad company or by a nonprofit corpo-
ration organized and existing pursuant to the provisions of chapter 8! of
NRS which is an immediate successor in title to a railroad company,
and the land was in the past used in connection with any railroad
operation; and
18 (b) Other persons now permanently reside on the land.

19 SEC. 2. NRS 278.320 is hereby amended to read as follows:

O Sec*lon 1,

This section Is a rearganization
ot existing law. The existing
provisions are In 278.471(3),

‘ 278.320(3), and 278.320(2). The

purpose of this change Is to
collect In one place all of the
present total exemptions from
land divislion reguistion.

r--n-u-u-sr—-v-‘
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Section 2,

The Inlitial portions of this
section (smendments to 278,320
1=3) are & reorganization of
existing law. Presently, land
divisions contalning lots of
40-640 acres are subject to the
"large parcei" provisions of
278.471.

4. New Provision,

Under exlsting law, a local
government may pass an
ordinance making land divisions
contalning lots of 10-40 acres
subject to the "large parcel®
provisions In 278,471, rather
then thelr belng subject to
+ne regular subdivision

laws, This new subsection
would have the etfect of allow-
ing local governments to exempt
subdlvisions contalning lots of
10-640 acres from all review
and approval,

—_—

278.320 1. “Subdivision” means any land, vacant or improved,
which is divided or proposed to be divided into five or more lots, parcels,
sites, units or plots, any one of which comprises less than 40 nominal
acres of land, tor the purpose of any transfer, development or any pro-
posed -transfer or development unless exempted by [one of the following
provisions:

(a)] the provisions of section 1 of this act or subsections 2 to 4,
inclusive, of this section.

. The term “subdivision” does not :gply to [any]} :

(a) Any division of land which is subject to the provisions of NRS
278.471 t0 278.4725, inclusive.

(b) [Any joint tenancy or tenancy in common shall be deemed a
sinc;inteﬁstlinland.th f d dopted for the purpose [of

c nless a method of disposition is adopted for the o
evading this chba‘gter] or would have the effect of evading lgis chapter:
L the term “subdivision” does not apply to:]

(1) Any division of land which is ordered by any court in this
state or created by operation of law;

(2) A lien, monigage, deed of trust or any other security instrument;

(3) A secunty or unit of interest in any investment trust regulated
under the laws of this state or any other interest in an investment entity;

(4) Cemetery lots; or

(5) An interest in oil, gas, mirerals or building materials, which are
[now or hereafter] severed irom the surface ownership of real property.

[2. The board of county commissioners of any county may exempt
any parcel or parcels of land from the provisions of NRS 278.010 to
278.630, inclusive, if:

(a) Such iand is owned by a railroad company or by a ponprofit cor-
poration organized and existing pursuant to the provisions of chapter
81 of NRS wtich is an immediate successor in tide to a railroad com-
pany, and such land was in the past used in connection with any railroad
operation; and

(b) Other persons now permanently reside on such land.

3. This chapter does not apply to the division of land for agricultural
purposes into parcels of more than 10 acres, if a street, road, or highway
opening or widening or easement of any kind is not involved.}

3. Any joint tenancy or tenancy in common shall be deemed a single
interest in land.

4. The governing body of a city, or the board of county commis-
sioners with respect to- the unincorporated area of the courty, may by
ordinance exempt a proposed division of land into lots, parcels, sites,
units or plots, each of which comprises at least 10 nomincl acres of land,
including roads and easements, from the provisions of NRS 278.320 to
278.460, inclusive.

SEC. 3. NRS 278.360 is hereby amended to read as foliows:

278.360 1. Unless the time is extended, the subdivider shall within
| year alter approval of the tentative map or before the exp.ration of
ary extension by the governing body cause the subdivision, or any part
thereof, to be surveved and a final map prepared in accordance with the
tentative map. Failure to record a final map within the time prescribed
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Section 3. New Provislion,
Under existing law, & subdlivider
hes 1 year plus the possibllity
ot a l~yeer extension of time
atter the approval of his
?et;‘faﬂve mep In which to record
8 tinal map. This amendment
would add the possibility of
obtalning & second 1-year
extenslion,

Sectlon 4,

The Inlitial portions of this
sectlon (amendments of 278,461
1-3) are a reorganization of
existing law, Presently,

lend divisions containing lots
of 40-640 acres are subject to
the "large percel™ provisions
of 278.471,
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in this section terminates all proceedings, and before the final map may
aegle:ger be recorded, or any sales be made, a new tentative map shall

2. The governing body or planning commission may grant to the
subdivider [a single extension] two extensions of not more than 1 year
each within which to record a final map after receiving approval of the
tentative map.

SEC. 4. NRS 278.461 is hereby amended to read as follows:

278.461 1. A person who pro to divide any land for transfer
or development into four or fewer lots, parcels, sites, units or plots, any
one of which comprises less than 40 nominal acres of land, shall file a

1 map in the office of the coung recorder, unless this requirement
1s v;'aived or [the provisions of 278.471 to 278.472S, inclusive,
apply.

2.] the land is otherwise exempted by the provisions of section 1 of
this act or subsections 2 to 7, inclusive, of this section.

2. The requirement set by subsection 1 does not apply to any divi-
sion of land which is subject to the provisions of NRS 278.471 10 278.-
4725, inclusive.

A parcel map is not required when the land division is for the
express gurpose of:

(a) Creation of realignment of 2 public right of way by a public
agency.

(b) Creation or realignment of an easement.

(c) Adjustment of the boundary line or the transfer of land between
two adjacent property owners which does not result in the creation of
any additional parcels.

(d) Purchase, transfer or development of space within an apartment
building or an industrial or commercial building.

(e) ing out an order of any court or dividing land as a result of
an operation of law. .

[3.] 4. A parcel map is not required for any of the following
transactions involving land:

. (a) Creation of a lien, mortgage, deed of trust or any other security
instrument.

(b) Creation of a security or unit of interest in any investment trust
regulated under the laws of this state or any other interest in an invest-
ment entity.

(c) Conveying on interest in oil, gas, minerals or building materials,
which are severed from the surface ownership of real progcrty.

(d) Filing a certificate of amendment under NRS 278.473.

[4.] 5. When two or more separate lots. parcels. sites. units or plots
of land arc purchased. they remain separate for the p es of this
section and NRS 278.458, 278.590 and 278.630. When such] those
lots, parcels, sites. units or piots are resold or conveved they are exempt
from the provisions of NRS [278.010F 278.320 to 278.630. inclusive,
until further divided.

[5.3 6. Unless a method of Jand division is adopted for the purpose

J" )
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1. _New Provision,

Under existing law, a local
government may pass an

ordinance making land divisions
containing lots of 10-40 acres
subject to the "large parcel”
provisions of 278.471, rather
than beling subject to the reguiar
parcel map laws, This new sub-
section would aliow local govern-
ments to exempt iand divisions
containing lots of 10=640 acres
trom all review and approval.

Section 5, New Provision.

Under existing faw, land divi-
slons contalning lots of 40-640
acres sre automatically subject
to *hese "large parcei"™ provisions,
and local governments may pass
ordinances to make land divisions
containing lots of 10=40 acres
subject to these provisions.
This emendment would el Iminste
the automatic review and approvel
by local governments, and maxe
use of "large percel" procedures
onily applicable when the local
government passes an ordlinance
so stipulating,

Sectlon 6, New Provislon.

under exlisting law, a person may
not enter Into a contract of

sale for parcels within a future
subdivision untl!l the ¢inal map Is
recorded, Amendments in this
sectlon would allow contracts of
szle for portions of a plece of
property which has not been
otticlally subdivided,
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or would bave the effect of evading this chapter, the provisions for divi-
sion of land by a parcel map do not apply to a transaction exempted by
paragraph [(c)] () of subsection [1] 2 of NRS 278.320.

7. The governing body of a city, or the board of county commis-
sioners with respect to the unincorporated area of the counry, may by
ordinnance exempt a proposed division of land into lots, parcels, sites,
units or plots, each of which comprises at least 10 nominal acres of
land, including roads and easements, from the provisions of NRS 278.-
461 10 278.469, inclusive.

SEC. 5. NRS 278.471 is hereby amended to read as follows:

278.471 [1. Except as provided in subsections 2 and 3, a oposed
division of land is subject to the provisions of NRS 278.471 10 278.4725,
inclusive, if each proposed lot is at least:

(a) One-sixteenth of a section as described by a government land
office survey; or

(b) Forty acres in area, including roads and easements.

2.] The governing body of a city, or the board of county commis-
sions with to the unicorporated area [,] of the county, may by
ordinance elect to make NRS 278.471 to 278.4725, inclusive, apply to
each proposed division of land. except land exempt by section 1 of this
act, where each proposed lot [is] , parcel, site, unit or piot comprises at
least:

[(a)] 1. One-sixty-fourth of a section as described by a govern-
ment land office survey [; or

(b) Ten acres in area,] or 10 nominal acres of land, including roads
and easements [.

3. A proposed division of land into lots or parcels, each of which
contains not less than one section or 640 acres, is not subject to NRS
278.471 t0 278.4725, inclusive.] ; or

. One-sixteenth of a section as described by a government land
office survey or 40 nominal acres of land, including roads and easements.

SEC. 6. NRS 278.590 is hereby amended to read as follows:

278.590 1. It is unlawful for any person [to contract to sell, to sell
or] to transfer any subdivision or any part thereof. or land divided
pursuant to a parcel map or map of division into large parcels, until the
required map [thereof,] . in full compliance with the appropriate pro-
visions of NRS [278.010] 278.320 to 278.630, inclusive, and any local
ordinance, has been recorded in the office of the recorder of the county in
which any portion of the subdivision or land divided is located.

2. A person who violates the provisions of subsection 1 is guilty of
a misdemeanor and is liable for a civil penalty of not more than $300
for each lot or parcel [sold or] transferred.

This section does not bar any legal, equitable or summary remedy
to which any aggrieved municipality or other political subdivision, or
any person, may otherwise be entitled, and any such municipality or
other political subdivision or person may Sle suit in the district court of
the county in which any property attempted to be divided or [sold}
transferred in violation of NRS [278.010] 278.320 to 278.630, inclu-
sive, is located to restrain or enjoin any attempted or proposed division
or transfer in violation of those sections.
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Section 7, New Provisions.

See comments on gection 6,
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SEC. 7. NRS 278.620 is hereby amended to read as follows:

278.620 Any Es_;lg or contract to sell] wransfer made contrary to
the provisions of [278.010] 278320 to 278.630, inclusive, is
voidable at the sole option of the yer Or person contracting to pur-
chase,] transjeree, his beirs, personal representative, or trustee in insol-
vency or bankruptcy within 1 year after the date of [execution of the
sale or contract to sell,] the transfer, but the [sale or contract to sell]
transfer is binding upon [any assignee or transferee of the buyer or
person contracting to purchase,] anmyone claiming an interest to the
transferred land through the transferee, other than those above emm-
merated, and upon the [vendor, or person contracting to sell,] wransferor
or his assignee, heir or devisee. o
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Churchill County Administration Office
869 SOUTH MAINE STREET FALLON, NEVADA 89406 (702) 423-5136

April 7, 1981

EXHIBIT K

Senator James I. Gibson
Nevada State Senate

Capitol Complex

Carson City, Nevada 89710

Dear Senator Gibson:

This letter is being written with reference to S.B. 458
which allows cities and counties to exempt certain parcels
of land from subdivision parcel maps.

We are somewhat disturbed by the provisions within this

law which could afford a local unit of government the

option of completely circumventing the intent of a law

which has been in existence in the State of Nevada since

1973. Many of the smaller Counties might conceivably be
pPressured into adopting ordinances which would exempt all

land divisions and subdivisions with units or plots comprising
10 nominal acres of land or more.

Paragraph 3, rewording the language in Sections 1 through 5
will not be particularly troublesome except as noted above.
However, Sections 6 and 7 make the enforcement of N.R.S. 278
and local ordinances pertaining to planning and zoning
extremely difficult.

As a specific example, an unscrupulous land divider or sub-
divider could, under the proposed change to the law, now
contract to sell a parcel of ground and not record such a
transaction until such time as the deed were conveyed to
the purchaser. In the intervening time, depending on the
terms of the contract of sale, the land divider could have
left our coummunity leaving the resolution of the problem
in the hands of the County Commissioners. The land divider
could in this manner also circumvent local zoning ordinances
since they could contract to sell parcels of a size that a
particular zone might not allow in that area. The person
making a purchase under a contract of sale may not be aware
of the prevailing zoning in a particular area and may very
innocently go on paying for the property with the idea of
constructing a home on it at such time as the deed would be
conveyed to him. At that time it is quite conceivable that
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Senator Gibson
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we would be forced to refuse the issuance of a building
permit on the basis of a violation of zoning ordinance,
possible improper access, or  that the State of Nevada
rnignt refuse to issue a septic permit because of improper
soil conditions.

Since the words removed in Sections 6 and 7 refer to
"contract to sell, to sell; or sale, or contract to sell”
and substitute the words therein "to transfer", it would
appear that no violation of the Statutes would be involved
until such time as a deed were conveyed.

At the very least we would prefer to see the words refering
to "to sell, and contract of sale" remain in the law and
might even propose that the misdemeanor provision in

N.R.S. 278.590, Paragraph 2, be ammended to provide for a
gross misdemeanor in light of the potential monetary damage
which might be perpetrated on the unsuspecting public.

/ be ‘I \.’%’( :(.“d‘/
N BIGRN 2. strmoer C

(i:sannty Manager
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