MINUTES OF THE
MEETING OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE
ON GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

SIXTY-FIRST SESSION
NEVADA STATE LEGISLATURE
May 27, 1981

The Senate Committee on Government Affairs was called to
order by Chairman James I. Gibson, at 2:38 p.m., Wednesday,
May 27, 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:

Assemblyman Paul Prengaman'
STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT:

Andrew Grose, Research Director
Fred Weldon, Senior Research Analyst
Anne Lage, Committee Secretary

SENATE BILL NO. 707

Reapportions election districts of board of regents and state
board of education.

Mr. Andrew Grose, Research Director, testified that Senate
Bill No. 707 reflected the map which was submitted by the
Board of Regents and then coordinated with the state Board
of Education.

Mr. Ted Sanders, Superintendent of Schools, testified that

they were in support of this bill, if consideration would be
given to a slight change in a boundary to accomodate a board
member who had just moved outside the proposed line. As it
only involved a slight change, Mr. Grose stated that this could
be done without any problems.
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Senator Ford moved "Amend and Do Pass" on Senate Bill
No. 707.

Senator Kosinski seconded the motion.

The motion carried. (Sénaters Wagner, Getto and K.
Ashworth were absent for the vote.)

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 65

Provides for reorganization of central data processing division,
data processing commission and computer facility.

Mr. Gary Cruz, Legislative Counsel Bureau Audit Manager,
testified that this bill was a result of a study performed

by the legislative commission subcommittee on data processing
for the past two years. The study addressed several issues.

He distributed copies of the study to the committee members and
reviewed its contents.

Mr. Cruz stated that the growth and usage of data processing
over the last five years had been 137 percent increase. If the
growth continued at that rate there would be several problems.

The subcommittee addressed the organizational problems. One of
the primary goals of the data processing commission was to stop
the proliferation of equipment throughout the state. This had
not been accomplished. Also, the commission had failed to take
any steps to provide the back up and recovery should a computer
facility be destroyed by fire, flood or some other natural
disaster. They had not developed a long range plan for growth
of equipment that data processing needed for state government.

This bill would provide for a structure which would constantly
evaluate and determine the cost justification for all applications,
both existing ones and new ones.

Mr. Glen DuBois, Implementation Director for the Governor's
Management Task Force, testified in support of this bill. He
stated that the Governor's Management Task Force recognized the
same problems in their review that the subcommittee had identified.
The primary purpose of this bill was to bring a central control
point to the data processing community. The most significant
problem was proliferation of equipment, manpower and software
expense. The purpose of this consolidation of the computer
facility, the central data processing software division of
general services and the planning and research division of

this proposed department, was to identify what the ramifications
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of those decisions were and to set consistent standards for
the acquisition of equipment and for the training of personnel.
The statewide planning and policy making body would be the
department for data processing as proposed in this bill.

This body would be responsible for providing the impact on

all other agencies if an agency were to withdraw.

Mr. Gordon Harding, Central Data Processing, reviewed amendments
to this bill for the committee.

On page 6, line 27, "commission" should be changed to "director".

On page 8, section 30 should be changed to section 31 and a

new section 30 be added as follows: "There is hereby appropriated
from the state general fund to the department of data processing
the sum of $123,696 for the fiscal year commencing July 1, 1981,
and ending June 30, 1982 and the sum of $173,115 for the fiscal
year commencing July 1, 1982 and ending June 30, 1983 to provide
for the salary and related expenses of the director and the

staff of the division of planning and research."

On page 7, section 26, the amount of the repayment should be
changed to $350,000. ;

Mr. Harding indicated that the director would be a new position.

On page 2, line 2, he requested that "unclassified service" be
changed to "classified service".

Mr. Fred Davis, Reno Chamber of Commerce, testified in support
of this legislation.

Mr. Richard Bunker, Director Gaming Control Board, testified
that he was in support of page 2, lines 37-40, line 48 and
page 8, lines 15-23, which were the exclusionary provisions
for the Nevada Gaming Control Board and the Commission. He
stated that Senate Bill No. 340 which had been passed by both
houses of the legislature, would provide $900,000+ for the
Gaming Control Board to develop their own computer capability.

Senator Ford moved "Amend and Do Pass" on Assembly
Bill No. 65 and re-refer it to Finance.

Senator Getto seconded the motion

The motion carried unanimously.

1376




SENATE COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
May 27, 1981

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 186

Changes composition of board of trustees of Airport Authority
of Washoe County.

Ms. Betty Morris,Trustee Washoe County Airport Authority,
testified that she was in opposition to this bill. She stated
that she has been on the authority board since 1977. Ms. Morris
stated that the legislature created a model authority which was
successfully working and was responsive to the community and

to the appointed elected bodies.

Mr. Fred Davis, Greater Reno/Sparks Chamber of Commerce,
testified that he was opposed to this bill. He felt that there
was too much demand on the time of the elected officials. He
felt that the board should be allowed to function as it had

in the past.

Mr. Bob Kendro, Director of Finance for the Airport Authority, .
testified that he had worked for the authority since its inception.
He stated that the airport facility had improved since the
authority had taken over. Their financial statements show
their capability, so there did not seem to be a need for a
change.

Assemblyman Paul Prengaman testified that the airport in
question was in his legislative district. Mr. Prengaman
stated that this change could be done with minimum disruption
because all terms of the authority members terms expire

July 1, 1981.

He stated that an amendment was necessary on page 2, lines

20 and 21. To conform with Assembly Bill No. 2 this language
would have to be deleted. Another amendment would be to go
back to the special act which created the airport authority and
remove the provision which excluded elected officials from the
board. Mr. Prengaman distributed a handout which he felt
demonstrated that over the past year the air traffic coming
into the city of Reno was declining. (See Exhibit C.)

He reviewed the testimony which had been given in the Assembly
which was also included in Exhibit C.

Mr. David Henry, Washoe County, testified that as the bill was
written, the Washoe Commissioners could not support it. They
felt the authority was doing an adequate and satisfactory job.
They did not feel that they had the time to spend on the
authority.
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Mayor Ron Player, Mayor of the City of Sparks, testified

that their had been some relief from airport noise. He stated
that Sparks had gained more relief by working with the FAA
than they had with the authority.

Mayor Player stated that he and the city council had no
problem with the bill. He stated that they would work with
the situation whether or not the bill was passed.

Ms. Debi Langston, City of Reno, testified that the city of
Reno was in opposition to this bill. Their city charter
prohibited councilmen from sitting on boards. The Reno
City Councilmen did not feel they had the time which would
be necessary to participate as a member of the airport
authority.

The committee decided to give this bill further consideration.

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 693

Changes procedure for reconveying land which has been acquired
by eminent domain or dedicated or donated to local government.

Mr. Mike Cool, City of Las'Vegas, presented his testimony to
the committee in support of Assembly Bill No. 693. (See Exhibit D.)

Mr. Joe Denny, Clark County, testified in support of this bill.

Senator Getto moved "Do Pass" on Assembly Bill No. 693.

Senator K. Ashworth seconded the motion.
The motion carried unanimously.

SENATE BILL NO. 350

Revises provisions for factfinding and arbitration in disputes
of local government employers and employees.

Mr. Fred Weldon, Senior Research Analyst, distributed and
reviewed the amendments to this bill. (See Exhibit E.)

The committee decided that $150 per day per panel member
would be a fair amount to be paid. That would be $450 per
day for the panel.

Senator Kosinski testified that he and Senator Wagner had

considered having a resolution which covered criteria for
evaluation of impasse. (See Exhibit F.)
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Mr. Fred Welden had made comments on those criteria.
(See Exhibit G.)

Senator Kosinski thought that the criteria needed to be
further refined. He suggested doing that by resolution.
Chairman Gibson suggested providing for continued monitoring
of the process which would be related to the criteria which
would be spelled out by the legislature by resolution. The
commissioner would be assigned to monitor the process.

Senator Kosinski suggested that Fred Weldon compile a short
section which would be included in the law indicating some
broad goals for gathering data from the negotiating process.

Senators Ford and Getto presented their suggested chart of
the proposed time schedules. (See ExhibitH-.)

Chairman Gibson suggested processing Senate Bill No. 350
using the amendments which had been discussed.

Senator K. Ashworth moved to process Senate Bill No.
350 with the amendments which had been discussed.

Senator Getto seconded the motion.
The motion carried unanimously.

SENATE BILL NO. 367

Revises Local Government Employee-Management Relations.

Senator Kosinski moved "Indefinite Postponement™ on
Senate Bill No. 367.

Senator K. Ashworth seconded the motion.
The motion carried uananimously.

SENATE BILL NO. 536

Extends collective bargaining to state employees and removes
governor's emergency power to submit disput to binding
factfinding.

Senator Ford moved "Indefinite Postponement" on
Senate Bill No. 536.

Senator Ashworth seconded the motion.

The motion carried unanimously.

A0
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SENATE BILL NO. 537

Extends collective bargaining to state employees and provides
for public referendum under certain circumstances.

Senator K. Ashworth moved "Indefinite Postponement”
on Senate Bill No. 537.

Senator Getto seconded the motion.
The motion carried unanimously.

SENATE BILL NO. 550

Prohibits employee organization from requiring its members
to be affiliated with another organization.

Senator Kosinski moved "Indefinite Postponement” on
Senate Bill No. 550.

Senator K. Ashworth seconded the motion.
The motion carried unanimously.

As there was no further business, meeting was adjourned at
6:40 p.m.

Respectfully submitted by:

_M éﬂj
Anne L. Lage, Secretary

APPROVED BY:

ames I. Gibson, Chairman

: } + (721
DA x‘i/ s 2 - 1
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EXHIBIT A
SENATE AGENDA REVISED 5/26/81
' COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Committee on Government Affairs » Room 243 .
Day_Wednesday . , pate May 27, 1981 , 7ime 2:00 p.m.

S. B. No. 707--Reapportions election éistricts of board
of regents and state board of education.

A. B. No. 65--Provides for reorganization of central
data processing division, data processing commission and
computer facility.

A. B. No. 186--Changes composition of board of trustees
of Airport Authority of Washoe County.

. A. B. No. 693--Changes procedure for reconveying land
which has been acquiredgby gminent domain or ded¥caged or

donated to local government.
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CCMMITTEE MEETINGS

ATTINDANCE ROSTER FORM

SENATE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

CATZ:___ May 27, 1981

EXHIBIT B

NAME ORGANIZATION & ADDRESS TELEPHONé o/
. Rty Morris .ﬁ»p'ai&«ﬁm%_&zﬁa&u% 7260204
. Mﬂu . : " N oars-a2spr
' v (Rews LCR - Awp 1T 5622
'Cj[ﬁ/ﬁ”#rn, [‘U(U quqeg Py ~GI/I£‘/‘ -2/ 2y |
JepSavpaes | Devr oe Epo £5-SNo
IKE Coor (18 of los Vayas [fre 48493 §$3-0767
. MSEA & -
NSEA ' ' ‘
NEEA %33-090D
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DEPLANING PASSENGERS

’ | RERO AIRPORT 1977 - 1978 - 1979 EERIBIE C _
) 1977 . 1978 © 1979 - 1980 ?‘e§'T€L-
January 45,387 - 52,074 96,808 90,259 . 932
Feliruary 49,391 56,347 110,094 97,898 .8819
March * 62,358 .67,420  ° 124,526 5. 307,236 8L.6
April 57,142 60,894 72 9027Qr.f '8, 082 te2.2
Y2y 53,766 - 88,565 Y’ 163_}\> 92,415 q4%,.|
J-une 56,609 €2,601 129,762 97,263 750
July " 63,823 98,608 136,852 167,495 78.5
Avgust 73,031 105,833 143,414 115,663 go.0
Septesber 61, 644 107,323 . 119,630 58,618 824
Cezober 62,139 103,576 114,412 ¢2,22¢  B80.6
Novesder 56,608 9s,ozé 105,892 '?3784 o 8.4
Decerber 56,788 __106.593 103,705 - gpsas= 824
TOTAL 696,656 1,037,862 1,352,185 11S4011  B35.34
1
1980 1981 % of 1980 % of 1979
January 90,259 84,006 90.6 86.8
February 97,898 8'3,062 84.8 '75.4
March 107,856 88,741  g2.3 70.2
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AIRPORT AUTHORITY OF WASHOE COUNTY

TINANCIAL STATERMENTS *=
and
ADDITIONAL INTORMATION
. with
REPORT OF CZRTIITIZD PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

JUNE 30, 1980

| S,

NGRN
® Fox & Company

Cenilied Futlic Accouriants

5.1.384




Tong-tern debt J£> ‘
. ttd“

?

Accounts vecefvable from Tederal Aviaticn Adrministration (continued) ) .

A substantcfal portion of the accounts receivable from government agencles,
shown as a cur-eat asset, represents reizmbursements due froa the FAA for
operating costs subject to grants and land acquisition costs incurred prior
to the expansion project sudject to the Authority's revenue bond resolutioa.

All acounts due under TAA grants are subject to final approval and compliance
audit by the fii. No provision is considered necessary for amounts, if any,
vhich zay ultimetely be disallowed, or required to be refunded through reduction

of furure gran:s.

Y

Loag-ters debt consists of the following: i
June 30,
1980 1979
Revenue donds:
Series A, subseries Jazmuary 1, 1979, 7.00%
to 8.307%, due July 1, 1982-2506 $44,500,000  $44,500,000
less unamorrized diseount 411.71) 627 .856
44 ,088.28¢ 44,072,144
General otligztion beoads:
198) series, 3.257 to 3.807, cue ey 1, _ :
1550-81 X 28,000 55,000
165 series, 4.30% to 6.00%, due
September 1, 1975-81 ¥ 225,000 325,000
1971 series, 35.75% to 6.50%, due )
August 1, 197¢-¢1 770,000 810,000
1974 series, 5.80% to 7.00%, due
May 1, 198C-91 jb 805,000 *850,000
1.82S,000 2,0£0.000
Netes pavable, 7.10%, due 1984 2,897,899 -
Other leng-term cbligations:
Colization to City of Reno 1,672,245 1,672,245
Obligation under czpital lease 11,020 12,825
1,683.265 1.685.070
Total leang-tera debt o 50.%97,453 47,797.21%
Less currant portiecn _ 331,033 283,754
g T
§5N 166 ,4 $§47,313.2

Yo

9
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Long-rern debt (continued)

Yaturicies of lcng-ters debt will require the following principal paymeats
(based on azounts outstanding at June 30, 1980):

" Year ended June 30,
(Bond year ended July 1,

as to reveaue bonds) c Ac-ount
1981 $§ 331,033
1982 $ 947,855
1983 $ 889,620
1984 $§ 951,906
1985 $ 3,918,590
Thereafter $43,870,160

Details and coaditions relating to the Authority's long-term debdt arrzcgezents
are 2s folliovs: o

a.

Revenue 3onds

The Jenvesy 1, 1979 Revenue Bonds were issued to finsnce & substarcizl

. porzion of a major si-port expansica project. 3Bcunds maturing onm or af:ter

July 1, 1989 (838,910,000 of principal smount) are scbject to redemptic
pPTior To macturity at the option of the Authority, afcer January 1, 1989.
ARY such Tedexnptions must be made Ia izverse order of maturities anc, i£
tace prior to January 1, 1999, would require peymeat of a preaium of 1/4%
of principzal per year from redezprion date to zaturity dace.

seavsy

Pus £o _the bond resolution, unexpended croceads of
1979 Revegue Zonds ere heid, except as discussed Selow, in the Construccion

. fung wnich is in che gustodv ©f a truscee. All interest earned onm invest-

cents of these uzexpenced proceeds, and all grant monies received for the
apove-zentioned expansion project are also required to be held in the
Construction Fund and used only for the project. .

All revenues, other than interes:t cn Coanstructicn Fund and cerzain un-
restricted Investments, are defined in the bond resolution as "Gross
Pledged Raverues" (see Note 5) and are required to be deposited with
the trustee into the Revenue Fund, which is established by the bond
resclution. Amounts required to meser operaticn zad caintenance expenses
are then transferred to the Authority's Operation and Maintenance
Account, and rexeining funds are a2llocated to additional accounts
established by the resolution ir the following amounts and order of .
priority:

Bond Fund Interest snd Principel Accounts - one conth's
portion of the next required debt service say-ent on
the revenue bonds. (First two years raquirement con-
sists of interest considered o relate to the project )
construction period which, aceordingly, is being
capizalized and was funded by bond proceeds.)

B FnEyg
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4. 'Lonz-terz debt (continued)

&.

O

Reveaue Sonds (contiauved)

Subsequent to the date of the financial statements the Authority has
iniciaced procedures for the planned issuance of a second subseries
of the Series A Revenue Sonds in order to finance additional improve-
pents. These bonds would have a claim on reveaues on & parity with
the Januazy 1, 1975 subseries, and are expezted to be of a similar
aggregate face amouat,

The revenue Sond trustee arrangement was gwarded on a cozmpetitive
basis to a bank, of which a principal officer also serves on the
Authoricty's Board of Trustees.

Cene:al Oblication Bornds

The generzl oblizatioa bonds represect & portion of such bonds issued

. by the Cicry of Remo relating to the Municipal Airport Fu=d, .assumed by

the Authority om July 1, 1978. Debt service payzents are csde to the
City from operatiang revenues.

Notes vavable

NYotes payadble ccnsist of the following unsecured bank lozzs for Interim
construction {inancing:

5. 960 o8B @e:® o0 OO0 &

B0 o080 @ Snhs S S A S PR 500 8 0 4 8

7.10%, cue August &, 1984 $ 2,225,000 uﬂ
7.107, due Sepctember 1, 1984 _ am 1,925.000 b*?;éisf
- ' ¥
4,150,600 Cf;
Less unérawn Sunds, as of June 30, 15880 (1,252,101) —
s PRI < . Gﬂjjwi;
N . ;f'»_t..;' /':'-)I"‘:"‘: : :.h:d’:".. 0 , s 2 Q Y- /’./4'; . .

< J C/ o A

Debt service on the zbove loans is paid from operating revenues.

Oblizaticn to Citv of Reno .

In correction with the transfer of assets and liabilities Ivom the City
of Reno as discussec in Y¥ote 1, the Authority has agreed to pay the City
$2,300,000 uncer a2 contract, formslly execuced in 1980, which provides
for poyments of $130,000 per vear for the fiscal years 1979 through 1961,
$200,00C per vear fcr 1962 through 1992, andé $150,000 in fiscal 1993.

The contract further provides that the portion of the payments in excess
of S100,000 per vear (the maximum amount which can be paid froa revenues,
sursuant to che Authority's bond resolutien, 2s discussed under sa above)
are to be paid on a "best efforc” basis. This obligatien was recorced
during 1¢79 based on the azbove full payment schedule (proposed at that
tize), assuming pavments to be due the last day of each £iscal year,
discounted a: an Izputed interest tate of 7X. .

/Z?%’L{ 5 h-QQA4h~z Ve AJL*L-Z/L\ ,LJéf\XL— zz;v~v-'
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ATRPORT AUTHORITY OF WASHOE couNTY
SCHEDULE OF DZBT SZaVICE RZQUIRZMENTS ON BONDS
June 30,- 1980

has been funded from the Soad proceeds,

7%413 VO

(;g C’;“UZ{JLA'rv’ pori— = Lol ivéJZ' /;~fVZ24“’ ‘7:riﬁﬁkél;-/
P ot 19 /z,_ 1388

3ond Total
vees .General Obligation dedt
eaded Reveni:e Bonds ' Bonds service
Jule 1 Princinal Interest Princical Interest recuire=an=
19381 $ - $ 3,337,265* $ 222,000 . $ 99,652 $ 3,658,917
1982 630,000 3,337,265 225,000 87,2777 4,280, 0&2;*’
1983 680,000 3,283,715 110,000 78,988 4,152,703
1984 735,000 3,225,915 110,000 72,523 (4,143,438 P 2
1985 790,000 3,163,440 120,000 66,184 4,139,624
1988 850,000 3,096, 290 130,000 59,248 4,135,538
1987 215,000 3,024,040 140,000 51,664 4 130,704 ~3?‘L
1983 990,000 2,946,265 150,000 £3,455 4,129,720 =
1089 1,065,000 2,862,115 160,000 34,538 4,121,653 Sk"k
1920 1,150,000 2,787,565 165,000 24,995 4,127,560 T
1003 1,235,000 2,707,065 205,000 15,030 4,162,005
1ec2 1,330,000 2,520,615 90,000 " 2,700 4,043,218
1893 1,435,000 2,527,515 - - 3,962,515
l190L 1,345,000 2,427,065 - - 3,972,085
1008 1,585,000 2,318,915 - - 3,983,915
19¢8 1,7¢%5,000 2,198,203 - - 3,993,203
7 1,925,000 2,068,063 - - 4,003,065
(iié& 2,085,000 1,924,875 $ - 4,009,875
19¢9o 2,245,000 1,770,585 - 4,015,535
2000 2,420,000 1, 60%,455 - - 4,024,455
2001 2,610,000 1,425,375 - - 4,035,375
'2002 2,819,000 1,229,625 - - 4,039,625
2003 3,030,000 1,018,875 - - . 4,048,875
2004 3,260,000 791,625 - - 4,051,625
2005 3,515,000 547,125 ' - 4,082,125
2006 3.750.000 283.500 - —_— 4.053.500
$4¢,500, 000 $58.527, 358
* Revenue Sond interes: thrsegh Jazavary 1, 1981

; o 3
?l /‘/ - -“/}u \:,/ "{,V/r M/l/z«'.—.'*-/"‘ (/ v

-
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Page:

¥r. Dini stated that John Crossley, auditor Zor the Legislative
Counsel Bureau would report on the zudit made of the Airport
Authority at his request. A copy of the audit is attached
hereto as EXHIBIT C and made a part of these minutes.

Mr. Dini: One thing we ought to get into is the change orders
on construction. There is no provision in the law for loecal
governments to be limited on the number of change orders.

I have ordered & bill that puts the szme rules for local govern-_
ment as we have for state government, where you can only have
107 of the contract orn change orders. We think it might be a
good idea to put that limitation oa local governments, too.

Mr. John Crossley, Legislative Auditor and Jerry Cruse, Audit
Menager testified. :

Mr. Crossley: We have the letter that I wrote to Mr. Dini and
have attached our schedules regarding our special report.
Regarding Schedule I, in the contracts, there are two provisions,
(1) terminal end lezse amounts in the terminzl tha: are fixed
and will be paid (2)landing fee-if an airplane does not lend
there is no fee to be paid. The cinizum guarantees are based

. only on the terminal and. lezse amounts. That is the reason

for the piggyback airlines. 1I1f they don't land, they still

have to pay and so they will be bringing in other airlines.

In Schedule 2, the agreements with the car rental agencies are
not as firm as with the eir lines. There is a facility lease
and. 2 concession agreement. In the concession agreexent where
they go down below the 85%, they can renegotizte thzt, the
lease could be bid, however, having a facility gives a little
more credence to the fact that they azre going to stay there.
Schedule 3 shows the decided incresse in passengers in 1979

eand 1980, with 2 decrease of 16% from July to Decexber, 1980,
under the forecast. The action that the lLegislature took this
session 2lready was on the short term loan where they increased
the percentage to 127 and the airport éid borrow $2.7 million
to cox=plete what they have ia progress. Tnis is shown on
Schecdule 4. On Page 2 of Schedule 4, there still is a short-
Zall, but they have informeé us that they will be able to cake
care of that through their landing fees and other tvoes of
revenues they collect. This is the $501,735 shortfzll. The
short term loan of $2.7 million was negotizteé at 10.5% interest.

n

In Schedule 5 - Application of Revenues - the $44.5 million
bond issue is set up differently in that the operztion and
Teintenance expenses are first pzié before the bond interest
end/or principel is paié.
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In Schedule 6, which is the project summary, Item 2 shows

the budget for the terminal expansion as $18,000,000. Right
now, the total commitment is $26.4 million. This is an
increase of $8.4 million. $1.0 million will be paid for by
the airlines. Those are change orders that they have requested
and must be financed by them. The rest of the change orders
were as a result of passenger volume increased and they felt
they had to expand the terminal. At that time, in response
to a2 question by the chairman, Mr. Kadlic advised that he had
reviewed the statutes and found no problem with the change
.orders. They are within the basic contract bid, a2s changes
are within the shell, and nothing new is being added to the
basic construction outline. So back then, the members of the
Comrission had questioned about the change orders and wanted
. to make sure that the change orders that they could make were
within the law and, obviously, they were, 2s there is no
provision in the local goverament law for change orders. As
you can see on Page 3 of Schedule 6, we are up to Change Order
No. 86, just on the terminal builéing alone. What they have
cone is taken money from the other items and pulled them in
to the terminel expansion and have deferred many of the

items that they had proposed. There was nothing wrong with
this, as far as we could see; it was nothing illegal, but was
moving money. In 1971, we admitted into the Public Works
Board a 10% limitation, which was increases znd decreases.
So, really, you are giving them a 20% range when you say 10%.

Schedule 7 describes short term money borrowed - $4.1 million.
This is.along the same lines as the $2.7 million. You cennot
refinance short term money with short term loams. You can
only do it once. The $2.2 million is due August, 1984 and the
$1.9 is due September, 1984. This money is being borrowed at
7.17 interest. At some point in time, they have to find
means of either paying this off or refinancing on a long term
tasis. They can't come in on a short term basis.

Zast Zall, you will recall, they were trying to finance znother

bonc Issue for about $30 million. This &icé not materialize for
several reasons, one being the high interest rate. They are
preparing financial statements 2s of December 31, 1980. We

. nave been unable to do a report on this Phese but are waiting

. Zor the finencial reports. Tney &re zppareatly not sure what
they want to accomplish in that bond issue. The girline companies
have not told them how much money they will put up. We know
they have the $4.1 million, the $2.7 millien, they have Stage 2
which they want to start, the bzlznce of the items in Stzge 2,
but they don't know what they are going to accoz=plish with the
new Issue they are trying to floa:.

the final key point is the cdezerzination o the landing fees.
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On Schedule 9, the landing fees zre cetermined by how much is
necessary to finance the operation. They teke their operating
costs, ‘the amount of their fixed payments, proposed capital
outlay and then set the landing fees. They back into the
figure. Operating costs come off the top, then they can
finance their fixed payments.

We have several other documents: the proposed issue on the
$64.5 bond, the 1980 audit Teport by Elmer Fox, which is
strictly a2 financial audit. It does not include performance,

.economy, etc., and covers the period Jenuary-June, 1980.

We have a copy of the current year budget, as of February,
showing their projections for the balance of 1981. Ve have
their Januvary 23, 1981 cash position, their tentative budget

. for 1981-82, which includes two cifferent landing fees:

$1.62 and $1.27. A decision has not been made as to which
fee they will adopt. We did not do = complete zudit which
would have included operaztions.

We recommend you consider the chenge order proposal, which
would also be good for all locel governments.

Mr. Prengaman: You mentioned that they were $8.5 million over
and that the airlines were Picking up $1 million. Where is
the other $7.5 million?

Mr. Crossley: This was taken out of the $44.5 because of the
projects they did not complete, as shown in Schedule 6, Pages

1 and 2. There is no restriction when they float contracts

fcr bonds as to the use of the funds. The airlines also agree

to move funds from one project to another. There is no restriction
on the Airport Authority, when they make change orders, to go

to bid and take z firmer look at what they are doing.

¥r. Prengaman: They have $29 million more in bonds that they .
want. 1Is that sound judgment? Looking a2t the short. term thzt
they owe? How zre they going to pay that short tern? You hzve
§4.1 ené $2.7.

¥r. Crossley: This is one of the reasons why they can't get

this report for the new bond issue. “hey cennot guarzntee traffic.
There is a lot of concern with the terering off of traffic.

They had a high rate of increzse, but that is fairly normazl with

2 new terminal. The $4.1 is due in 1984 2nd $2.7 is due 1986,

Taey have to hope the traffic materizlizes or, again, pay these
off with the new bond issue. We zre znxious to see the audit
report which is due June 30. 1t is in draft form now. I think
everyvone is waiting to see what the traffic will do.

A 4%- 1 |
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(:> YMr. DuBois: Now does the 167% drop in treific compare nationally,
or in other areas?

Mr. Dini: Did McCarran have that kinc of decrease? .

Mr. Crossley: Nationally, the others zre not dropping quite
as significently. The deregulation hacd 2 lot to do with the
drop. 1f they do not float the $29 =:illion bond issue, the
terminal would remain just like it is. The federal money that
they receive cannot be used on the terrirzl. It can only be
used on outside facilities, like runwzys, safety. As of last
Friday, they were exploring the possidbility of another runway.

Mr. Prengaman: Aside from tightening up the 10% on change
~orders and maybe take a look at where they are, what other
Teconmendations would you make? 1Is soze oversight necessary?

Mr. Crossley: 1If you had &n oversigh: coz—=ittee, who would
they report to?

Mr. Prengamen: Possibly some further scrutiny - a councilman,
perhaps. It coes speak for some chenge zt this time. Maybe
. putting a couple of councilmen on thet dcard. Somebody else,
&s you have a ceaptive group here. I feel they are in a very
(:) sensitive time &nd the decisions they =zke now ere critical.
: They are out aiter $29 million in addéitional bonds. It just
might not be & good thing 2t this time. I think some change
| * has to be effective right now.

¥r. Dini: Who is their legel counsel?

Mr. Prengaman: They have 2 deputy district attorney and also
contract from time to time. One of their zdvisers is with a
bonding cozpany. Maybe they need someone outside that business.

Mr. Crossley: What you night consicder is before they float a -
~ew bonc issue, they coulcd present it ¢ the Interix Finance

or they might need the epproval of the DJepzrtment of Texa:tion,
beceuse thev &re uncder the local govern=ent act. I don't know
thet you coulc construct e lew just fcr thexm. I don't think

vou can. But It night be good for thexz to report to the Interim
rinance before they zctuzlly go cn the =—arket, regarcdless of the
gdvice they nave. You could neve eitr-er the Legislative
Commission, the Interim Firence Ccc—=i:tee or the Department of

Taxation.

¥r. Prengemen: I still feel the public should heve some input.

Thet's wny I xeep going baeck to scme sort of elected official on
(:) thet boerd, because they are responsitle to the publiec.

¥r. Dini: We have run out of time for tofey. Ve will need to

co some more wWOrX on it. wWe wouvld ec-creciate enymore datz you

can get Zor us, Mr. Crossley, &nd we will tzke it-up again.
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Mr. Crossley: All right. Will do.

Mr. Dini edjourned the meeting at 10:30 A.M.
Respectfully submitted,

: 4
ucille Hill
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(Comminee Minsies) i LD,




1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

7.
8‘
9.

AUDIT DIVISION
WASHOE COUNTY AIRPORT AUTHORITY
SPECIAL REPORT TO ASSEMBLY GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

EXPLANATION OF LETTER TO ASSEMBLYMAN DINI

Schedule of Airlines - Signed and Unsigned
Information on Car Rental Agencies
Passenger Volume |

Effect of $2.7 Million Short Term Loan
Application of Revenue

Status of Phase 1

Non=-Construction Fund Projects

Description of Phase I and Phase II

Determination of Landing Fee Rates
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LECISLATIVE DUILOING
CAmMTOL COMPLEXR
CARSON QITY, HHEVADA 898710

DONALD R A111 0, Avwemblrman, Chorman
Ronald W. Sparhs, Seagse Fivco! Anolyss
Wiham A. lble, Avsemtly Fruol Anclyst

LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION  (702) kRS-£427

INTERIM FINANCE COMMITTRE  (702) %55.5640

O~

ARTIHUR 1. PALMER, Dirertor
(32) an3.$62?

April 23, 1981

Mr. Joseph E. Dini

- Chairman of Government Affairs
Legislative Building
Carson City, Nevada 89710

Dear Assemblyman Dini:

We have completed our preliminary inquiries into the Airport -

Authority of Washoe County. The personnel have been extremely
cooperative in providing us and allowing us to obtain information.
The following is a brief outline of our findings.

1.

The Authority has signed contracts through 1996
with six major airlines. These contracts pro-
vided that the airlines will pay terminal rental
and lease space, and provide for landing fee for
per pound landed. The terminal and lease amounts
are fixed. The landing fee is obviously not.
Three other major airlines have not signed, but
the Airport Authority is currently trying to
obtain signed contracts. Certain other airlines
will probably not sign major contracts, but will
utilize the space of the major airlines.

The association between the rental car agencies
and the Airport Authority is different from that
of the airlines and the Airport Authority. Three
major rental car agencies have facilities built
on the premises. This gives more reliance that
they will remain operative at the airport.

The passenger volume significantly increased in
1979. Based on our analysis, volume was fore-
cast to increase 33% between 1978 and 1979.
Actual results were a 49% increase, or 16% over
the forecast. The same was true in 1980. There
was a 10% increase over the forecast. The first
six months in 1981 was at least 16% under the
forecast.

4395
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Mr. Joseph E. Dini

April 23,
Page three

4.

5.

1981

. The airport did obtain the $2.7 million short term

loan. This allowed for normal shutdown of Phase
I projects in progress.

One of the main things about the $44.5 million
bond issue is that the operating costs of the
airport are paid first, then the bond costs.

A review of the nineteen items that were to be
accomplished in Stage I indicates that many of
these items were deferred and the money was
spent on the terminal. The terminal was
originally budgeted for $18 million, and now
that total commitment is $26,400,000. This
means they are $8.4 million over their budget
for the terminal. This brings up one of the
major points we identified in our review. No
where in the statutes does a control exist on
the amount a construction contract may be
changed. 1In 1971, the Legislature amended

into the Public Works Board Law a 10% limitation
on State construction change orders. This
change applies to both increases and decreases.
No such law exists for local governments, and it
is our feeling that one should exist.

The airport borrowed $4.1 million for other items
which they classified as non-construction fund
items.

The Authority is preparing to float another bond
issue to accomplish two things:

a. to complete Stage I
b. to start on Stage II

One of the major problems in preparing another
bond issue is that they are experiencing
difficulty in working with the airlines as to
what the airlines will actually finance. There
was supposed to be a set of financial statements
completed as of December 31, but they are still
pending completion. Another firm was to prepare
a bond proposal as they did for the first issue.
However, that is not forthcoming since they do
not know how many projects will be accomplished
in the new bond issue. What it amounts to is
how much money will the airlines put up for
future expansion of the airport.
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Mr. Joseph B. Dini
Page three
April 23, 1981

The determination of the landing fee is the critical issue.
The Airport Authority determines its operating costs, the amount of
fixed payments, the proposed capital outlay, and then sets the
landing fee rate.

We are available to discuss any of the above points and show
you some of the schedules and analyses we have developed. Please
call us at your convenience.

Sincerely yours,

Johh R. Crossley, C.P.A.
Legislative Auditor

JRC:hjr
pc: Senator Keith Ashworth
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SIGNATORY AIRLINES - Signed contracts through 1996

1. United
2. Alr California
3. Western

4. Republic

5. Delta
6. Braniff
NOT SIGNED

1. American
2. Psa

3. Frontier

OTHER
1. Eastern

2. TWa

WASHOE COUNTY AIRPORT

SCHEDULE 1
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WASHOE COUNTY AIRPORT

AUTOMOBILE RENTAL CONCESSION

1979
Operating Revenue $3,551,879
Automobile Rental
Concession $ 675,512
Automobile Concession Rental
as a § of Operating Revenue 19%

The following automobile concessionaire's
major facilities on the airport property.
(a) BHertz
(b) Avis

(¢) National

SCHEDULE 2

1980

$4,710,996

$1,044,476

N
N
P

have constructed

13
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WASHOE COUNTY AIRPORT

SCHEDULE 3

Total

enplaned

Fiscal Years : passengers

1965 227,540
1970 ' 387,780
1971 375,395
1972 389,467
1973 450,917
1974 523,220
1975 521,823
1976 537,356
1977 643,722
1978 795,055
1979 | 1,252,601
1980 1,309,822
July-Dec. 1980 571,423
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S - SCHEDULE 4 -

March 12, 1981

AIRPORT AUTHORITY OF WASHOE COUNTY
Surn:marz éwrces and Uses of Funds

s pne st

. SOURCES

- _Cash in Bank
Shoft Term Loen
Receivables:

ADAP (1)
ADAP Inner Taxiway A

Change Crder #1
Investment Interest Rec'ble

O  Airlire:
; Change Orders (2)
ADAP 11 Sponsor Share

TOTAL SOURCES

USES
Contracts Payable (3)
Future Requirements

TOTAL USES

(1) See ADAP Summary

e

$ 426,000

89,503
1,721

252,664

NET FUNDS AVAILABLE ™' "% i

-

R i

$ 295,023 _
2,700,000
769,888
$ 3,764,911
$ 2,765,773
732,706
Z;L*M e

2) See Reimburseable Change Orders Invoice Summary
O (3) See Construction Fund Contracts Summary



March 12, 1581
_AIRPORT AUTHORITY OF WASHCE COUNTY
Cash Needs Analysis
for Stage I Capital Improvements Proaram
USES
Cash Requirements - Contracts Payable $ 2,765,773
O Future Requirements 732,706
TOTAL REQUIREMENTS _ $ 3,498,479
SOURCES
Cash in Bank $ 295,023
Interest 1,721
Short Term Loan 2,700,C00
Shortfall : 501,735
TOTAL $ 3,498,479

Loe = -




\.) Veske (C.0, 1| through 79)

Vasko (C.0). 80 through 85)

G.A. Apron Taxiway

G.A.0.8.

Bums & McDonnell (Amendmente 1-21)

Burns & McDonnell (Amendment 22)

Burns & McDonnell (Amendment 231
Inapection
Airline C.0. Design \
Restaurant Design

LYW Cesework

G.A. Apron/Taxiway Asphait

Terminal HVAC Computer - Yemls

Inner Toaxiway “A”

Totel

Future Requirements:
Future C.0.'s - Vasko
Future R.F.Q.% - Vasko
C.0. for Food & Beverage

Concessilon - Vasko
;_) Burre ond McDonnell - Inspection

C.0. for New Roof - Vasko
Land Acquisition
Fumitwie for Lotby

Future Requirements
Total Requirements

Cash Required from
Present to Morch 31, 1981

-

wWT

1

March

$ 395,504

AIRPORT AUTHORITY OF WASHOE COUNTY

Detall Anolysts of Cash Neods

Morch 12, 1981
il Moy Juns
$ 350,000 $ 230,000 $ 103,903
7,410
35,238 35,238 33,238
24,250
45,000 46,000
6,000
20,000 5,000 .
57,000 $7,000 56,293
12,271
119,432
$ 658,920 $ 456,919 $ 197,834
$ 28,703 $
25,042 18,781 47,641
165,000 183,000
35,000
15,000
32,500 4,000
43,700
$ 266,245 $ 207,181 $ 126,341
$ us!ms $ 666!700 $ )1)!715

ity
$ 359,456

21,725

$ 382,16}

Avqust
$ 359,056

Contrects
Paysble

$ 1,854,815

107,184
10,000
172,989
97,000

136,000
40,000
30,000

170,293

9,573 °
13,523 .

_113.832
$ 2,76%,21)

s $2,406
150,000

370,000
55,000
15,000
41,600
43,700

$ __1)2,706
$ 2.498,479



‘v

. March 12, 1?81
ADAP Summary
'Grant Grant Total Reimbursements Reimbursements
Number Amount Reimbursement Recsived Recegivable
0s $ 1,352,716 $ 1,352,716 $ 751,832 $ 426,000
06 5,532,325 5,532,325 5,258,438 -
07 1,315,037 1,195,037 1,195,037 -
08 ' 1,408,000 899,610 899,610 -
09 1,500,000 1,052,264 1,052,264
Runway Grooving
10
G/A Taxiway 1,783,586 1,685,696 - 1,384,164 301,532
11
Taxiway A 1,635,129 1,635,129 1,243,305 391.824
$ 14,526,793 $ 13,352,777 $ 11,784,650 $ 1,119,356




WASHOE COUNTY AIRPORT

SCHEDULE 5

Aaoliéation of Revenues

The Application of Revenuss ("Flow of Funds”) to varisus funds and
acccocunts is governed by provisicns ¢f the Resolution. Figure 2. .presents
a condensed summary of the flow of funds: a complete description is
presented in the Summary of Certain Provisions of the Bond Resclutien
section of the Official Statament.

The Resclution provides that all Revenues will be depcsited into the
Revenue Tund established under the Resolution. Mcnies held in the

Ravenue Fund will be deposited ints the following funds and accounts
establisked under the Resolution ia the following order of priority:

(1) Cperation anéd Maintenance Fund (current annual budget for
operation and maintesnancs expenses)

(2) Bond Fund Interest and Principal Accounts (zay srincipal and
interest on Airzor:t Revernue BSends)

(3) Bond Fund Reserve Acccunt (replenish Revenue Bond reserve, if

required)
(1) Payment cf debt service cn Subordinate Secuvrities

(S} Cpezaticn ané Maintanance Reserve Funé (33% ¢f sudgeted
cperaticn and maintenance exgense)

(6) Renewal and Reglaceamenz Tund (up to $6C0,0CC limit, or such
larger amount determined Ly the Directcr of 2irports after
censultation with the Airport Consultant)

(7) General Cbligation Securities Fund {princisal and interest cn
City gerneral cbligaticn bends issued for Airpert purposes,
srincizal and interest cn shert-term nctes, ¢r interfund
loans)

(8) Equirment and Capital Cutlay Acccunt of the Cperation and
Maintenance Fund (amounts budgeted for equipment purchases and
mincr capital ocutlays)

(9) Special Fund (equal %o 35% of gaming revenues)

(12) Capital Fund (all mcnies remaining in the Xevenue Fund as a
reserve for cagital improvezents, for securities redempticn
£or any law suit cbligaticns, or to make =ransfers cf cver-
Fayments made Ly the Signmazory Airlines frcam the Capital
Fund into the Revenue Tund.)

%,_.\
o
¢
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(4}

2]

(6}

2]

(8}

(9

WASHOE COUNTY AIRPORT

SOMMARY CF APPLICATICON CF REVENUES
AS ESTABLISHED 3Y TE= RESCLUTICN

.Revenue Fund

atarest Account

Priacizal Account

hucrv" Accousnt

v

Paymest of Subordinats Securiczies

v

Spezaticn azd Malstsnance Reserve Pund

v

Raneval and Repliacement Fund

|

h 4

Seneral Obligatica Securisies Pund

v

tquizmant and Capital Cutlay Acssune

|
v

$pecial Tund

I

v

sagizal rund

SCBEDULE S
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1.

10.
1.

12,

O

Project

Loand
Acquisition

Terminal
Expansion

Apron
Expansion
Ptase A

Auto
Paridng/
Access

ICC/FIS Bidg.

Nvgl. Alds

Taxiway B, F
& lwer Tad-
way A

Runway 16/34
§ Toxiwny A

Runway 7/25,
Toxdway B

CFR/Trocon
Dralnage

Fuol Faclity
Site Prep

Rental Car
Site 1’rep

A9
A
A9
A9

A9
JT /802

v/eDa
Jv/80a

A6
B7/806.2
8K/e06.01 -

BAI/AR

BA
Jw/e32

6A
2A/810

Part A/
a1l

4A/813

60/015

50/816

Budgot
$ 16,456,000

-16,000,000

949,000

900,000
$3,000

1,890,000

365,000 °

460,000
59,000

100,000

stiu,tm

1979 Rovenue Nonds Construction Fund

Project Sunmaery

Apcil 1, 1981
Deasdgn
lnspection Construction —
s $ 7%6-11
77-78
77-78
28-79
78-79
11-30-79
Demolition
38,831
1,128,430
3,029,000 22,034,501
23,201,368
19,6519 021,263
171,900 20,550
16,790
92,281
899,259
__ 9,082
1,126,882
80,400 846,039 Bm2 Sign
278,500 2,388,625
9g0 (¥ 217,128 SEA
45,200
2,321 ¥ 86,320 SFA
@ Appraisal
62,2 599,471 Appralsal

O

$ 501,288
6,160,641
$91,538
359,848
61,415
50,490
3,114,917
837,905
1,494,877
47,557

$ 13,226,472

195,078

31,390

(1,641)
531

(1,110)
1,263

Commitment

$

SCHEDULE 6

Total

13,226,472

26,425,4h6

872,304

1,297,672
921,702

2,667,125

291,104

45,200

50,720

()

662,211

In Proq.

Complete

Complete
Complete
Delerred

In Praog.

Complete

Deferred

Complcte

Dalereed

Comnplete

O

i'd

T
~

Over
(Uhuker) €

Budget

i

A
|
.

(3,229,%20)

8,625,006 (¥

(101,696)

340,672
22,702
(53,000)

117,125

(73,896)

(414,80n)

(8,272)

(99,400)

162,271




1979 Reveue Bords Construction Mund Projort Summery
Apell ), 1901

o 2
item Project
13. Expand Apron,
Phose B
1a. Gon Aviation
Apron/ Taxiwny
15. FB0 Reloca-
ton
16. Gen? Aviatlon
Office Bidy.
17. Runway
Grooving
18. Runway 16/34
Exten. Plng.
19. Runway/ °
Taxiway
Repalr
TOTAL
m

(2)
)

Conatruction contract with 1{eims was split between bond luls (A1) 69.5% and onn-bond funds (IM) 30,5%.

1o be lurther spiit between ltems 7 ond 13. Tio contract Incluted the one-half of Toxilway "A® In ltlom 7 as well as all of lam 13,

87

“amy

20/818

30/019

8x/e20

1A/812

b /:]
87/823.01

Budget

2,900,000
1,300,000
1,500,000

376,000

50,000
300,000

$ 47,890,000

Design
Inspection Canstruction
88,500 1,502,255
235,500 1,019,739
60,500
140,000 1,426,560
20,000 © 278,850
18,386
8,000
43,952
151,600
$ 2n,i52
$ 0209000 § 2,520,208

Fual Facllity Site Preparation, Item 11, has besn comblond with Rental Car Site Preparation.
Change Orders 19 through 1) and 37, 38, 43, 47 56, 58, 67, 10, 71 am) 82 are to be pald by the airline requesting the change ($967,593).
Dosign and Inspection fers are not Incurred by Bums and McDonnell.

(a)
BUDGET PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS
Projects Completed Over
5 Under
Projocts In Progress Over
Under

Lrwl Acquisition

Conslruction Nund
Projocts Delesred

O

$ 1,379,493
(400,802)

9,290,004
(110,517)

(3,229,5260)

(1,806,700)

" $ 4,517,900

Total
Geher Commitment
93
1,590,848
130,244 2,185,483
60,500
20,913 1,587,473
298,850
5 15,351
34
65
10
203,861
$ 109
$ 13,620,738 $ 52,407,990

The Duul Fund pastion is

Complete

In Prug,

Deferred

In Prog.

Cainplete

Complete

Complete

Over
(Unvder)

Budyet
840,040
SILRTY))
(1,239,500)
87,473
(79,150

(35,649)

(96,119)

$ 4,517,990
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April 1, 1981
T 1 Building Expansion

Temporary Computer for Terminal Bag Claim

Bag Claim Mechanical Building Addition & Burns &

Building Equipment Addition Temporery Concourses  McDennell

Ford-A$ Yemis-BK (806.03) Vasko-8K {806.02) Vesiko-8Z7 ’,806.0!2 AD 'gg.czz Cther
Crigimal Contract $ 38,431.00 $ 108,141.00 $ 15,610,000.00 $ 814,000.00
Co. A1 12,922.00
C.C. 4129 . 314,430.00
C.C. #1-73 $,708,820.00
C.C. 471 ’ 67,174.00
C.C. 972 15,998.00
kol b} 18,976.00
C.C. #7 19,732.00
C.C. 773 12,276.00
C.C. 736 2,692.00

o777 12,638.00
478 . 4,987.00
C.C. 479 100,000.00
C.C. 7€C 18,533.00
C.0. 781 11,988.00
C.C. /i 89,884.00
C.0. 483 17,383.00
C.0. /8 47,386.00 .
C.C. 785 150,300.00
C.C. ves —130,000.90
Taotal Centract $ 38,431.00 $ 118,063.20 $ 22,034,507.00 $ 1,128,430.00 § 3,029,000.00 § 77,015.0C
Totai Tcmmitments
for tem 92 $ 26,825,846.2C

Ajrine Crgrge
Creer Re.mbursement (85) (967,893.0C

$ 25,457,853.2C

Froiec: S.cget

for Iter 42 (18,806.53C.02
Cver Sucget ' $ _7,457.853.0C
Payments 38,431.00 109,747.05 20.340,446.60 1,128,430.00
Certract

Saiance $ - $ _12.315.95 $ 1.694,061.00 $ -

O
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This schedulo reflects the
changes In Amerndment No. 2J.

SCHEDULE 6

April 1, 1981
Purw and McDomell Contract : B
By Project
Tnsk Task Task Task Tnak Tnsk Tank Additionat
ltem Project T&n U v v vi Vi vill Services Total
Construction Fund *
2 Termiml Expoansion  BK $ 2,086,300 § 017,800 $ $ $ $ 15,000 $ 109,900 $ 3,029,000
4 Auto Parldng/
Access Roadways BA 126,700 19,000 26,200 171,900 (Complete
b F.1.S5. Buliding 6A 60,000 18,000 2,400 80,400 ('(-xnplr'ln
7 Taxiwnys B, F and /X3
imer Tadway A X (Part) 53,500 130,000 95,000 278,500
9 /W 7/25 and
Toxiway B 8A 2,200 40,000 3,000 45,200
12 Rental Cer
Site Preparation 5B 10,000 40,200 12,000 62,200
13 Expand Apron,
Phase B XL (Part) 12,000 60,000 16,500 88,500 Complete
14 Gensial Aviation
Apron/ Toxdway 28 81,000 30,000 124,500 235,500
15 F.0.0. Relocatian 38 8,000 30,000 22,500 60,500
16 Relocate
FSSANWD BS 33,000 90,000 17,000 140,000
17 Runway Grooving 10,000 10,000 20,10
Total
Construction Fund $ 2,273,000 $ 1,064,500 $ 120000 $ 40,200 $ 260,000 $ 15000 $ A3%,U00 $ 4,211,700

O

@

&)
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Bums and Mcldonnell Contrect by Project

Aprlt 1, 1981
Page 2
Task Task Tosk Task Task Task Task Additional
lem Project 1&n 1] v v Vi i Vil Services Total
Non Construction Fund
20 interim Alr Cergo M $ $ 12,000 § $ $ 09,100 $ $ $ 66,000 $ 167,100
21 Apron Fxpansion,
Plase B-1 M 12,500 46,000 15,000 73,500
n Maintenance Facllity IN 12,000 50,700 10,000 _12,700
Tolal
Non Construction Funds $ $ 36500 § $ $ 139800 $ 46000 $ $ 91,000 $ 313,300
Operation and
Malidenance Fund
Stelf Consultation $ $ $ 200,000 § $ $ $ $ $ 200,000
Stead Land Use, Tesk IX 10,000 10,000
Firance Team, Vask X _18,000 18,000
Total Operation and
Malrtenance Fund $ $ $ 200,000 $ $ $ $ $ 28,000 $ 228,000
TJOTAL $ 2,273,000 $ 1,101,000 $ 200,000 $ 120,000 $ 180,000 $ 304,000 $ 15,000 $ 550,000 $ 4,753,000

_—
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Description  Project
20. Interim Alr
Carson 826
21. Apron Expansion
Phase B-1 827
22. Maintenance
Farliity 820
23. Fuol Facillty 830
24, Stead Hangor
Renovation 829
TOTAL
Budget Performance .Amlpb
Projects completed
Projects In Progress Over
Under

$ (136,043)

$
(416,859)

$ (553,301)

Stetus of Estimated Non-Bond Project Financing

Valley Deank
_ Note Amount
1979-1 $ 2,225,000
1979-2 1,925,000
$ 4,150,000

(1) Fuel Facility

O

Cash

$ 1,451,506
1,902,035

$ 3,353,541

Tonks (Resource Development)

MNon-Construction Fund
Project Sununacy

—Aprit 2, 1980
Dasign Total
Inspection  Construction  Other Cominitted
$ 162,100 § 822,407 $ 989,587
73,500 656,927 730,427
72,700 1,006,541 1,079,24)
265,000 29,5840 sg3,582
1,809 212,093 213,902
$ 600,109  § 2,698,008  $ 298,542 $ 3,596,699
Recelvable
$ TN,
T 22,963
$ 19,459

Changes
Under
Considera-
atlon

SCHEDULE 7

Over

Revised (Under)

Commitment Budget
$ 989,587 Complete $ 125,587
730,427  Complete (65,573)
1,079,241 Complete (145,7%9)
503,542 In ’rogress (416,458)
213,902  Complete (51,090)
$ 3,596,699 $ (553,300)

i<

14




Stage

bd-
oo

fu=ber

12

WASEOE COUNTY AIRPORT

-4

Lligiknle
ACAP

315,530,000

918,000

50,000
1,770,300
342,000

431.300

£5,8¢0

703,200

2,7.8,200

3%4,200
47,%¢c0

SCHEDCLE 8

Istizated
ADAP

$ 9,281,000

907,300

17,600
$16,300
338,000

24,00

34,000

263,000

784,000

334,C00
22,2¢0

tstizaced
net cosg

$ 7,073,000
18,000,000
«S00
847,200
102.300
900,500
36,300
1,380,200
27,CC0

336,300

$,000
100,20¢
$0¢, 000
$47,300
2,116,3¢0

1,3¢0,8CO

1,9C0,C0C
24,30¢C
18, 3¢C0

300, 2C0

totimaced
Isen total cost
tand acguisition . 516,438,000
Ixpand tarminal 18,000,000
Ixpand aproa, Phass A 980,000
AutD yarking/aceess 847,000
Zaceria esployee paziing 102,000
Fedaral laspecticn Servicas bSuildiag 900, 200
Navigacional aids - SRt $3,0C0
Taxivays 8, F, /2 A 2.890,500
Runway 16734, L/ Taxaway A 368,800
Renway 7/23, Taxiway B 480,800
Sraizage et Crasi/Tice/Rescuae—
~“az=inal Radar Approsck Csmesol _
facilicsy $9,0C0
ruel faciliczy 1¢0, %00
Rantal car sits and access !00.600
txpand apreon, Phass B 736,200
Ceneral aviation taxiwvay/apren 2,900,¢CC0
Palocats fixed dase cperators 1,300,200
Ralocatas Flighe Servics Stacion/
Sacicnal @eachar S$ervics ~.500,%500
Runvay ¢Tooving 378,30¢
Runway ex=ensicn plannizg -, 50,3C0
Punwvay/caxiwvay repair 306, 2¢C0
Total PToject Costs $47,89C.S¢C0

$22.918.3580

$.2.684,200

$3%.22%6,300
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WASHOE COUNTY AIRPORT

SCHEDULE 8
(contiacec)

Estimated Estimated Egtinated

total cost grants-in-aicds net cost
Stage I ' $47,890,000 $12,684,000 $35, 206,000
Stage II ¢
Carge building/apron $ 2,000,000 $ 1,87%,00C $ 125,000
Extend Runway l6R/34L 2,000,000 1,875,000 125,000
Constzuct Runway 16L/34R 2,000,000 1,875,000 125,000
Vehicle cizculation 100,000 - 100,000
Securicy fZencing 35,000 33,000 2,000
Runway end ldentifier lights, . -

Runway l6R 8,000’ 7,000 1,000
Zxgand apren, Phase 3-1 ° 1,265,000 1,187,000 79,000
Puzrchase land and axtend runway 2,000,000 1,875,000 125,000
Security fence/ceximeter

roadway $58,000 $20,0C0 35,000

$ 5,964,200 $ 3,247,0C0 $ 717,200
Tctal Apprcoved Capital
Program - §57,854,00C0 §21,931,CC0 $35,923,¢000
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WASHOE COUNTY AIRPORT

SCEEDULE 9

Sicnatory Airline Rates and Charges. The Agreement provides that
Signatecry Airline rates and charges will ke reviewed at least annually

and adjusted as necessary so that total revenues from such rates and
charges, together with all other Airpor: System Revenues, will be suffi-
cient to pay Operaticn and Mainctenance txpenses, nake required degosits
to various funds and accounts established under the Rescluticn, and
generate 1.25 times debt service on the 1979 Bonds.

The forecasts of Signatory Airline ratas and charges in this rzepor: ars
" based on two important assumptions:

l. The Signateory Airlines, collectively, will
be financially capable to pay the rates and
charges regquired under <he Acreement in
every year =hat the 2cnds are cutstanding.

2. The Authority will calculats Signazory
Alrline rates ané charges in a manner ccn-
sistent with previsicrns of the Agreement.




AIRPORT AUTHORITY OF WASHOE COUNTY

BRIEF OF MINUTES
Friday, Auqust 3, 1979

MEMBERS PRESENT: : ALSO PRESENT:

Silvio Petricciani, Vice Chairman Robert L. Mandeville,

Elizsbeth M. Morris, Secretary Executive Director

H. Marvin Byars, Trustee Kenneth R. Joule,

Jerry Higgins, Trustee Oirector of Airport Operations

George D. Hutchins, Trustee Robert L. Kendro,

Donald L. Carano, Trustee - 4:20 p.m. Director of Finance

John J. Kadlic, )

MEMBERS ABSENT Deputy District Attorney

George E. Aker, Treasurer

The Board met in special session in the Washoe County Administration Building, 1205 Mill
Street, Reno, Nevada, called the roll and conducted the following business:

CHANGE ORDER NO. 5, VASKO/NIELSEN-NICKLES CONTRACT

Change Order #5 to the contract for. the terminal building expansion with Vasko/Nielsen-
Nickles Co. provides for finished-tenant space in the south concourse. Mr. Mandeville
reviewed in depth the proposed construction involved in the change order; the unfinished
space was not in the original contract. An analysis of the contract since the original
-award of $15,610,000 was provided; Mr. Mandeville reviewed the contract since its
inception. The City of Reno entered into a contract with Burns and McDonnell in
February, 1977, as design leader for the terminal building expansion project. Bums
and McDonnell associated with several Reno based architects and engineers in order
to comprise the entire design team. From February, 1977, through September, 1978,
the design team was designing the terminal facility for three carriers, United, Air
West and Western. During the latter design phase (summer of 1978) it became evident
that there would be changes in the zirline tenants. In August, 1978, it was determined
that the design inust be frozen to get the contract ready for the revenue bonds.
Future change orders are anticipated for ticketing and back office areas and additional
modification to the south concourse. There may be as much as another $1 to $2
million in change orders needed to accomplish this task; and Mr. Mandeville reviewed
the anticipated changes the carriers will be making.

- The improvements are requested and will be paid for by the carriers through either
present bond funds or additional debt.

4:20 p.m. - Chairman Carano present.

It is felt that the only alternative, to finish the contract without change orders and
then enter into a second contract for the interior building finishes, is not a viable
option in terms of the needs of the airlines.

On motion by Trustee Morris, second by Trustee Carano, which motion
duly carried by unanimous roll call vote, Change Order No. 5 to the
Vasko/Nielsen-Nickles Co. contract for the terminal building expansion in
the amount of $954,181 was approved, and the Chairman was authorized
to sign.

#79-139, CHANGE ORDER NO. 7, VASKO/NIELSEN-NICKLES CONTRACT 1416
. A4 40
The design team has been working closely with the City of Reno Fire and Building
Oepartments with respect to the temporary bag claim and north, south and Airwest
concourses. A temporary certificate of occupancy was issued with the agreement that




AIRPORT AUTHORITY OF WASHOE COUNTY
—_— . , BRIEF OF MINUTES T~

Thursday, March 13, 1980
: 3:30 p.m.

Mr. Manceville reviewed' some anticipsted changes to the Western, Alr California, and
United spaces and advised that some of United's changes will be in the form of a
change order with United assuming the cost of those changes. United feels it is in
the best interests of the project not to confuse it with multiple general contractors.

{ Mr. Mandeville advised that at one point consideration was given to stopping work to
aliow for redesign. It was determined at that time that the better approach was to
continue with the contract, dealing with the changes as they arise.

There was much discussion about the change order review process, whether the change
orders would delay the opening, and the percentage of markup on change orders.

Mr. Mandeville noted that a mailgram was in route from Ken Lemke, Chairman of the
Airport Affairs Committee, and Dave Montano, Chairman of the Technical Committee,
indicating ths airlines’ Support for. the expansion program and the change orders.

There was some discussion about the status of the airline agreements. Mr. Mandeville
noted that no signed agreements have been received from the new carriers; they are
anticipated shortly and no serious problem is foreseen. The airlines did not recejve
their agreements until January, 1980. Management concurs, however, with the signatory
airlines that before any capital projects or changes to the project will be considered
signed agreements must be received, .

Mr. Avery noted that biddil:ug the change orders would have caused delays; any time
second contractor is inserted in s major project, it will impact the first contractor

r. Mandeville indicated that the airlines have been advised that any future change
orders which could Celay the project will not be considered.

In resgonse to a question by Chairman Carano, Mr. Kadlic advised that he had reviewed
the statutes and found no problem with the change orders; they are within the basic
contract bid as the changes are within the shell, and nothing new is being added to
the basic construction outline.

The initia! budget for the terminal building expansion has been exceeded; and contingency
plans o deal with that overage have been discussed with the Board. Bond counse]
has assured that no covenants of the bond ordinance have been violated regarding using
more mcney than initially anticipated.

In respense to a question about the effect on the rate base formula of a decrease in
the numter of airlines, Mr. Mandevile indicated that the signatory carriers have agreed
to func the expansion project.

Mr. Manceville reviewed the amendment to the signatory carriers' agreements which
as negotiated before the seven new carriers began service and (1) expanded the
concept cof the project from $3 million to $60 million; (2) increased the term of the
esment to 1996; and (3) provicded a means for dealing with unanticipated capital
MPrIvements which might be needed under the longer agreement. He reviewed the
forroula fer capital improvements not outlined in the agreement under which the airlines
can cefer a project not listed for a maximum of twenty-fcur months, at which time
the Autherity can proceed, charging the rate base foermula.
Mr. Prcizmann reviewed in detail a summary of the project costs and the chan
that ~u~mary since i
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' AIRPORT AUTHORITY OF WASHOE COUNTY

BRIEF OF MINUTES
Thursday, March 13, 1980

7:00 p.m.

MEMBERS PRESENT: ALSO PRESENT:

George E. Aker, Treasurer - 8:26 p.m. Robert L. Mandeville,

H. Marvin Byars, Trustee . Executive Director

Donald L. Carano, Chairman _ Kenneth R. Joule,

Jerry Higgins, Trustee . Director of Airport Operations

George D. Hutchins, Trustee Rebert L. Kendro,

Elizabeth M. Morris, Secretary Directar of Finance

' H. E. Protzmann, Director of Planning,

MEMBERS ABSENT: : Engineering & Maintenance

Sllwo Petricciani, Vice Chaxrman John J. Kadlic,
. Deputy District Attorney

The Board met in regular session at the Washoe County Administration Building, 1205
Mill Street, Reno, Nevada, at 7:00 p.m., called the roll and conducted the following
business: :

APPROVAL OF MINUTES .

On motion by Tr.ust'ee Higgins, second by Trustee Hut.chiris, which motion
duly carried by unanimous vote of those present, the minutes of February
14 and 28, 1980 were approved as submitied.

'APPROVAL OF BILLS, WARRANTS & DRAFTS

On motion by Trustee Morris, second by Trustee Higgins, which motion
cduly carried by unanimous vote of those present, warrants 593 through
599, 738 through 739, and 749 through ‘862 cdated March 13, 1980 totaling
$320,269.25 were approved and payment authcrized.

£0-42, CHANGE ORDERS 32-38, VASKO/NIELSEN-NICKLES CONTRACT

On motion by Trustee Byars, second by Trustee Hutchins, which motion
duly carried by unanimous vote of those present, Change Orders 32 through
38 to the Vasko/Nielsen-Nickles contract totaling $1,523,652 were approved
and the Chairman suthorized to sign. 5

80-43, STREET NAMING, AIRPORT PROPERTY

following Mr. Joule's review, Trustee Morris acvised this was a discussion subject of
the Standards Committee, the street names still teing cpen for suggestions. Mr. Joule
advised, in response to Trustee Higgins' question, that streets were named at the
request of the Regional Planning Commission.

On motion by Trustee Hutchins, second by Trustee Morris, which motion

duly carried by unanimous vote of those present, the street names desig-

nated in Memo 80-43, Sky Way, Aviation Sculevard and Aero Drive, were o 4
approved. 1448
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The Aizport'kuthori:y of Washoe County Board of Trustees meeting
attendance for the past eighteen months (July 1979, through
December 1980), is as follows:

AUTHORITY MEMBER NG. OF MEETINGS TIMES ABSENT
George E. Aker 47 15

H. Marvin Byars - 47 : 11
Conalid L. Carano 47 : 15
Serry Higgias 42 ) . 3

Joe W. Howarsd 6 0
Gecrge 2. Hutchins 47 4
Elizabeth M. Morris 47 0
Silvio Petricciani 47 7

sr
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TESTINONY RFLATIVE T0 AB 693 EXHIBIT D

THE C'rv oF Las Vesas tuponses AB 633, [1 1s A companic
MEASURE To AB 484 WHICH HAS ALRESADY HEEN PASSED BY BOTH 1HE
SENATE AND THE ASSEMBLY AND MAS BEEN APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR.
However, THE CITY IS HOW OF THE OPINION THAT AB 484 pib HoT G0
QUITE AS FAR AS PERHAPS IT SHOULD HAVE, AND FOR THAT REASON WE
ARE SUPPORTING AND ENDORSING AR 693, )

WHaT A8 U4SH DID was TO CLEAN UP THE PRCCEDURE WITH RESPECT
TO RECONVEYING LAND WHICH HAD BEEN DONATED GR DLRICATED TO A
CITY FOR GOVERNMENTAL FURPOSLS, AND IT DID THAT IK A VERY EXEMPLARY
MANNER. 1T REQUIRES THAT THE PROPOSAL TO RECONVEY THE LAND MUST
FIRST BE REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSIGH OF THAT CITY FOR
STUDY AND A RECOMMENDATION, AND, AFTER THAT RECOMMENDATION HAS
EEEN RECEIVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY, THE GOVERMING BODY MUST
HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING ON THE HATTER, IF, AFYTCR THE PUBLIC HEARING,
THE GOVERHING BODY DETERMINES THAT IT IS IN THE BEST INTEREST OF
THE CITY TO RECONVEY THE LAKD, IT MUST OFFER TO RECONVEY 1T,

FREE OF CHMARGE, TO THE CRIGINAL DONOR OR DZDICATGR, [|F THE
ORIGINAL DONOR OR DEDICATOR IS UNARLE OR REFUSES TO ACCERT THE
RECONVEYAMCE, THE CITY MAY THEN SELL THE LAND BY SEALED BID OR
BY PUBLIC AUCTICH,

TO THE EXTERT THAT Trc FOREGOING APPLIES TO LARD SHI[CH HAS
BZcN DOHATED OR DEDICATED, IT {3 A VERY SATISFACTORY FROCEDURE.
HOWEVER, IT APPLIES OHLY TO LAND WHICH MAS BEH DGHATED OR DEDI-

TN

CATID ANDR STOP3 SHORT OF ADDRELSHTREI THE FROBLEM WHICH ARIS

v‘ (l
m
(72

HITH RCSPECT T0 LARD WHICH HAS DBEEN FURCHASID AND SUBSEQUENTLY

LIGICATEDR TO A PURLYIC USE AND LAND YHICH HAS IECH CCHZEMNID R
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PURCHASED UNDER THE THREAT OF CONDEMNATIOH.

To ILLUSTRATE THE FIRST ASPECT OF THIS PROBLEM, THE CiTy OF
Las VeGAS HAS PURCHASED LAND IN THE PAST AND IMMEDIATELY DEDICATED
IT TO A PUBLIC USE. FOR ExAMPLE, TULE SPRINGS PARK, WHICK IS
Now FLoYD LaMz STATE PARK, WAS PURCHASED BY THE CIYY FOR THE
PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING A PARK, AND, WHEN THE PARK WAS EsrABLiSHED,i
THE LAAD BECAME DEDICATED YO A PUBLIC USE, THE PROBLEM | AM DIS- -~
CUSSING DID NOT ARISE WITH RESPECT TO THIS LAND, SINCE THE CITY
DISPOSED OF IT BY DONATING IT T0 THE STaTe of HeEvaba, However,
HAD THE CITY FOUND THAT THE RETENTIOH OF TULE SPRINGS PARK WAS
UNDULY BURDFHSOME ot THE CITY AND CHOSE TO DISPOSE OF IT IH SOME
OTHER WAY, THEKE IS MO MECHANISM IN THE STATUTE TO AUTHORIZE SUCH
DISPOSITION, THE LAND WAS MOT DONATED TO THE CI1Y, AND HENCE
RS 484 wouLd NOT APPLY, BUT IT MAD BEEH DEDICATED TO A PUBLIC
USE, AMD HENCE COULD NOT BE SOLD AS LAND HELD Ry THE CITy IN ITS
PROFRIATARY CAPASITY olM;LA"\; Lorenzi ParK wia% -PURCHASEDR BY
TE CITY MANY YEARS AGD AND DEDICATED IMMEDIATELY YO PUBLIC PARA
PURPOSES AND THEREFORE WOULD [OT B LLIGIBLE FOR RECOHVEYANCE
uNDER AB U8% 0R FOR SALE AS PROPRIATARILY CWHED PHOPERTY,
ANGTHER EYAMPLE IS THI PROPERTY IBMEDIATELY TG THE SOUTH OF
THE LA3 Vzeas Crvy HALL wWHICH HOUSED THE OLD Dususr BROTHERS

Fonyusey.  THe CITY PURCHASED THIS PROBERTY AND USED IT FOR A
numBER OF vians A% The Clyv Hatr Aeiisy AMD PRESDHTLY USLS IT AS

A OPUZLIC PAFKING LOT.
Toam oy suseesTins vHAY THE CITy voulp WANT TO DISPOSE
Preme Lonzuzi Pasn ¢n §nt
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AM MERELY USING THEM TO TLLUSTRATE THAT THERE 15 NC PROVISION
PRESENTLY IN THE LAY, IN VIEW OF THE CIRCUMSTANCES UNDER Wdlch
THEY WERE ACQUIRED AND USED," WHICH WOULD PERMIT THE CITY 10
DiSPOSE OF EiTHER ONE.

ADDITIONALLY, THE CITY, AS WELL AS ALL OTHER CITIES AND._
COUNTIES IN THE STATE, }IAS PROPERTY WHICH HAS BEEN CONDEMNED FOR
PUBLIC USE UNDER THE EMINENY DGMAIN PROCCDURES SET FORTH UNDER
cHAPTER 37 oF NRS OR PURCHASED UNDER THE THREAT OF EMINENT -
DOMAIN, THERE IS A RUDIMENTARY PROCEDURE FOR DISPOSING OF THAT
LAND, WHICH IS PRESENTLY PROVIDED FOR IN NRS 37.260. However,

I FEEL THAT, BY INCORPORATING THE PROVISIONS WHICH NOW EXIST

FOR THE RECONVEYANCE OF DONATED OR DEDICATSD PROPERTY INTO
CHAPTER 37, YOU WOULD Eé.?ROVID!NG THE PLRSONM WHOSE PROPERTY HAS
ELEN CONDEMNEDe MORE PROTECTION THAN IS PRESENTLY PROVIDED BY
BRS 37,250, THE PRESENT LANGUAGE PROVIDES THAT ALL A GOVERNING
LOLY OF A CITY OR A COUNMIY 5 REQUIRED TO DO, IN ORDER 10 DIS-
FOSE. OF PROPERTY WrlCH HAS BEEN CCHDEMNED OR PURCHASED UNDLR
THE THREAT OF EMINENT DOMAIN P“UCEDiHb%, IS TO DETERMIMNE THAY
THE PROPERTY 18 NO LONGER NEEDED FOR THE USE FOR WHICH IT WAS

=i

ACQUIRED OR FOR ARY CGTHER REASONABLE PURLIC USE, AFTER TAT
DETERMINATION MAS BELH MADE, THD PRSRERTY MAY BE PUT OUT TG RID
FOR WHATEVER FRICE SOMCLUDY 18 WILLI#G TO PAY FOR iV,

Dy TdS OTHER HAMD, IF THE DISPUSAL OF LAML ACQUIRED PURSUANT
TO CHAPIER 37 13 MADE SUBJECT 0O THE PROVISIONS WHICH NOW APPLY
10 THE RECONVEYANCE OF DOMATED LAND, BY VIRTUE oF AB 484, Tz -
0T G3AL FGR SUCH RISPOSITION NUST FIRSY BL RFFERRED TO Thb

S e L.
- i...“..-j.!i:"(,"

oy

PE LR [] € o R L od .r [y ISR AR YA jond Y o S o 2o od Y
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hhu A RECOMMENDATIGH, AKD, AFTER THAT RECOMMENDATION HAS BERM
RECCIVED BY THE GOVERNIHNG BODY) THE GOVERNMNING BODY MUST TrIN
HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING ON THE DISPOSITION. In ApDITION, IF, _
FOLLOWING YHE PUBLIC HEARING, THE COVERNING BODY STILL DESIRES
TO PURSUE THE DISPOSITION, IT MUST QFFER TO RECQNVEY THE .

PROPERTY, FOR THE CURRENT APPRAISED 5ﬂ3&§ TO THE PERSON YHO
GWHED THE PROPERTY AT THE TIME OF.£TS ACGUISITION, O\LY IF THE

prmmrigns Tha pre ﬁww.Q 4..4,,
ORIGINAL OWNER 1S UNABLE OR REFUSES, OR IF THE PROF Y HAS

BEEN COPFINED WITH OIHE? LAND GWNED BY THE CITY OR COUNTY AND
IMPROVED IN SUCH A MANNER AS WOULD REASONABLY PRECLUDE THE
DIVISION OF THE LAND, TOGETHER WITH THE LAND WITH WHICH IT HAS

- REEH COMBINED, TNTO SEPARATE PARCELS, 1S THE CITY OR COUNTY

PERMITTED TO SELL THE PROPERTY BY WAY OF COMPETITIVE BIDDING,
THERE ARE NO SIMILAR PROVISIONS IN THE LAY RELATING TO THE

DISP05ITICH OF PROPERTY WHICH HAS BEEN ACGUINED THROUGH CONDEMHA-

TION CR THROUGH THE THREAT OF ERINERT DOMAIN PROCEDINGS, AND

74e LiTY FEELS THAT RY MAKING SUCH DISPESITION SURJECT TO THOSE

PROVISIONS, YOU WOULD BE PROVIDING ADDITIONAL PROTECTIGR TO

L AND CWNERS UADSE SROPERTY 15 TAKEN EY CONDEMMATION, |

Tne soTToM Ling of AN 893 15 THAT, WiTH ITS ENACTHENT, YOUu

KE PLACING ALL PROPERTY WHICH IS OWNED BY A CITY Gf A

COUSTY IR 116 GOVERHMENTAL CAPACITY CR THE SAME FQUTING WiTH

RTSPICT YO IS RECONVEYANCE, REGARDLESS OF HOW IT WAS ACQUIRED,

A Iy 0% A COUNTY FOULD HAYE TO GG THROUGH THE SAME FROCEDURE

FOR THE NILeOSITION OF PURCHASED GR COHDENMHED PRUFERTY AS IS

.
i

SETEFNTLY ONLY RIDUIRED WITH ROSPLET YO BUHATED OR DEDICATUD

™ § aa o & - . ~ R . -~ - - -
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EXHIBIT E
MEMORANDUM
TO: Chairman and Members of the Senate Committee on
Government Affairs
FROM: Fred W. Welden, Senior Research Analyst

SUBJECT: Outline of Proposed Amendments to the Local Government
Employee-Management Relations Act :

Following are the proposed amendments to the Local Government
Employee-Management Relations Act. These amendments address
time schedules, criteria for determining "ability to pay," and
the general process. The dates which are relevant to scheduling
of major actions are underlined. :

NRS 288.190

l. No change.

2. Delete subsection 2, and replace it with the following
provisions:

Except in cases to which NRS 288.205 and 288.215 apply:

(a) Either party may request mediation between April 1 and
June 1.

(b) Mediator selection:
(1) Party agreement, or if none
(2) Labor commissioner to submit list of seven possibles
with striking process - labor first; last name

left is the mediator. Mediator must be selected
on or before June 5.

,TL ";-'r .235




Page 2

(c) Mediator to attempt to settle dispute but no power to
compel. Can establish times/dates for meetings.
Mediator to bring parties to agreement as soon as
possible and no later than June 30, unless mutually
agreed to extend.

(d) Labor and management to split costs of mediation. Each
party to bear its own costs.

(e) 1If parties do not invoke factfinding of NRS 288.200,
parties may agree to choose mediator as above provided
at any time to help resolve dispute.

(£) 1If parties proceed to factfinding pursuant to NRS
288.200, mediator shall submit report of mediation
efforts to commissioner of EMRB by July 10.

(g) Parties may agree to have mediator serve as factfinder
as well.

NRS 288.200

l. Change April 25 to May 1, and change May 25 to June 1. This
change would mean that either party could submit the dispute
to a factfinder between May 1 and June 1.
Provide that the dispute may not be submitted to factfinding
unless mediation has been undertaken as provided in NRS
288.190. ’

2. No change.

3. No change.

4. Change June 15 to June 20. This is the date before which a
schedule of dates and times for the factfinding hearing must
be established.

5. No change.
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O Page 3

6.

Give the authority, which the governor presently may exercise,
to a panel. The procedures associated with this authority
would be as follows:

(a)

(b)

Either party may file with the commissioner of the

local government employee-management relations board a
request that binding factfinding be ordered. The com-
missioner must receive the request on or before June 25.
At the same time that the party files the request wit
the commissioner, the party must notify in writing the
state board of accountancy and the state bar association
that the request has been made.

The request must include:

(1) A list of the issues which are at impasse and each
party's position relative to each issue.

(2) A statement of the projected fiscal impact of each
party's position on the political subdivision.

(3) An outline of previous factfinding experiences of
the parties, including the factfinders' recommen-
dations and awards and the parties' actions rela-
tive to these recommendations and awards.

(4) A statement that the parties have used the ser-
vices of a mediator:

(5) The schedule of dates anéd times for hearings as
established pursuant to subsection 4.

(6) Any other information which is requested by the
commissioner.

For each dispute in which such a request is sub-
mitted, a four-member panel is selected as follows:

a4 AT
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Page 4

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Within 5 davs after receipt of the notification
that binding factfinding has been requested, the
state board of accountancy and the state bar asso-
ciation each submit a list of five names of mem-
bers who are not closely allied with any employee
organization or local government employer to the
commigssioner and each party. (Latest date for
this action would be Jume 3q) -

Within 8 days after receZving the list of names,
the parties select a name from each list by
alternately striking one name until only one

name remains. This activity is undertaken
separately for each list. The employee organiza-
tion strikes the first name. Within this same
time period, the parties notify the selected per-
sons and the commissioner of the selections.
(Latest date for these actions should be July 8.)

Within 5 days after receipt of the notification of
their selection, these two members of the panel
select a third membeﬂﬁ%é@“ﬁu ?”@g a resident of
the State of Nevada and who must not be closely
allied with any employee organization or local
government employer. Within this same time
period, the two members notify the third person of
his selection and notify the commissioner of dates
before August 10 upon which the three will be
available to attend hearings. (Latest date for
these actions would be July 13.)

The commissioner is the fourth member of the
panel. He is a nonvoting member, and he
chairs all hearings and proceedings of the
panel.

A A e>
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(:) Page S

(c) Change the date by which the panel must make the order
from "before June 1" to "on or before August 10." Provide
that the commissioner may extend this date. Provide that
the panel may make the order by a vote of W¢%f

(d) Delete the last sentence in subsection 6 and specify "::: Zéu
that in making its decision the panel must consider:

(1) Whether, in its judgment, the parties have
bargained in good faith; and

(2) Whether, in its judgment, an lmpasse exists.

The panel may also consider factors relating to
its evaluation of:

(1) The history of actions of the parties in .
response to recommendations or awards made
under previous factfinding proceedings;

(:) (2) The best interests of the state and all its
citizens;

(3) The potential fiscal effect both within and
outside the political subdivision; and

(4) Any danger to the safety of the people of the
state or a political subdivision.

7. Change the final sentence in the subsection to state
that the factfinder's report must contain the facts upon
which he based his determination of the financial ability
of the local government employer and upon which he based
his recommendations or award.

8. The existing subsection reads as follows:
Any reasonable and adequate sum of money necessary to

insure against the risk undertaken which is maintained
in a self-insurance reserve or fund must not be counted
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in determining the financial ability of a local govern-
ment employer and must not be used to pay any monetary
benefits recommended or awarded by the factfinder.

Add to the self-insurance reserve or fund the following
funds that may not be used in determining "ability to pay,"
nor may they be used to pay monetary benefits recommended or
awarded by the factfinder:

(a) Any ending balance of the general or a special revenue
fund which exceeds the sum of the money appropriated
for the opening balance of that fund for the succeeding
fiscal year and 1/12 of the expenditures from that fund
for the fiscal year just ended. (S.B. 411, enrolled.)

(b) Enterprise funds for the following purposes:
(1) Governmentally-owned utilities which provide
water, electricity, gas, sewerage and telephone
service.
(2) Airports, cemeteries, convention authorities, golf
courses, hospitals, parking garages, swimming
pools and transit systems. (S.B. 411, as introduced.)
(c) Debt service funds. (S.B. 411, eéenrolled.)

(d) Money put into special assessment districts. (S.B. 411,
enrolled.) ’

(e) Money put into capital projects funds. (Not in tax
package.)

(f) Internal service funds. (Not in tax package.)

9. Change "governor's" to "panel's."

TR
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Page 7

10. Provide that each member of the panel, other than the
commissioner, is entitled to receive $[ for each day
he is engaged in panel business and is also entitled to
the expenses and allowances prescribed in NRS 281.160.

NRS 288.205 '

Amend limitation on effective date to provide that the section
is effective until July 1, 1985.

NRS 288.21S

Amend limitation on effective date to provide that the section
is effective until July 1, 198S.

™W/jld: S.1/Actl
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EXHIBIT.F

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATICN CF IMPALSSE RESCIUTICN

The number of ccntracts which have been negotiated.

The number ©f negotiating sessions conducted in each
contract negotiation.

The number of contract aegotiations resolved prior
to third party involvenment.

The number of contract negotiations resolved éuring
mediation. .

The number of contract negotiations resolved duriag
advisory fact-Zinding.

The number of contract negctiaticns resolved during
binding fact-finding.

The number of contract negotiations resolved during
“last best offer" procedures.

The outcomes ¢f proceedings by the PANEL.

Cid the pacties comply with the letter and spiris of
chapter 288 of the Nevada Revised Stasutes?

What was the impact cn local governments due to each
award?

(A) Fiscal impact
{(B) lay-ofZfs
(C) Changes in other priorisies

What was the averace :=ime taken tc reach ses=lement
under each procedure?

What was the ixpact c¢? binding fact-finding or
"last best cffer" on cther bargaining grouzs?

How many, and what issues, have gone %o "las: bes:
offer” or binding fact-finding; and the number of
these disputes which have been reso.ved <hroughout
various stages of the process?

CTEZR CCNSIDERATICONS

Cocst of the negotiation rrocess.

«ength of negotiated contracs:s.

Can it be determined that either systex cf :irpasse
resolution has had a more positive influyence on
the negotiating process?

What additional changes might be propcsei to improve
the existing prcceduire?




COMVENTS ON STUDY CRITERIA

EXHIBIT G

5+. Parties' reactions to reconmendations of factfinder

6.

4.

when factfinding was not binding. Were recommendations
accepted and implemented by both parties?

(8) Resolved after binding factfinding was ordered,
but before the.factfinder's decision was made; or

(b) Resolved by award of the factfinder?

(8) Resolved after submission to factfinder, but
before factfinder makes recommendation;

(b) Resolved by acceptance of factfinder's
recommendat ions;

(c) Resolved after submission to arbitrator, but
before final offers are made; or

(d) Resolved by award of the arbitrator?

If possible, within Jjurisdictions, compare the
contracts made with the bargaining units that reached
agreement early to the contracts made with bargaining
units that reached agreement later.

If possible, within Jurisdictions, compare the
agreements thet were reached after binding factfinding
was ordered or through last-best offer with agreements
made through other procedures.

WL
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Senator James Gibson, Chairmén
Senate Committee on Government Affairs
FROM: Senators Ford and Getto
SUBJECT: Chart of Proposed Time Schedules for

Local Government Employee-Management
Relations Act

Attached is a chart which illustrates the time schedules
<:> associated with activities which would be undertaken pur-

suant to the Local Government Employee-Management Act if it
is amended as proposed.

JF/VG/1lp:5.2.Time
Enc.
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b2 This is the

*T'his is the in

1l date for submitting a d

O O ()
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TIME SCHEDULES ASSOCIATED WITH ACTIVITIES UNDERTAKEN PURSUANT 10 THE -
LOCAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS ACT
IF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS ARE ADOPTED
DATE ACTIONS WHICH MUST BE UNDERTAKEN ON OR BEFORE THE DATE
NEGOTIATION-MEDIATION FACTFINDING
February 1 Notice of desire to negotiate.
April 1 Request for mediation.*
] [
]
May 1 : ) Dispute may be submitted to factfinder.#+
' ! !
¥ ¢

June 1 Re&ﬁest for mediation. Dlébute may be submitted to factfinder.

June 5 Mediator must be selected.

June 20 Schedule for hearings must' be established.

June 25 Request for binding factfinding must be
received.

June 30 Mediation generally is concluded. Lists of possible panelists must be
submitted.

July 8 Parflfs must select two panelists and make
notificatlons.

July 10 Report of mediator is due. Two ganelists must select third, make
notifications, and provide list of available
dates.

August 10 Panel must order binding factfinding if

it is going to so order, unless this date is
extended by the commission.

nitial date for submjtting a request for mediat 6 .
itia i ] fgpute to a factftnSer.
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