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Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 2--Senator Jacobsen

FILE NUMBER...126

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION—Directing the legislanve commission o
study the development and contents of the fiscal notes for local governments
on bils introduced in the legisiature.

WHEREAS, Each bill and joint resolution introducsd in the legislature
contains a fiscal note to indicate its fiscal effect, if any, on local
governments; and

WHEREAS, These fiscal notes do not presently contain sufficient
information for local governments to evaluate the bills; now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the Senate of the State of Nevada, the Assembly con-
curring, That the legislative commission is hereby directed to study the
development and contents of the fiscal notes for local governments
used on biils introduced in the legislature; and be it further

Resolved, That the resuits of the study and any recommendations
for legislation be reported to the 63rd session of the legisiature.
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REPORT OF THE LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE 63RD SESSION OF THE NEVADA LEGISLATURE:

This report is submitted in compliance with Senate Concurrent
Resolution No. 2 of the 62nd Session which directed the
Legislative Commission to study the development and contents of

the fiscal notes for local governments on bills introduced in the
legislature.

The Legislative Commission appointed Senator Lawrence E.
Jacobsen, Chairman and Assemblvman Leonard Nevin as the subcom-
mittee "to make the study.

The Legislative Commission accepts the subcommittee's report with
the suggested legislation and tranmits the report to the members
of the members of the 1985 Legislature for their consideration
and appropriate action.

Respectifully submittead,

Legislative Commission
Legislative Counsel Bureau
State of Nevada

Carson City, Mevada
September 1983
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LEGISLATIVE CCMMISSION

Senator James I. Gibson, Chairman

Senator Thcmas J. Hickey Assemblyman Louis W. Bergevin
Senator Robert E. Robinson Assemblyman Joseph E. Dini, Jr.
Senator Randolph J. Townsend Assemblyman John E. Jeffrey
Senator Sue Wagner Assemblyman Michael O. Malone

Assemblyman David D. Nicholas
Assemblyman John M., Vergiels
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENMDATIONS

NRS 218.2723 SHOULD BE AMENDED TO REFLECT THAT THE REQUIRE-
MENT FOR A FISCAL NOTE IS BASED ON THE EXISTENCE OF AN
"ADVERSE" FISCAL EFFECT. (BDR 17=-274)

A SPACE SHOULD BE PRCVIDED ON THE BILL DRAFT REQUEST (BDR)
FORM TO INDICATE IF THE BILL DRAFT REQUESTER IS5 AWARE OF ANY
ADVERSE FISCAL EFFECT.

EVERY CITY AND COUNTY SEOULD IDENTIFY ONE DPERSON WITHIN
THEIR ORGANIZATION TO COORDINATE THE DEVELOPMEMT AND
TRANSMITTAL QF FISCAL NOTE DATA,.

THE LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL RUREAU SHOULD DEVELOP PROCEDURES
WiITH THE NEVADA LEAGUE OF CITIES AND THE NEVADA ASSOCIATION
OF COUNTIES TO FACILITATE THE TIMELY AND ACCURATE DEVELOD=-
MENT OF DATA FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT FLSCAL NOTE PREPARATION.

iv.






REPORT TO THE 63RD SESSION COF THE NEVADA LEGISLATURE BY
THE LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION'S SUBCOMMITTEE ON LOCAL
GOVERNMENT FISCAL NOTES AND THEIR CONTENTS

A, INTRODUCTION

The 1983 session of the Nevada legislature adopted Senate
Concurrent Resolution No. 2 directing the legislative commission
to study local government fiscal notes and their contents. This
directive was adopted to address perceived inadequacies in local
government fiscal notes and the process by which they were
prepared. Many local government representatives felt that some
tvpes of fiscal effects were not included in the legal require-~
ments for a £iscal note and that the fiscal note did not address
the comprehensive fiscal effects of some bills. Legislative
counsel bureau staff perceived a great deal of misunderstanding
on the part of local governments regarding the £fiscal note
procedures and a subsequent under-utilizaticn of the fiscal note
DPYOCess.

8. SUBCOMMITTEE METHODOLOGY

The legislative commission appointed Senator Lawrence E, Jacobsen
chairman and Assemblyman Leonard Nevin as a subcommittee to study
local government fiscal notes and their contents. The legisla-
tive commission allocated a budget of $780 to provide for the
cost of the meetings and the printing of the final report.

The subcommittee recognized that although local governments
fiscal notes apply to all local ¢government entities in the State
of Nevada, the perceived problems focused on the city and ccunty
governments., Local school district fiscal notes are handled very
efficiently through the department of education and other miscel-
laneous lcocal government fiscal notes were rare and could be
handled on an individual basis. Therefore, as a first step of
the study, a letter signed by the chairman was sent to the chief
elected executive (board chairman, mayor, etc.) and the chief
appointed executive {county manager, city manager, etc.) in each
of the state's 17 counties and 16 cities (Appendix A). The
letter informed the public officials of the existence and purpose
of the study and requested comments and suggestions regarding the
development and contents of local government fiscal notes. The
letter also included a copy of NRS 218.2723, which reguires local
government fiscal notes, and an invitation to the first subcom-
mittee meeting. The executive directors of the Nevada league of
cities and the Nevada association of counties were notified and
provided copies of the chairman's letter.



The chairman scheduled the first subcommittee meeting for
April 25, 1984, in Carson City. The meeting was attended by the
subcommittee, legislative counsel bureau staff and representa-
tives from Nevada cities and counties. Counsel bureau staff from
the legal and fiscal divisions explained the background and legal
definitions of fiscal notes and described the process by which
local government fiscal notes are prepared. The responses from
the cities and counties to the chairman’'s letter were presented
(Appendix B), and after discussion with the city and county
representatives, staff was directed to prepare a bill draft
request (BDR) and draft recommendations in accordance with the
findings of the study committee.

A final meeting was held on Wednesday, July 18, 1984, in Carson
City, at which the findings and recommendations of the subcommit-
tee were further discussed and £finalized. The meeting was
attended by the subcommittee, Legislative counsel bureau staff
and representatives from the cities and ccunties, The subcom=-
mittee and Legislative counsel buresau staff from the legal and
fiscal divisions accepted an invitation from the Nevada league of
cities to lead a panel discussion on fiscal notes at the league
of cities' state convention in Elko, Nevada, on August 10, 1984,
The subcommittee then accepted a similar invitation from the
Nevada associaticon o©of counties for their state convention, also
in Elkec, on November 13 through 16, 1984,

-y

C. SUBCOMMITTEE FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. FPISCAL NOTES--Legislation requiring a fiscal note for any
bill or joint resolution having an adverse financial effect
on a local government came before the Nevada state legisla-
ture during the 1969 sessicn. The requirement 1is now
contained in NRS 218.2723 (Appendix C). The state legisla-
ture, during the 1983 session, amended the statute so that
a fiscal note is also required £or any bill or joint resclu-
tion "which increases or newly provides for a term of
imprisonment in a county or citﬁ_jail or makes release on
probation therefrom less likely".

The legislative counsel makes the determination if a bill or
joint resolution will require a fiscal note based on any
adverse effect (increase in expenditures or decrease 1in
revenues) as a direct result of the proposed legislation.




Indirect financial effects resulting from local ordinances,
contracts or agreements or any other action not directly
mandated by the proposed legislation would not necessarily
require a2 fiscal note.

A fiscal note is required on the original bill or joint
resolution only. TIf an amendment to a bill introduces an
adverse financial effect that was not in the original bill
or, if an amendment significantly changes the fiscal note
that was prepared for the original bill, the presiding
officer of the house or committee in which the bill is being
heard can request that a fiscal note or an amended fiscal
note be prepared. Further, if the indirect financial
effects are deemed to be significant, the presiding officer
can again request that a fiscal note be prepared.

LOCAL CGOVERNMENT FISCAL NOTE PREPARATION-=-After the legisla-
tive counsel determines that a local gevernment fiscal note
is required, the bill draft request (BDR) is sent to the
fiscal division with the name cof the recguester. If the BDR
is not public record--an introduced bill or a bill accom-
panvying a subcommittee study--or if the fiscal note cannot
be prepared without divulging the contents of the BDR, the
requester 1s contacted and asked for permission to divulge
the contents of the BDR to the approvriate local government
or agency for information for the presparation cof the fiscal
note, If the resquester savs "no™, nothing else 1is done
until the rtill becomes public record. 1If the requester savs
"ves", the contents of the BDR is divulged, a fiscal note is
prepared and held in file until the bill 1is introduced.
At no time 1s the requester's name divulged. Upcn comple-
tion of the fiscal note and introduction of the bill, the
fiscal note is sent to the printer to be attached to the
bill.

SUBCOMMITTEE HEARINGS--The most significant revelation that
surfaced during the discussions with the subcommittee,
legislative counsel bureau staff and 1local government
representatives during the subcommittee hearings was the
widespread misunderstanding by local governments of the
fiscal note process. After legislative counsel bureau staff
finished their presentations on the contents of fiscal notes
and the process by which fiscal notes are prepared, it was
found that most of the perceived problems could be solved
within the existing statutes and procedures. As a result,
the subcommittee and legislative ccunsel bhureau staff were
invited +to make similar presentations to local government
officials in the form o©f a panel discussion at both the
Nevada league o©f cities' and the MNevada associaticon of
counties' state conventions.




The subcommittee did identify four areas where modifications
should be made. One area requires clarification of statu-
tory language and three require administrative and proce-
dural changes resulting in the following recommendations.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

a.

NRS 218.2723 SHQULD RBRE AMENDED TO REI'LECT THAT THE
REQUIREMENT FOR A FISCAL NOTE IS BASED ON THE EXISTENCE
OF AN ADVERSE FLSCAL EFFECT. The change in statutory
language 1is being recommended to reflect more clearly
how the statute is being interpreted.

A SPACE SHOULD BE PROVIDED ON THE BILL DRAFT REQUEST
(BDR) FORM TO INDICATE IF THE BILL DRAFT REQUESTER IS
AWARE OF ANY ADVERSE FISCAL EFFPECT. This recommenda-
tion will require a simple modification of the BDR
forms and result in two benefits. First, the legisla-
tive counsel will know if a requester anticipated any
adverse financial effect, and 1if a mnisunderstanding
becomes apparent, the requester can be so notified.
Second, if a requester anticipates that a fiscal note
will be prepared and no fiscal note is reguired, the
requester again can be notified.

EVERY CITY AND COUNTY SHOULD IDENTIFY ONE PERSON WITHIN
THEIR ORGANIZATION TO CCORDINATE THE DEVELOPMENT AND
TRANMNSMITTAL OF FISCAL NOTE DATA, As a result oI the
wide variety of services provided by local governments
in Nevada and the organizational structures utilized,
it is difficult to insure that the appropriate local
government official is consulted for fiscal data.
Therefore the Nevada league of cities and the Nevada
association of counties have agreed to identify one
liaison in each of their member government organiza-
tions to act as a coordinator in the development and
transmittal of fiscal note data.

THE LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU SHOULD DEVELOP PROCE-
DURES WITH THE NEVADA LEACGUE OF CITIES AND THE NEVADA

ASSQCIATION OF COQUNTIES TO FACILITATE THE TIMELY AND

ACCURATE DEVELOPMENT OF DATA FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT
FISCAL NOTE PREPARATION. Relying on the United States
mail for the transmittal of fiscal note data appears to
be the biggest impediment in insuring that the local
governments have an opportunity to thoroughly investi-
gate the fiscal effects and transmit that information




to the counsel bureau in a timely manner. Therefore,
the legislative counsel bureau, the Nevada league of
cities and the Nevada association of counties are
currently developing procedures by which the two local
government organizations will use their own electronic

communications systems to notify and collect fiscal
note data.






V. PROPOSED LEGISLATION

BDR 17-274--Clarifies requirements for fiscal notes.






SUMMARY--Clarifies requirements for fiscal notes. (BDR 17-274)
FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: No.

Effect on the State cr on Industrial
Insurance: No.

AN ACT relating to fiscal notes; clarifying the provisions that a
fiscal note is required only if the effect on expenditure or
revenue is adverse; and providing other matters properly
relating thereto.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, REPRESENTED IN SENATE

AND ASSEMBLY, DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. NRS 218.272 is hereby amended to read as follows:

218.272 1. The fiscal analysis division shall obtain a fis-
cal note on:

(a) Any biil which mekes an appropriation or [changes]
increases any existing appropriation;

(b) Any bill or joint resolution which creates or [changes]

increases any fiscal liability or decresases any revenue which

appears to be in excess of $2,000; and

(¢) Any bill or joint resolution which increases or newly pro-
vidés for a term of imprisonment in the state prison or makes
release on parole or probation therefrom less likely,

before it is considered at a public hearing of a committee of the

assembly or the senate, or before any vete 1s taken thereon by

\o



the committee. The fiscal note must contain a reliable estimate
of the anticipated change in appropriation authority, fiscal lia=-
bility or state revenue under the bill or joint reéolution,
including, to the extent possible, a projection of such changes
in future biennia.

2. Except as otherwise provided in NRS 218.272 to 218.2758,
inclusive, or in the joint rules of the senate and assembly, the
estimateé must be made by the agency receiving the appropriation
or ceollecting the revenue.

3. The fiscal note is not required on any bill or joint reso-
lution relating exclusively to the executive budget.

Sec. 2. NRS 218.2723 is hereby amended tc read aé follows:

218.2723 Before any bill or joint resolution which [has a

financial effect on] reduces the revenues or increases the expen-

ditures cf a locgal government or any bill which increases or

newly provides for a term of imprisonment in a county or city
jail, or makes release on probation therefrom less likely , 1is
considered at a public hearing ¢f a committee of the assembly or
the senate or before a vote is taken thereon by the committee,
the fiscal analysis division shall prepare a fiscal note after
consultation with the appropriate local governments or their rep-
resentatives.

Sec. 3. This act becomes effective upon passage and approval.

lo.
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APPENDIX A

Sample Copies of Chairman's Letters to all Local
Governments Explaining the Purpose of the
S.C.R. 2 Committee and Requesting Input.

13.






IEVADA |

by

EGISLATURE SIXTY-SECOND SESSION \

wrence E, Jacobsen COMMITTEES
nator
estern District memoer

Comme an r
28 Mono Avenye rce and Labo

Natural Resources
nden, Nevaga 89423
fice 782-7600 March 23, 1984 Transportation

John Serpa

Churchill County Commissioner
P. 0. Box 789

Fallon, NV 89406

Dear Mr. Serpa:

During the 1983 Legislative Session you and several elected/
appointed officials in your organization received requests from
the lLegislative Counsel Bureau for information regarding legisla-
tive bills to be used in the preparation of local government
fiscal notes. As a result of several suggestions and guestions
we received from local government officials, the legislature
passed Senate Concurrent Resolution WNo. 2 directing the
Legislative Commission to study the development and contents of
local government fiscal notes.

As chairman of the subcommittee that will accomplish this study,
I am very interested in your opinions regarding the fiscal note
process and have enclosed a copy of NRS 218,2723 which defines
local government fiscal notes and the process by which they are
prepared. I would appreciate it if you would review the statute
and your experiences in the last legislative session with staff
and forward your comments and suggestions regarding the develop-
ment and contents of 1local government fiscal notes to the
Legislative Counsel Bureau before Priday, april 13, 1984.

Please forward your responses to:

Kevin D. Welsh, Deputy Fiscal Analyst
Fiscal Analysis Division

Legislative Counsel Bureau

Capitol Complex

Carson City, NV 89710

1s5.



The Local Government Fiscal Note Subcommittee is tentatively
scheduled to meet on April 25, 1984, at 9:30 a.m. in Room 234 of
the Legislative Building in Carson City, Nevada. You or your
representative is invited to attend the meeting.

I appreciate your cooperation in this matter. If you have any
further guestions, please contact Kevin at 885-5640.

Sincerely,

&

enator LawrBnce)|Jacobsen
Subcommitte rman

[« 5 WP

ca
MISCCS

1s6.



218.2723 STATE LEGISLATURE

(a) Any bill which makes an appropriation or changes any existing
appropriation;

(b) Any bill or joint resolution which creates or changes any fiscal
liability or revenue which appears 10 be in excess of $2.000; and

(c) Any bill or joint resclution which increases or newly provides for
a term of imprisonment in the state prison or makes releass on parole
or probation therefrom less likely,
before it is considered at a public hearing of 3 committee of the assembly
or the sznate, or before any vote is taken thercon by the comminee.
The fiscal note must contain a reliable estimate of the anticipated change
in appropriation authority, fiscal liability or state revenue under the biil
or joint resolution, including, to the extent possible, a projection of such
changes in future biennia.

2. Except as otherwise provided in NRS 218.272 10 218.2758,
inclusive, or in the joint rules of the senate and assembly, the estimates
must be made by the agency receiving the appropriation or collecting
the revenue.

3. The fiscal note is not required on any bill or joint resoiution relating
exclusively to the executive budget.

(Added to NRS by 1969, 1004; A 1973, 641: 1975, 192, 1389; 1977,
342; 1979, 389; 1983, 1046)

218.2723 Fiscal note required for bills and joint resolutions having
financial effect on local governments. Before any biil or joint resolu-
tion which has 2 financial effect on a Jocal government or any bill which
increases or newly provides for a termn of imprisonment in a2 county
or city jail, or makes release on probation therefrom less likely is consid-
ered at a public hearing of a commines of the assembly or the senate
or before a vote is taken therzon by the committee, the fiscal analysis
division shall prepare a fiscal note after consultation with the appropriate
local governments or their representatives,

(Added to NRS by 1975, 191; A 1975, 1391: 1977, 342; 1979, 389
1983, 1047)

2182725 Fiscal note required for bills and joint resolutions afTect-
ing industrial insurance premiums or state insurance fund.

|. Before any bill or joint resolution which affects the premiums
charged 1o employers as provided in chapters 616 or 617 of NRS or
the suate insurance fund established by chapter 616 of NRS is considered
at a public hearing of a committee of the assembly or the senate or
before a vore is taken thereon by the commities, the fiscal analysis division
shall obtain a fiscal note in the manner and form. to the exient applicable,
provided for in NRS 218.272 10 218.2753, inclusive. showing the finan-
cial effect on the premiums charged employers by the state industrial
insurance system or on the state jnsurance fund.

2. The suate industrial insurance system shall provide such information
upon request of the fiscal analysis division,

(L 21 7318‘8
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STATE QF NEVADA LEGISEATIVE COMMISSION  (702) 885.5627

PARMES T GEIBNOIN Sprgror Chatrenan

L.EG IS LAT!V E CO U N S E L B U R EAU Mitar b Paimer, (rector, Secreturs

LEGISLATIVE BUILDING INTERINM FINANCE COMMITTEE (702) %85-5
CAPITOL COMPLEX 3 ROGER BRENMNER, dssembivman, Chairman

Damet G Miles, Fiscal dnaiyst
CARSON CITY, NEVADA B9710 Mark W Stevens, Fuseal dnalvs

ARTHUR J. PALMER, Direcror ERANKR W DAYNIN, (Legistarive Cownsel (T02) 385.5627

(702} 885-5627 JOHN RO CROSSIFY, Leqisluurve dudior (T02) 385-3622
DONALD A. RHOOES, Reseurch Direvtar (T02) 385.5637
March 26, 1584
MEMORANDUM
TC: G. P. Etcheverry, Executive Director

Nevada Leaqse of Cities

FROM: Kevin Welsh \ Deputy Fiscal Analvst
Fiscal Analvsis Division

SUBJECT: Subcommittee on Local Government Fiscal Notes
{(S.C.R. 2)

Senater Jacobsen has tentatively scheduled the meeting o©of the
Local Government Fiscal Note Subcommittee for 9:30 a.m. on April
25, 1984, in Room 234 of the Legislative Building. I expect vyou
will receive inguiries from your member cities and have, there-
fore, enclosed a letter 'sent to all elected and appointed chief
city executive officers regarding this matter.

You are invited to attend the meeting and testify 1f vou wish.
Tf you wish to testify or submit written documents, please
contact me before April 13 so I can place you on the agenda and
provide backup materials to the subcommittee members.

If you have any guestions, please contact me at 885-5640.
KDW/ca

MISCll1
enclosure

18.






APPENDIX B

Letters in Response to Chairman's Letters Requesting
Comments and Suggestions Regarding the Development
and Contents of Fiscal Notes.

19.






APPENDIX B

CITIES AND COUNTIES RESPONDING TO THE CHAIRMAN'S REQUEST

Cities Counties
Ely Carson City
Henderson Clark County
Las Vegas Douglas County
Reno Elko

White Pine

20.






0. GEQORGE CORNER G-P- ETCHEVERRY
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e ‘ ada XXX XXXX AL AR XX XXX xeCutive Director

President
@ off COLLEEN SCHuLTZ
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“les - April 23, 1984

Mr. Kevin D. Welch

Fiscal Analysis Division
Legislative Counsel Bureau
Capitol Complex

Carson City, NV 89710

Dear Mr. Welch:

The request for comment from cities in Nevada regarding fiscal notes
on legislative bill drafts is and has been a concern to our associa-
tion. The Nevada League of Cities concur with the need of fiscal
notes attached to bills, particularly when first prasented and foilow
up when amendments are made concerning these bills. We have found

two major obstacles in responding to fiscal note requests. One, the
timeliness of the request in getting responses back to the legislative
counsel bureau quickly and two, the opportunity during the legislative
session of local boards meeting in an open council meeting to discuss
the multitude of bills that require fiscal note responses. This is
especially true in the smaller cities where the elective baody is the
acting city administrators.

The 52,000 limit requiring fiscal notes in NRS 218.2754 (b) should be
modified to something somewhat less because of the amount of bills
that do affect cities that in conglumorate is a devasting effect in
local government budgets during the austere times.

In NRS 218.2757, printing of fiscal notes, it is our feeling that
local governments should also obtain copies of these notes so that
comparisons can be made as to the effect on some cities versus others.
Some legislation that has significance to some local governments have
no immediate effect to others, such as collective bargaining, retro-
fitting, paid or volunteer fire departments, etc.

If the Nevada League of Citigs may be of any assistance to the (SCR-2)
study committee please do not hesitate to call upon us.

Sincerely,
G.P. Etcheverry \

Executive Director
Nevada League of Cities

GPE/cs

cc: President 0. George Corner 2l.

POST OFFICE BOX 2307 CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89702-2307 TELEPHONE (702) 882-2121
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NACO *

NEVADA ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES

208 NORTH FALL STREET e CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 e (702) 883-7863

RECE
’ v E D April 27, 1984
APR 30 1984

~EGIS! ATIVE COUNSEL BuRz..y

Kevin Welsh FiSTAL ANA X
Deputy Fiscal Analyst Lysis DMS'CN

Legislative Counsel Bureau
Legislative Building
Carson City, NV 89701

Dear Kevin:

Reference is made to your letter of March 23, 1984 in which
you requested NACO's views regarding f£iscal notes and the process
by which they are prepared: The following comments are offered:

I.

II.

III.

NRS 218.2723 - Based on discussions with Frank Daykin,
1t was our understanding that the term "financial ef-
fect on local government" is interpreted as a reduction
in revenue or an increase in expenditure. We believe
that the law should be amended to read:

"Before any joint bill or joint resolution which -
reduces revenue or increases expenditures of a
local government...."

Central County Contact for Fiscal Notes - NACO would
support the designation of one person in each county
who would be designated to receive all bills that re-
quire the preparation of a fiscal note. NACO would
be glad to work with your office to assist in such a
designation process.

Indirect Costs - Since county government is an admin-
istrative arm of the state, may laws that are passed
by the Legislature impose an administrative cost, or
indirect cost to the county for their implementation.
In many instances there is an administrative cost to
the county in responding to the cumulative affect of
amending existing stitutes. These changes may reguire
changing of county operating procedures, forms, retrain-
ing of employees, etc. It is very difficult to deter-
mine the administrative or indirect cost associated
with making these changes. We would support that fis-
cal notes at least a notation that these changes. We
would suggest that fiscal notes contain a notation of
administrative costs.

23.




Please feel free to contact me in reference to
these comments.

Sincerely,

N »

S UL
James C. Shipman
Executive Director

JCS/ds

24.
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e CARSON CITY, NEVADA s

CONSOLIDATED MUNICIPALITY AND STATE CAPITAL

RECEIVED

i APR 12 1984

LEGELAHVECOUNSELBUHEA
FiSCAL ANALYS;S DIvISioN ¥

April 9, 1984

Mr. Kevin D. Welsh, Deputy Fiscal Analyst
Fiscal Analysis Division

Legislative Counsel Bureau

Capitol Complex

Carson City, Newvada 88710

Dear Mr. Welsh:

Reference is made to the letter dated March 23, 1984 from
Senator Lawrence Jacobsen concerning the Local Government Fiscal
Note Subcommittee of the State Legislature and his reguest for
input on suggestions Carson City might have for improving the
fiscal note process. Listed below you will find the suggestions
we offer to the Subcommittee on this matter.

1. It should initially be emphasizeé that there is an
obligation on the part of the local government officials
to respond with as much detail as possible to all
inquiries from the Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB)
concerning local Ziscal impacts. In order to insure
a response, however, recuests from LCB should be made
in a timely manner. The timeliness guestion would
obviously be dictated by the magnitude or complexity
of the issue at hand, but any issue shoculd be given
adequate time for the lccal government to address the
impact.

2, The major problem we have encountered during previous
Legislative sessions has related to the modifications
that occur in a bill after the initial draft has been
reviewed and returned by the local government. Said
subsequent modifications/amendments sometimes cause
increased impacts and thus, some mechanism should be
established in order to maintain an ongoing tracking
system.

3. In regard to an ongoing review process, it is suggested
the Legislature consider the establishment ¢f an

Page One

25.
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i (ARSON CITY, NEVADA e

. CONSOLIDATED MUNICIPALITY AND STATE CAPITAL

- Oversight Review Committee comprised of local
government officials who would meet on a periodic
basis with LCB staff to analyze local fiscal impacts.

4, Past practices of determining fiscal impacts have
been a one way street in that the State has requested
feedback from individual cities and counties, but we
have never received the final report which would be
valuable to us in order to determine if the complete
picture was addressed. Thus, in the future we suggest
the final fiscal note provided to the Legislature
also be sent to local governments.

5. Finally, there are a number of situations where
identical bills, or portions thereof, ars submitted
during a Legislative session and it is recommended
LCB try to consolidate all proposals dealing with
the same subject matter. This step would, in our
opinion, allow for an easier review by the Legislature
including the impact on local governments. It is
confusing for a Legislator to review several bills
with the same or similar wording and ultimately get
the impressicn the fiscal impact is larger than what
it really would be.

I hope this letter provides vou with the information you
seek on this. If you have any guestions concerning the points
raised, please feel free to contact me.

incerely,

Don W. Hataway
City Manager

cc: Nevada League of Cities
Nevada Association of Counties

Page Two
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Office of the County Manager

BRLCE W. BPAULDING
COUNTY MANAGER

' HOSERH . DENNY
3 ASSISTANT COLINTY MANAGER
CLARK COUNTY BRIOGER SLOG.

225 8RIDGER AVENUE
LAS VEGAS, NEVAQA S9155
PR 283-3500

RECEIVED

APR 17 1584

LERISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU
FISCAL ANALYSIS DIVISION

April 13, 1984

Mr, Kevin D. Welsh

Deputy Fiscal Analyst
Fiscal Analysis Division
Legislative Counsel Bureau
Capitol Complex

Carson City, NV 89710

Dear Kevin: .

Thank you for yocur recent correspcndence regarding the
Legislative Commission intent to study the development and
contents of local government fiscal notes.

Let me say at the outset that I favor the inclusion of fiscal
notes for bills to be considered by the Legislature. Law
makers should have the best information possible regarding
the dollar impact of any measure they are deliberating. T
do, however, have concerns with the uniformity of the infor-
mation given, particularly by the fiscal note summary which
appears on the front of each bill.

At the present time, we at Clark County review each bill
individually to determine whether or not there is a fiscal
impact. 1If there is a fiscal impact, either positive or
negative, a more thorough analysis is done to determine the
extent. All of this requires a tremendous dedication of
staff time given the number of bills handled during the
legislative session. The fiscal notes and fiscal note
surmaries would be most useful if the development process
incorporated the following suggestions:

1. Standard criterion should be established for the
yes/no designation of the Fiscal Note Summary. If
there are mandated increases or decreases in expendi-
tures or any revenue source, the Fiscal Note Summary
would be "yes."

2. Measures which would in any manner limit local govern-

ments' control or flexibility over any ex enditures
or revenue sources would receive the "yes" Fiscal Note

Summary.
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Kevin D. Welsh
April 13, 1984
Page 2

3. The fiscal note should identify impacts which are
regional in nature. Often, legislation is designed
with specific needs which would not affect the entire
state.

In summary, it would be most helpful to us if we could rely
upon the Legislative Counsel's Fiscal Notes and Summaries to
indicate whether additional research and analysis is necessary
on our part. If the criterion mentioned above set the para-
meters for the Fiscal Note Summary development and designation,
the initial screening could be eliminated and our efforts
could be directed to detailed analysis of those measures

which do have fiscal impacts.

I do hope these suggestions are helpful. If you have any
further questions, please contact Guy Hobbs, Director of .
Budget and Financial Planning.
Sincerely,
”///
) XTC - T
-
- B;neé/W. Spaulding
County Manager

BWS :biw -
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BOARD COMMISSIONERS

OF ’ Herbert P. Witt
COUNTY Chairman
COMMISSIONERS M.D. Meyer

‘ Vice - Chairman
ROBERT S. HADFIELD Barbara J. Cook
County Manager R.A. Oswald

(702) 782-9821 Robert L. Pruett

April 13, 1984

RECEIVED

APR 173 1984
Kevin D. Welsh, Deputy Fiscal Analyst
Fiscal Analysi; Digis{on Y LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU
Legislative Counsel Bureau FISCAL ANALYSIS DIVISION
Capitol Ccomplex
Carson City, Nevada 89710

Dear Mr. Welsh:

I thank you for the opportunity to comment on NRS 218.2723
and offer the following observations.

It has been my experience over the last three sessions of the
Legislature that fiscal notes are often inaccurate and are

seldom referred to in the hearing process. The State is always
more concerned about their own fiscal integrety first, which
limits perspective. Much of the problem results from the in-
ability of local government to respond in a timely and meaningful
way. Bills are often Jdbscure defying fiscal analysis and even
worse amended in Committee to have a detrimental impact on local
government. This problem is further aggravated by a general lack
of understanding on the part of most legislators on how local
government is financed and the differences between the various
forms of local government. There is a tendency to forget the
diversity of local government financing and dependence on the
State for money. Further, the State often changes State programs
which do not without real analysis, appear to effect local
government when in reality they transfer financial burden to
local government.

In summary, the whole issue of financial impact reguires an
informed Legislature and responsive local government information
network. I will attend the April 25, 1984 Subcommittes meeting
to answer guestions and elaborate on this critical problem.

Sincerely,

~ M/

Robert §. Hadfield
County Manager

RSH/tk 209.
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COMMISSIQNERS

WILLIAM 8, Gi88% . / -. .
el L//ﬁaa/rr/ % ﬂa??/ /2 Zg&-m PP2-Lidid 0290 7S
ggs:svefi.ﬁ'aaziuc“n ELKO CDUNTY COURTHMAOUSE '
(zaoa) ?38-523348 ELKGO, NEVATA 83830Q]
) : 1984
April 6.,
ECEIVED
- APR 9 1984
Mr. Kevin D. Welsh LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BuReAy
Deputy Fiscal Analyst : FISCAL ANALYS;S DIVISION

Fiscal Analysis Division
Legislative Counsel Bureau
Capitol Ccomplex

Carson City, NV

89710

RE: NRS 218.2723
Cear Mr. Welsh:

This response relates to the recent letter received
from Senator Lawrence E. Jacobsen regarding local govern-
ment fiscal notes.

This office agrees with the concept of the fiscal
note requirement for proposed legislation that could
have a fiscal effect on local governments. However,
there have been instances when a local government repre-
sentative such as myself individually, and collectively
with other officials, could not properly respond to a
particular BDR fiscal note regquest. Hopefully, every
fiscal note request will receive wvalid and gquantitative
response from enough areas to provide a valid analysis.

Please advise if there are additional gquestions
relating to fiscal notes.

Sincerely yours,

Z ot

GEORGE R.E. BOUCHER
Elko County Manager

GREB/Jw
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JARY SUE JOHNSON, Clerk

0. Box 659
", 289-2341

JO ANNE AMBROSE
Chiet Deputy
OFFICE OF

" White Pive County Clerk

CLERK OF THE SEVENTH JUBICIAL DISTRICT COURT
EX-OFFICIO CLERK OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
ELY, NEVADA" 83301

April 12, 1984

RECEIVED

APR 13 1984

LEG&LAHVECOUNSELBUREAU

Kevin D. Welsh, FISCAL ANALYSIS DIvision

Deputy Fiscal Analyst
Fiscal Analysis Division
Capitol Complex

Carson City, NV 89710

Re: Fiscal Note Process
Dear Mr. Welsh:

In response to your request for comments regarding
the fiscal note process, the following was discussed at
the regular meeting of the White Pine County Board of
Commissioners, April 11, 1984.

It was the consensus of the Board that they did not
feel the fiscal notes were complete, often there was not
enough research done to accurately indicate the impact of
whatever entity happened to be impacted.

At the last NACO meeting, the taxation subcommittee
went over some of the items they desired to bring up at
the Legislature; one item was to improve the fiscal notes
they put on the bills in order to know the impact on budgets,
the cocmmittee did not feel they were adequate at the last
session.

The Board felt that possibly, those people doing the
research were not cognizant of the needs of local govern-
ment. The fiscal notes were not complete, often there
was an impact that was not identified in the fiscal notes.

On behalf of the Board of Commissioners, I would
like to extend their appreciation for requesting their
opinions and input.

Sincerely,

For the Board of
County Commissioners
)]

-
i

> Rl
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33, Mary ‘Sue Johnson
' Clerk of Said Board






CITY OF ELY

80X 299
ELY, NEVADA 39301

RECEIVED
APR 1 1984

h UREAU
EGISLATIVE COUNSEL 8
: FISCAL ANALYSIS DIVISION

March 29, 1984

Kevin D. Welsh, Deputy Fiscal Analyst
Fiscal Analyst Division

Legislative Council Bureau

Capitol Complex

Carson City,Mevada 89710

Dear Mr. Welsh,

Regarding your letter dated March 23, 1984 concerning

NRS 218.2723. 1 feel the statute the way it is written
has given Ely a chance to see what the legislature has
planned for local govermment. If the letter asking for
comments from you did not come, I'm afraid the bills
might have been overlooked in the large stacks we receive
everyday.

Very truly yours,

1,
Robert/Spellberg
City erk
RS/pr
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CITY OF HENDERSON

City H'ALL 243 WATER STREET 702/565-8921
’ HENDERSON, NEVADA 89015

Gateway to Lake Mead Resorts

April 3, 1984 RECE’VED

APR 11 1984
My, Kevin D. Welsh
Deputy Fiscal Analyst LngLAﬂVECOUNSELBUREAU
Fiscal Analysis Division FISCAL ANALYSIS DIvision

Legislative Counsel Bureau
Capitol Complex
Carson City, Nevada 89710

Dear Mr. Welsh:

The theory behind asking local government for input on
legislative bills having a fiscal impact is excellent.
Hopefully, through the natural progression of this system,
legislators will develop a better understanding of the
needs of local government as well as obtaining greater
knowledge of how their actions impact such entities.

One suggestion I would have is for a much closer screening
of bills in order to determine whether there is a fiscal
impact on local governments. There were many instances
during the 1983 session where bills had a significant
financial effect but the fiscal note reflected to the
contrary. An example of this was A.B. 449 which in effect
was the "tax package" for fiscal years 1984 and 1985. Next
to fiscal note there was supposedly no effect on local
government. Attached is a memo related to a proposed
amendment to A.B. 449 showing a great effect on the City of
Henderson.

Small entities such as Henderscn spend very little time at the
legislative sessions. When there is a request for information
from it, I would like to see some follow-up by your subcommitee.
I would like to see correspondence stating that you have
received the information, it has been reviewed by legislators
and as a result certain actions were either taken or not taken
or the information was not considered.

I appreciate the opportunity to work with you as chairman
of the subcommittee. If you have any comments or gquestions,
please feel free to call or write.

Sincerely,

»/% D L
'L

Leroy Zike, Mayor

City ©f Henderson

LZ:1lw 37.






MEMORANDUM
April 19, 1983

TO: Robert G. Anselmo
City Manager

FROM: ‘ Robert M, Kasner
Finance Director

SUBJECT: Propcsed Amendment to A.B.4495 .

A meeting was held April 13 discussing A.B.449 at a legislative
session in Carson City. The meeting took place in front of the
sub-committee of the Assembly Taxation Committee. This bill in
some amended form will quite likely become the State's tax
package for at least the next two years. In general, the City
should concur with most of the proposed amendments. However,
near the end of the meeting Assemblyman Bergevin proposed an
amendment which had not been discussed. This proposal would
redistribute the supplemental city/county relief tax (SCCRT) in
order for all entities to receive SCCRT and ad valorem in a six
to four ratio.

A redistribution for the City of Henderson would have the
following effect assuming it chose to raise property taxes to
reach the maximum allowable revenue:

Tentative budget -

without 4%% zad valorem )

cap removal ) Property Tax $89,000 SCCRT $1,836,000
potential with 4%% cap ) Property Tax $353,000 SCCRT $1,836,000
removal ) (additional .09¢ on

tax rate) ‘
Cap removal with ) Property Tax $875,000 SCCRT $1,314,000
redistribution ) (additional .29¢ on

tax rate)

A further question arises if the City chooses not to raise the
property tax rate in order to achieve the maximum allowable
revenue. With $89,000 in ad valorem taxes for the general fund,
would the City only receive $133,000 in SCCRT (a reduction of
$1,703,000 or over 20% of the budget) in order to maintain a six
to four ratio?

Most entities in Clark County would be adversely affected by the
redistribution. Tax rates could increase in Boulder City by 15¢,
Henderson by 20¢, North Las Vegas by 6¢, East Las Vegas by l2¢,
Sunrise Manor by 18¢, and so on. Only four of nineteen Clark
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County entities would benefjt, with by far the biggest beneficiary
being the.City of Las Vegas whose tax rate would drop by nearly

15¢.

During the past two years the City of Henderson has been supported
by property taxes in the amount of 1% of its budget and 18-20%

from SCCRT. Due to this heavy reliance on sales tax during two
years of an extremely depressed economy, the City suffered major
revenue shortfalls. The City has been forced to lay off employees
and is currently unsettled on a July 1, 1982 contract with the

Fire Fighters, Police and three Teamster bargaining units in an
attempt to freeze wages. The dramatic growth in assessed valuation
in the City has increased its share of SCCRT to the point that if
the legislature passes a law allowing property-taxes to float in
order for governmental entities to receive their maximum allowable
revenue, only a nine cent per $100 of assessed value tax rate would

be needed.

In conclusion, the City has suffsred the past two years due to the
amount of reliance it has on sales tax. If a redistribution of
SCCRT were allowed, the citizens of Henderson would suffer an
unnecessary 20¢ increase in tax rates and the City government would
be stripped of its increased portion of SCCRT it has achieved
through rapid growth. The City should strongly support A.B.449 and
all propcsed amendments except for the one calling for a redistribu-
tion of SCCRT.:

Lot 77 Fora)

Robert M. Kasner
Finance Director

RMK: 1w
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MAYOR BILL BRIARE

COUNCILMEN

RON LURIE

PAUL J. CHRISTENSEN
AL LEVY

808 NOLEN

CITY ATTORNEY
GEORGE F. OGILVIE

CITY MANAGER
ASHLEY HALL

CITY of LAS VEGAS

April 9, 1984

RECEIVED

APR 13 1384
Mr. Kevin D. Welsh, Deputy Fiscal Analyst
Fiscal Analysis Division LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU
Legislative Counsel Bureau FISCAL ANALYSIS DIVISION

Capitol Complex
Carson City, Nevada 89710

Dear Mr. Welsh:

In reviewing the preparation process of fiscal notes on legislative bills
over the last several sessions, the following problems and suggestions come
to mind:

1. A bill is presented which may not have a direct {iscal effect on a :
local government and, as a consequence, there is an indication made
that no fiscal note is required. Hcwever, there may be a very sub-
stantial indirect effect. For example:

During the 1983 legislative session, a bill was passed
which increased retirement benefits for government
employees and provided that those retiring before a
certain date could take advantage of these increased
benefits.

The effect of this legislation was to induce large numbers of government
employees to retire before the deadiine. Since these employees had large
amounts of accumulated benefits, there was a cost to local governments

in 1983-84 fiscal year of millions of dollars. This legislation had a
$350,000 immediate effect on the City in a year when governments were ex-
periencing severe financial difficulties.

4i.
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Mr.

Kevin 0. Welsh

April 9, 1984
Page 2

The solution to this problem would be a more careful analysis of the
bil11 including the indirect, as well as the direct, effect upon a
local government. .

The second problem relates to bills which, when originally drafted, appear
to have no fiscal effect. Subsequent]y, however, the bills are amended
(whether once, twice, etc.) and, in that event, such amendments may drasti-
cally change the effect upon local government.

Many times bills are processed just one day after the amendment is adopted
leaving little or no time for a local government not in attendance at the
session to compute the fiscal effect of the bill. Likewise, this is not
enocugh time for the Legislative Counsel Bureau to research and draft a
fiscal note and then distribute that note to the various local governments.

In the early part of a session, when there is plenty of time, a requirement
could be made that not only the original bill but also an amendment to a
bill that has a different fiscal effect must have a fiscal note. Toward the
end of the session when bills are being processed very rapidly, there simply
is not time to draft revised fiscal notes and there doesn't appear to be an
easy solution to solve the problem.

The third problem relates to inaccuracies in computing the fiscal effects
of a certain proposal. We recognize that even when local governments are
contacted, there may be substantial differences in the computatwons made by
the various local governments.

In many cases,  however, when a bill is being proposed that enacts a program
that has not been in prior existence, the local government simply does not
have the research capabilities to adequately determine the financial effect
of thé proposed act. This is especially true of smaller governments but it
may also be true of the larger governments. In such cases, perhaps the re-
search division of the Legislative Counsel Bureau could assist in determining
the effects of similar laws in other states, or pursue other research, to
more adequately estimate the costs.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on this matter which is of great im-
portance to local governments and stand ready to provide you with any additional
information which you require.

Sincerely,

City Manager

AH:jae

42,



City of “Reno

POST OFFICE BOX 1900 « RENQ, NEVADA 83505 « (702) 785-2020

April 17, 1984

Mr., Kevin D. Welsh, Deputy Fiscal Analyst
Fiscal Analysis Division

Legislative Counsel Bureau

Capitol Complex

Carsen City, Nevada 89710

Dear Mr. welch:

The City of Reno is pleased to respond to Senator Jacobson's request
for comment tfrom local governments on fiscal note reguirements. State
legislative action freguently affects expenditures and revenues of
State and local yovernment and a review of the fiscal note reyulations
is supported by the City. The fiscal note requirements have served as
an indication to our state lawnakers of what tinancial burden actions
taken would nave on the cost of providirg necessary government ser-
vices. While the fiscal note process has proven helpful, the City of
Reno, along with the State Legislature sees a need to improve on the
procedure.

Reno -recognizes that thorougn fiscal note 1nvestigation is sometimes
difficult considering the time constraits impcsed during the Legislative
Session. However, given the severe financial constraints of
local govermments, it is imparative that the procedures be modified in
order to ensure a more accurate accounting of the impact of State
imposed regulations.

vecasionally, bills impacting local govermment move through the legisla-
tive process with no fiscal note attachment. Experience has shown
that many of these bills indeed pose a financial burden. For
example, SB241 was acopted py the legislature in 1981 mandating fire
retrofitting, etc. The bill stated there was mo fiscal impact to
local government, anxd no riscal note was prepared. Yet, tne cost to
the City of Reno in the first two years was approximately $200,000 in
expenses. This is not to say that tne cenefit of tne legislation was
not wortn the expenditure. However, the leglslature was not provided
information necessary to make that adecision and to ascertain the cost-
penetit of the leyislation. Neor were cities gyiven the opportunity to
comment about and prepare tor the tiscal impact resulting from this
legisiation. ecause the Dill lacked a fiscal note, anc given the
austere times compounded by expenditure and revenue caps, the issue
of funainy for cities to carry out the state direction was not clearly
and thoroujhly examined.
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another example 1is that of additional holidays. In 1981 and 1983
bills were introduced to declare Columbus Day and the Martin
Luther King, Jr. Day as State holidays. Neither bill carried a fiscal
note; yet every special holiday costs the City of Reno a minimum of
$45,000. ‘The City 1is currently compiling costs associated with
the newly enacted UI leyislation which again, carried mo fiscal note
of impact to local governments.

The City is not opposed to legislation that improves the gquality of
life and promotes the health, sarety and welfare of the State, such as
the fire retrofit and DUI legislation. However, the cost impact to
local govermments responsible for enforcement of such State-mandated
programs must be recognized and communities given an opportunity to
recover the cost asscciated with such legislative imposed programs.
The 1ssue is whether local government can afford to carry cut these
mandates; and if rot, what sources of funding can be provided by the
state to do so. An effective fiscal note process which would allow
and encourage in—depth examination ot these fiscal problems will benefit
state decision-makers and local govermments alike.

The City of Reno dces not perceive to have the total solution to this
problem. However, we offer same suygestions tor review and incor-
woration into the Nevada Revised statutes:

(1) NRS 218.2723 should contain language explicit enough to provide
the proper guidance necessary to insure canpliance. For instance
Chapter 218.272 regarding tiscal note requirements for State agen-
cies details the process to te tcllowed in cetermining the impact
to the affected agency. Uocal yovernments should he considered in
the same manner as State ayencies.

(2) Currently there is a 52,000 limitation on the fiscal impact
reguirement. In the austere times that local Jovernments are
experiencing, this amount could have considerable impact, espe—
cially compounded oy numerous bills of similar financial stature.

{3) NRS 218.273 regarding amendments 1is unclear as to when a
fiscal noce is required. The City of RrReno strongly feels that
when any arendment is made to a bill, fiscal re—evaluation must be
conducted. A dill was drarted for the 1983 legislative Session
(S832) at Reno's request to address this issue. However, when it
became apparent that $CR2 would provide for a study of the entire
tiscal note process, 1t was agreed that this was the proper course
Lo pursue.
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The toregoing comments and swjygestions are offered to assist in deve-
loping some appropriate amendments td the existing law in order to
make the process function more etfective and reflect an accurate
account of the financial burden that is often imposed by legislative
actions with ro provision for funding.

Thank you for the ocpportunity to cormment on this matter. If we can
be of further assistance in helping solve this problem, please do not
hesitate to contact us. :

Yours truly,

CC:1ld






APPENDIX C

NRS 218.2723
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NRS 218.2723 FISCAL NOTE REQUIRED FOR BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-
TIONS HAVING FINANCIAL EFFECT ON LOCAL GOVERNMENTS. Before any
bill or joint resolution which has a financial effect on a local
government or any bill which increases or newly provides for a
term of imprisonment in a county or city jail, or makes release
on probation therefrom less likely is considered at a public
hearing of a committee of the assembly or the senate or before a
vote 1is taken thereon by the committee, the fiscal analysis
division shall prepare a fiscal note after consultation with the
appropriate local governments or their representatives.

(Added to NRS by 1975, 191; A 1975, 13%91; 1977, 342; 1979, 389;
1983, 1047)
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