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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

HOUSING PROGRAMS IN NEVADA
(A.C.R. 38)

The following are the recommendations approved by the Legislative Commission’s
Committee to Study Housing Programs in Nevada.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LEGISLATION

The committee recommends that the 69th Session of the Nevada Legislature:

1.

Create a tax credit program to encourage gaming licensees to
provide affordable housing. (BDR 41--229)

Specify the parameters within which the State Board of Finance may
waive certain conditions in the process of letting certain bonds.
(BDR 20--223)

Authorize local governments to use density bonuses. (BDR 22--225)

Authorize counties to use their proceeds of the real estate transfer
tax for affordable housing purposes, including, but not limited to,
development fee rebates, affordable housing trust funds, down
payment assistance, predevelopment expenses, and land
acquisition. (BDR 32--227)

Ease zoning restrictions on manufactured homes. (BDR 22--226)

Authorize a local governing body to convey certain property to a
nonprofit organization or housing authority for the development of
affordable housing. (BDR 20--228)

Express support for affordable housing and encourage local
governments to approve appropriate projects. (BDR R--222)

Urge Congress to request federal legislation be passed that allows
the sale of public lands to governmental agencies or nonprofits at
less than market value for the specific purpose of developing
affordable housing. Include in the resolution a statement of support
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for United States Senator Richard H. Bryan’s proposed amendment
that would address this issue through a change to the federal
Recreation and Public Purposes Act (43 U.S.C. 869). (BDR R--224)

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COMMITTEE ACTION

The members voted to send letters:

9.

10.

To county commissions and city councils, urging them to approve
affordable housing projects.

To Governor Robert J. Miller to encourage him to require better
coordination and communication between the Housing Division and
the Community Block Development Program, which are the two
entities in State Government that are most involved in the
administration of affordable housing programs.

INCLUSION IN FINAL REPORT

The commiittee agreed to include in its final report, without recommendation,
the discussions, testimony, and proposed language that would:

1.

12.

13.

Prohibit local governments from adopting an ordinance that
prohibits or restricts residential developments based on certain
characteristics of the occupants.

Require that a proposed housing development be allowed to apply
for building permits after the staff review process, if the
development is in the proper zone and complies with the local
government’s approved master plan, including the community’s
design standards.

Prohibit a local government from requiring that an affordable
housing development obtain a special use permit.
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In addition, the committee authorized the final report to include statements
that:

14. Recommend that Nevada’s Housing Advisory Committee implement
the guidelines drafted by the Housing Division to allow the use of
portions for the Low-Income Housing Trust Account for
predevelopment dollars and matches for federal grants.

15. Support the transfer of the Weatherization Program from the Welfare

Division to an appropriate agency within the Department of
Business and Industry.
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REPORT TO THE 69TH SESSION OF THE NEVADA LEGISLATURE
BY THE LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION’S COMMITTEE TO
STUDY HOUSING PROGRAMS IN NEVADA

I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

The 68th Session of the Nevada Legislature adopted Assembly Concurrent Resolution
No. 38 (File No. 171, Statutes of Nevada 1995, pages 3046-3048), which directed the
Legislative Commission to conduct an interim study concerning the housing programs
within this state. The study was to include, among several topics, a review and evaluation
of the various aspects of the administration of federal and state housing programs in
Nevada and the level of customer service provided by Nevada’s Department of Business
and Industry (DB&I). A copy of A.C.R. 38 is attached to this report as Appendix A.

A. Committee Members

The Legislative Commission created a committee of six legislators and eight advisory
members to examine the issues and compile recommendations that address the provision
of affordable housing in Nevada.

The following legislators were appointed:

Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley, Chair
Senator Bernice Mathews

Senator Joseph M. Neal, Jr.

Senator Dean A. Rhoads

Assemblywoman Patricia A. Tripple
Assemblyman Wendell P. Williams

The resolution specified that people who represent certain interests must be appointed to
the committee to serve in an advisory capacity. As a result, the Legislative Commission
designated the following representatives:

Holly Gregory, representing a developer experienced in rural housing
Eric Horn, Southern Nevada Homebuilders, representing a housing association
Robert Nielsen, representing a private developer of housing with experience in
developing affordable housing
Cloyd Phillips, Community Services Agency, representing a nonprofit developer
~ of housing '



Jim Regan, Churchill County Commissioner, representing local government
housing
~—--Charlene Wood-Peterson, Fannie Mae, representing a program for affordable
Jon Sasser, Legal Services Statewide Advocacy Office, representing an
organization that provides legal services to low-income persons

N
L

In addition, A.C.R. 38 authorized the Commission to include four other advisory
representatives on the committee. The Commission chose to appoint one of those four:

Charles Horsey, Administrator, Housing Division, Nevada’s Department of
Business and Industry

Advisory members were allowed to participate in committee discussions and question
witnesses, but only the legislative members were authorized to vote or take any formal
action.

B. Support Staff

Support for the committee was provided by the following Legislative Counsel Bureau staff
members:

Dana R. Bennett, Principal Research Analyst (Research Division)
Kimberly A. Morgan, Chief Deputy Legislative Counsel (Legal Division)
Nenita Wasserman, Research Secretary (Research Division)

C. Hearings and Recommendations

The committee met five times in Carson City and Las Vegas, Nevada, simultaneously via
video conferencing. Following are the meeting dates; copies of the minutes may be
obtained from the Research Library of the Legislative Counsel Bureau (telephone:
702/687-6827):

October 25, 1995
December 12, 1995
March 5, 1996
April 9, 1996
June 4, 1996



At the beginning of the study, the committee formally adopted three goals to be pursued
during its deliberations:

1) To recommend possible state legislation;
2) To review Nevada’s Housing Division; and
3) To monitor new federal legislation.

However, the expected congressional amendments to federal housing laws did not
materialize during the study period. Consequently, the committee’s focus was on the first
two goals.

Also at the first meeting, the committee and other interested people toured affordable
housing projects in the Las Vegas area. Throughout the remainder of the study, the
committee compiled and refined the suggestions presented in testimony and by the
members. As appropriate during these meetings, the committee voted to send certain
letters to address immediate issues. Final action on the recommendations were taken at
the work session held at the last meeting.

As a result of its work, the committee adopted 15 recommendations, including eight bill

draft requests to be presented to the 1997 Session of the Nevada Legislature. This
document summarizes the committee’s actions, discussions, and recommendations.

II. OVERVIEW OF ISSUES

Much of the committee’s discussion revolved around conflicts between affordable housing
developers and local governing bodies at the planning and zoning level. Interested parties,
such as local governments, developers, and affordable housing advocates, were involved
in this debate. In addition, the members concentrated on a proposed plan from Nevada’s
Department of Business and Industry to reorganize the Housing Division. The following
are summaries of the information provided to the committee during this study.

A, Need for Affordable Housing

The need for affordable housing in the various communities of Nevada is readily apparent.
The phenomenal growth in population experienced in recent years has strained the
availability of existing houses and apartments and created an unrelenting demand for new
units. - The 1990 United States Census found that Nevada’s population had increased
54.4 percent since the 1980 Census. The state’s growth has continued at a high rate, and
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the State Demographer estimates that the population may increase another 52.8 percent by
the year 2000.

As a result, Nevada’s Housing Division expects that, by the year 2000, about 29,000
additional housing units will be needed in the non-metropolitan communities of the state.
In the Reno/Sparks area, approximately 13,000 additional housing units will be required
to accommodate the additional residents. In Clark County, where the state’s population
growth is the most pronounced, over 85,000 additional housing units will be necessary by
2000.

In many cases, the current demand for housing units has led to overcrowding of existing
facilities. The division’s Consolidated Plan 1995 notes that:

Overcrowding among certain types of households can also be another
indicator of housing demand. The highest incidence of overcrowding can
generally be found in large related renter households. The incidence of
overcrowding in many Nevada counties is well above 50% (1990 census).
Overcrowding among low-income large renter houscholds is also indicative
of a housing affordability problem.

Many of the people who are moving to Nevada are lured by the numerous jobs in the
gaming industry. These jobs, however, do not typically pay high salaries; most pay close
to minimum wage, relying on tips from casino customers to supplement casino workers’
pay. In addition, retirees are moving to the state and adding to the already large numbers
of senior citizens. Both of these populations place a particularly heavy demand on
housing.

In 1991, the Nevada Housing Division prepared a Housing Needs Assessment that
considered the sale prices of homes in each county and household incomes to establish an
affordability measure. The division found that the least affordable counties are
Carson City, Clark, Douglas, and Washoe; these are the most populous areas, containing
89 percent of the state’s population.

For example, 75 percent of the households in Washoe County could afford a home that
cost $60,000 or less; however, only 9.5 percent of the homes in 1990 sold at or below
$60,000. In Clark County, 25 percent of all households have housing cost burdens, and
30 percent of all households are classified as low-income.

The most affordable counties are Lander, Lincoln, and Mineral. However, only one
percent of the state’s population lives in these counties.



The National Association of Home Builders estimates that over one-quarter of the
population in the Las Vegas metropolitan area and over 30 percent of those in the Reno
metropolitan area cannot afford to purchase a median priced home. According to the
United States Bureau of the Census, Nevada has one of the lowest home ownership rates
in the country. In 1994, the national home ownership rate was 64 percent; in Nevada, it
was 55.8 percent, making Nevada 47th among the 50 states.

Consequently, Nevada, particularly in the urban areas, has a high percentage of renters.
In Washoe County, approximately 46 percent of the population are in rented housing; in
Clark County, almost 49 percent are renters.

Nevada residents also face some of the highest rents in the country. According to the
1990 census, the national median monthly rent is $374. In Nevada, the median is $445,
placing the state ninth among the 50 states. Nevada ranks higher than Florida, New York,
and all of the Western states (except Alaska, California, and Hawaii).

Again, the urban areas have higher costs than the rest of the state. According to the
Center for Business and Economic Research, the average monthly rent in Las Vegas is
currently around $627. Data from the Washoe County HOME Consortium’s Affordable
Housing Study indicates that the average monthly rent in Reno and Sparks is about $690.

As might be expected, the Nevadans with the most dire housing needs are those whose
income is limited by age, illness, mental or physical disability. In addition, large families
have difficulty finding housing that is adequate in both size and price. However, working
Nevadans also need assistance with housing. For example, the Reno Housing Authority
has noted that it is unique among most housing authorities in the country because it has a
high percentage of working people who qualify for assistance.

B. Definitions of Affordable Housing

During the study, the Chair and other members emphasized that affordable housing does
not mean ugly, cheap housing, reminiscent of blighted slum areas. In fact, the committee
toured several affordable housing projects in Las Vegas that are attractive, pleasant places
to live. Testimony also indicated that national studies by various groups such as the Public
Housing Association, the Urban Land Institute, and the National Association of
Homebuilders have shown that affordable housing should not be clustered together, but
should be spread throughout the community.

According to Nevada’s Housing Division, “affordable housing is generally defined as
housing where the occupant is paying no more than 30 percent of gross income for gross
housing costs, including utility costs.” The formulas used to determine whether a family
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qualifies for certain public assistance for housing differ among the various federal and
state programs. Following are the division’s descriptions of the most commonly used
determinations:

° Moderate Income: Households whose incomes are between 81 percent and
95 percent of the median income for the area, as determined by the United States
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), with adjustments for
smaller or larger families, except that HUD may establish income ceilings higher
or lower than 95 percent of the median for the area on the basis of HUD’s findings
that such variations are necessary become of prevailing levels of construction costs
or fair market rents, or unusually high or low family incomes.

° Low-Income: Households whose incomes do not exceed 80 percent of the median
income for the area, as determined by HUD with adjustments for smaller and
larger families, except that HUD may establish income ceilings higher or lower
than 80 percent of the median for the area on the basis of HUD’s findings that such
variations are necessary because of prevailing levels of construction costs or fair
market rents, or unusually high or low family incomes.

L Very Low-Income: Households whose incomes do not exceed 50 percent of the
median area income for the area, as determined by HUD, with adjustments for
smaller and larger families and for areas with unusually high or low incomes or
where needed because of prevailing levels of construction costs or fair market
rents.

Attached as Appendix B are tables that provide HUD’s various income determinations by
county in Nevada.

C. Nevada’s Housing Division

According to testimony, there is a need for the Housing Division to become involved in
additional programs to promote the development of low-income housing, particularly in
southern Nevada where the majority of the state's population resides.

The 1995 Legislature approved Assembly Bill 655 (Chapter 704, Statutes of Nevada
1995), which makes various changes to the Housing Division, DB&I. The bill provides
for the Advisory Committee on Housing to be appointed by the director of the department,
rather than the administrator of the division, and expands the committee to include an
advocate for low-income housing and members who are knowledgeable about the
marketing or management of real property, the development or management of nonprofit
housing, the housing programs of local governments, and the housing programs of the
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Federal Government. The director of the department serves as chairman of the
committee. The bill also increases the scope of the committee’s responsibilities. In
addition, A.B. 655 requires that the Housing Division, DB&I, establish its principal office
in Las Vegas by July 1, 1997.

The Committee monitored the implementation of this legislation by reviewing some of the
problems that prompted the bill and exhorting the Housing Division to serve all of Nevada
and its citizens who need affordable housing. Testimony by Claudia Cormier, Director
of the Department of Business and Industry, and Charles Horsey, Administrator of the
Housing Division, indicated a strong commitment to addressing concerns raised by the
Chair and other members.

A copy of a letter from Ms. Cormier to Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley that outlines
the proposed restructuring of the Housing Division may be found in Appendix C to this
report. At the final meeting of the committee, the Chair remarked that this reorganization
plan, which had been accepted by the members, was unanimously approved by the Nevada
Legislature’s Interim Finance Committee.

Also at the final meeting, Mr. Horsey noted that, as part of the restructuring, the Housing
Division is committed to space within the Bradley Building, a public office building
located in Las Vegas. He explained that, consistent with a recommendation submitted to
the committee early in the study, the Bradley Building would be available for utilization
by the Nevada Community Reinvestment Corporation. Consequently, the members did
not take formal action to require that these two entities be located near each other.

D. al Government Regulation

Throughout the study, the members discussed with various witnesses the effects of local
government regulation on the provision of affordable housing. In addition, consideration
was given to the issue of the existing property tax exemption for such development.

1. Regulation

Much testimony corroborated the findings of the National Association of Home Builders
in its publication “The Truth About Regulations and The Cost of Housing,” which states:

All regulations add to the final purchase price of a home. Although some
regulations are clearly needed, layers of unnecessary regulations drive up housing
costs, pushing potential buyers out of the market, and slowing new home
-construction and America’s economy. Even a $1,000 increase in the purchase



price of a median-priced home can force more than 21,000 potential buyers out of
the market nationwide.

Overregulation has negative effects on renters as well as on home buyers. The cost
of mulifamily rental housing also is affected by overregulation. In fact
overregulation has a disproportionately adverse impact on low-income families.
Often they are relegated to substandard housing in areas with limited economic
opportunities and a poor quality of life because construction of affordable housing
has become impossible in the places where they would prefer to live.
Furthermore, regulation can cause rental housing to deteriorate or be abandoned
because it makes rehabilitation of the existing housing stock economically
infeasible.

Further, the association estimates that:

The cost of a typical new $200,000 house could be cut by $28,000 (14 percent),
in highly-regulated areas by reforming and streamlining the regulatory process
governing land development and construction. In moderately-regulated areas,
$16,000 (8 percent), could be trimmed off the cost. In less regulated areas, the
cost could be reduced by $8,000 (4 percent).

At the committee’s first meeting, testimony was presented that indicated the existence of
an onerous special permit process for affordable housing projects in the City of Sparks.
At the next meeting, city representatives noted that officials were reviewing that process
and may consider changing ordinances as appropriate. The committee voted to send a
diplomatic letter to the City of Sparks to support and encourage its efforts to repeal,
amend, or add to these ordinances as necessary to remove inappropriate barriers to the
approval of affordable housing projects. A copy of this letter may be found in
Appendix D to this report.

However, testimony indicated that Sparks is not the only local governing board in Nevada
that has a permit process that many affordable housing advocates find complicated. In
fact, a good portion of the committee’s discussions centered on the difficulties that
affordable housing developers -- both for-profit and not-for-profit -- have in obtaining
approval for their projects. At the first two meetings, the committee received testimony
on state and local barriers to the provision of affordable housing from representatives of
the Affordable Housing Resource Center, the Nevada Fair Housing Center, nonprofit
developers, and for-profit developers as well as a planning consultant. At the third
meeting, representatives of local governments provided their perspectives on the issue.



It was the consensus of all involved that the “Not in My Backyard” (NIMBY) syndrome
is instrumental in the growth of more detailed regulations and is key to many of the
problems facing the development of affordable housing. Both committee members and
witnesses agreed that people often oppose affordable housing from a biased perspective.
There was no consensus, however, on the best approach for the Nevada Legislature to take
to address the extremely difficult and emotional issue of public opposition.

2. Exemption from Property Taxes

Nevada Revised Statutes 361.082 authorizes a tax exemption for real and tangible personal
property used for housing if the property includes a low-income housing project that is
funded in part by federal money appropriated pursuant to 42 United States Code §§ 12701
et seq. (commonly known as the Cranston-Gonzales Act or the HOME program). This
statute was approved by the 1991 Legislature.

The intention behind this legislation is for the exemption to serve as part of the State’s
matching obligation, thereby making Nevada eligible to receive additional federal funds
without actually appropriating additional money. During the 1991 Session, Nevada’s
Department of Taxation concluded that the effect of the exemptions would depend on the
amount of federal funding appropriated for Nevada and would first affect the 1993-1994
tax roll.

According to the department, four counties have projects to which this exemption applies
for the 1996-1997 tax year.

> Carson City has one project with $1,425,345 in assessed value, which has been
exempted.
» Churchill County has one project totaling $568,317 in assessed value. An

exemption of $134,979 was granted; the property owner is appealing this
assessment to the State Board of Equalization.

> Clark County has three projects totaling $3,102,120 in assessed value, all of which
have been exempted.

> Washoe County has ten properties totaling $3,823,247 in assessed value, all of
which have been exempted.

A project is currently being built in Lyon Ceunty that may qualify for the exemption,
which may be similar to Carson City’s.



The department also provided the following estimates, based on each county’s 1995 tax
rate, of the tax revenue these counties will not collect as a result of the granted exemptions
(the county’s budgeted new general fund revenue for Fiscal Year 1995 is noted in
parentheses):

> Carson City, approximately $36,000 ($28,292,952);
> Churchill County, approximately $3,300 ($5,725,157);
> Clark County, approximately $63,000 ($441,786,388); and

> Washoe County, approximately $96,000 ($142,574,847).

Confusion exists about the application of this statute. Some county assessors have argued
that the exemption only applies to that part of the project for which the HOME funds have
been used. On the other hand, some developers believe that the entire project should be
exempt under the law. Nevada’s Department of Taxation is reviewing this discrepancy.

The committee discussed the property tax exemption in detail. Advocates for affordable
housing testified strongly in favor of the existing program and recommended that the
member support its preservation. Local government officials testified forcefully against
the program and recommended that the statute be repealed. In particular, the Board of
Commissioners for Lyon County passed a formal resolution that opposes the tax-exempt
status for housing projects within the county.

As a result of the topic being discussed at hearings of this committee, several interested
parties -- local government representatives and affordable housing advocates -- began
meeting to determine if a compromise could be reached. The committee was assured that
this group was working diligently on the issue. Consequently, at the work session, the
members chose to not take action on either recommendation. The Chair urged the
participants to continue working toward a solution and noted that the committee
encourages preservation of the exemption while ensuring that the rural counties do not
unduly suffer because of it.

II. DISCUSSION OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Unlike many other legislative study committees, this group reviewed its work session
document at every meeting, beginning with its second gathering. Throughout the interim,
the committee discussed and refined this document and its suggestions for legislative
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action, taking votes where necessary; at the last meeting, the legislative members took
final action on the recommendations, all of which had been debated early in the study.
These actions included submitting requests for bill drafting, transmitting committee letters
of encouragement, and specifying statements to be made in this report.

Following are the recommendations approved by the Legislative Commission’s Committee
to Study Housing Programs in Nevada.

A. Recommendations for Legislation

The committee approved the submission of requests for eight bill drafts. The topics of
these drafts range from resolutions of encouragement to the establishment of a tax credit
program,

1. Tax Credit Proposal

Testimony to the committee indicated that additional funding is needed to provide an
adequate number of affordable housing projects in Nevada. A recommendation was made
that the Nevada Legislature increase the real property transfer tax and require the
additional funds be deposited in the Low-income Housing Account. Appendix E provides
a summary of the revenue generated from this tax in the past two fiscal years and
estimates the amount that would be generated for each percent of increase.

The members emphasized, however, that they could not support legislation that would
request an appropriation or increase any tax. In other states, affordable housing funding
is generated through a credit against income or corporate taxes, which can be used as
matching funds to obtain federal money. Nevada’s tax structure, however, does not
provide many opportunities for credits.

However, members noted that the state’s gaming industry is a major contributor to the
need for affordable housing, specifically by opening resorts that bring in thousands of
workers for wages that make it difficult to afford existing housing.

The committee does not want to penalize gaming for its impact on housing demands.
Instead, the members discussed the creation of an incentive for the industry to assist in the
development of affordable housing.

Therefore, the committee recommends that the 1997 Session of the Nevada Legislature:

‘Create a tax credit program to encourage gaming licensees to provide
affordable housing. (BDR 41-229)
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Because of the intricate nature of the issue, the committee approved the drafting of a
skeleton bill to be refined during the session.

2. Specification of Waiver

Testimony indicated that existing law authorizes the State Board of Finance to waive the
condition that there be a five-year operating history before issuing bonds. The statutes,
however, do not define the parameters within which that condition may be waived;
consequently, the waiver has never been granted.  Affordable housing developers
indicated that specifying these parameters would assist their efforts, and the administrator
for Nevada’s Housing Division noted that such action would not result in a surge of bonds
being issued for projects of this nature.

Therefore, the committee recommends that the 1997 Session of the Nevada Legislature:

Specify the parameters within which the State Board of Finance may waive
certain conditions in the process of letting certain bonds. (BDR 20-223)

3. Incentives to Develop Affordable Housing

Testimony indicated that local governments could assist the development of affordable
housing by using density bonuses, which are incentives offered to developers who agree
to construct housing that is affordable to low income persons. Currently, the State of
California requires a city to grant a density bonus or some other development concession
to a developer who constructs housing units, of which a certain percentage are reserved
for persons of low income. The members chose not to require local governments to use
housing incentives; instead, it was agreed that local governments should have the
opportunity to use density bonuses, if they so desired.

Therefore, the committee recommends that the 1997 Session of the Nevada Legislature:
Authorize local governments to use density bonuses. (BDR 22-225)

Testimony to the committee also indicated that the use of density bonuses is one incentive
for local governments to approve the development of affordable housing. The members
discussed other incentives and determined that it would be beneficial to specify some of
the programs for which counties could utilize proceeds of the real estate transfer tax.
Testimony had also noted that the lack of county home rule in Nevada prevents county
governments from taking actions unless they have direct authority from the State
Legislature. '
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Therefore, the committee recommends that the 1997 Session of the Nevada Legislature:

Authorize counties to use their proceeds of the real estate transfer tax for
affordable housing purposes, including, but not limited to, development fee
rebates, affordable housing trust funds, down payment assistance,
predevelopment expenses, and land acquisition. (BDR 32-227)

4. Manufactured Housing

Testimony indicated that manufactured housing is much more similar to the site-built
homes of today than to the mobile homes of the past. Because manufactured homes are
less expensive than site-built homes, testimony suggested that factory-built homes are a
viable affordable housing option. However, zoning decisions have restricted the use of
manufactured homes arbitrarily and unnecessarily.

Therefore, the committee recommends that the 1997 Session of the Nevada Legislature:
Ease zoning restrictions on manufactured homes. (BDR 22-226)
5. Surplus Property

Testimony indicated that the 1995 Legislature had considered legislation (A.B.143) that
authorizes counties to donate certain county property to nonprofit organizations for the
development of affordable housing. The bill specifies that property acquired by the county
through purchase, donation, or acquisition under the threat of eminent domain for certain
facilities may be conveyed to a nonprofit organization after a public hearing on the matter,
if the condemned property cannot be reconveyed. The nonprofit organization must
demonstrate to the board of county commissioners that the property will be used to
develop affordable housing for families whose income does not exceed 80 percent of the
median income for families in the same area. The measure stipulates that the nonprofit
organization must be recognized as exempt under federal law and must begin the process
of construction within a specified time period.

Supporters of A.B. 143 indicated that the purpose of the legislation was to provide a board
of county commissioners with the ability to donate surplus county property, specifically
land acquired with surplus revenues or that had been donated to the county, to nonprofit
agencies for their use in creating affordable housing. Existing law enables the board to
make cash grants to nonprofit organizations if such grants provided a substantial benefit
to the inhabitants of the county. The requested legislation would provide the ability for
such a board of county commissioners to donate land, as well as money, for use in
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creating affordable housing and could assist a nonprofit organization in the overall
financing of an affordable housing project.

The legislation, however, did not pass in 1995, so several witnesses requested that this
committee consider resubmitting the bill. In addition, testimony suggested that the bill be
expanded to allow cities to convey land and housing authorities to receive it.

Therefore, the committee recommends that the 1997 Session of the Nevada Legislature:

Authorize a local governing body to convey certain property to a nonprofit
organization or housing authority for the development of affordable housing.
(BDR 20-228)

Subsequent to this action, the committee’s legal staff determined that Nevada Revised
Statutes 315.550 already authorizes a public body (including a city or a county) to convey
property to housing authorities. Consequently, BDR 20-228 does not include housing
authorities.

6. Support for Affordable Housing

Substantial testimony indicated that local governments are reluctant to approve affordable
housing projects if opposition is expressed by those who will be neighbors to the proposed
units. Discussions centered on potential methods to persuade local governments to
approve appropriate projects, despite opposition that is unfounded or biased. One
suggestion noted that local governments might be more inclined to approve projects, if
they had the backing of the State in some form.

Therefore, the committee recommends that the 1997 Session of the Nevada Legislature:

Express support for affordable housing and encourage local governments to
approve appropriate projects. (BDR R-222)

7. Use of Public Land

One of the state’s problems in developing affordable housing is unique to Nevada: Very
little land is available because 87 percent of the state is controlled by the Federal
Government. The members noted that the Federal Government typically does not provide
land for affordable housing projects, thus requiring developers to compete for the small
amount of available private land. Testimony indicated that land economics in this state
drive the price of housing much more than construction costs.
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Testimony suggested that the committee work to acquire land in the rural areas for this
purpose. Research found that the Federal Recreation and Public Purposes Act
(43 United States Code § 869 through § 869-4) allows local governments and nonprofits
to obtain federal land at a low rate for public uses. However, the regulations
corresponding to the Act specify that such uses do not include residential projects.

The members learned that Nevada’s United States Senator Richard H. Bryan has
introduced, in past congressional sessions, an amendment to this Act that would
specifically authorize affordable housing projects as a public purpose. Therefore, the
committee voted to send letters to Senator Bryan and the rest of the Nevada Delegation,
indicating the members’ support for this amendment.

The committee also learned that Senator Bryan had introduced legislation in the United
States Senate seeking to acquire public lands for various purposes in the Las Vegas area.
The committee voted to send a letter to Senator Bryan, recommending that, for the
purposes of this bill, affordable housing be considered a public purpose.

Copies of these letters may be found in Appendix F to this report. Also included in this
appendix are subsequent communications between the committee and Congressman John
Ensign. Congressman Ensign showed a particular interest in this issue, as he had
introduced in the United States House of Representatives legislation similar to
Senator Bryan’s.

The committee agreed that the large amount of public land in Nevada could be an
important resource for much-needed property, upon which affordable housing could be
built.

Therefore, the committee recommends that the 1997 Session of the Nevada Legislature:

Urge Congress to request that federal legislation be passed that allows the sale
of public lands to governmental agencies or nonprofits at less than market
value for the specific purpose of developing affordable housing. Include in the
resolution a statement of support for United States Senator Richard H.
Bryan’s proposed amendment that would address this issue through a change
to the federal Recreation and Public Purposes Act (43 United States Code 869).
(BDR R-224)
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B. Recommendations for Committee Letters

In addition to requests for the drafting of legislation to be considered by the
1997 Legislature, the members decided to send letters that address two issues deemed
important by the committee. The first urges local governing bodies to remove unnecessary
obstacles to the development of affordable housing projects. The second encourages the
Governor to require coordination and communication between the two state agencies
primarily responsible for housing programs in Nevada.

Early in the course of this study, the members were informed of certain ordinances
promulgated by the City of Sparks that make it difficult for affordable housing projects
to receive approval for construction in that town. At that time, the committee voted to
send a letter to Sparks. Testimony provided at later meetings indicated that Sparks may
not be the only local governing body that has placed hurdles in front of proposed
affordable housing projects.

Throughout the study, statements by committee members stressed that local government
ordinances should not impede the development of affordable housing, if the project has
been properly planned and zoned.

Therefore, the committee voted to send letters:

To county commissions and city councils, urging them to approve affordable
housing projects.

A copy of the letter and a list of its recipients may be found in Appendix G.

Another topic that received much discussion was the possibility of combining state housing
programs. Currently, Housing Division (in Nevada’s Department of Business and
Industry) and the State’s Community Block Development Program (administered by the
Commission on Economic Development) are the two state agencies most actively involved
in the provision of affordable housing. Testimony to the committee suggested that these
two functions be combined into one state agency or the other; however, an ad hoc study
group determined that the complexity of such action outweighed the possible benefits at
this time, especially since the United States Congress has not completed its expected
amendments to federal housing laws.

Consequently, the committee did not vote to request legislation to effect the merger.
Instead, the members determined that the Housing Division and the Community Block
Development Program should be directed by the Governor to establish thorough
coordination and strong communication with each other. The committee indicated that the
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two state agencies responsible for this issue should maintain a close working relationship
to ensure that their customers receive the best service possible.

Therefore, the committee voted to send a letter:

To Governor Robert J. Miller to encourage him to require better coordination
and communication between the Housing Division and the Community Block
Development Program, which are the two entities in State Government that
are most involved in the administration of affordable housing programs.

A copy of this letter may be found in Appendix H.

C. Inclusion in Final Report

During this study, the members discussed several issues that did not result in
recommendations for specific actions on the part of the committee or the Nevada
Legislature. However, it was determined that the issues were of sufficient importance to
merit certain statements in this report. The following are brief summaries of these issues.

1. Local Government Approval Process

As has been noted, consensus was not reached on the best approach to removing local
government obstacles to affordable housing projects. Several affordable housing advocates
strongly recommended that the committee resubmit Assembly Bill 444, which was not
approved by the 1995 Nevada Legislature.

Assembly Bill 444 prohibits local governments from adopting zoning ordinances that
restrict or place different requirements upon a residential development based upon certain
characteristics (such as race, religion, ethnicity, disability, and low to moderate income
levels) of the occupants of the development. In addition, the bill authorizes preferential
treatment, which may include a reduction or waiver of fees and exactions, for residential
developments designed for occupants with low to moderate incomes.

Assembly Bill 444 stipulates that a governing body may not disapprove a residential
development designed for persons of low to moderate income unless:

® The development would have a specific adverse impact upon the public health or
safety;

e The disapproval is necessary to comply with federal or state law;
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® The development is in an area that already has a disproportionately high number of
households with low to moderate incomes; or

® The development is inconsistent with the master plan.

The measure provides that a governing body may require the residential development to
conform with applicable standards and objectives of the master plan and, further, may
require assurances that the residential development will be sold or rented as affordable
housing.

However, local government representatives strongly opposed this action.

Therefore, the committee voted to include in its final report, without recommendation, the
discussions, testimony, and proposed language that would:

Prohibit local governments from adopting an ordinance that prohibits or restricts
residential developments based on certain characteristics of the occupants.

As part of the attempt to reach a compromise between local governments and affordable
housing advocates, other recommendations were considered. Again, no consensus was
reached on these suggestions.

Therefore, the committee voted to include in its final report, without recommendation, the
discussions and testimony concerning the proposal to:

Require that a proposed housing development be allowed to apply for building
permits after the staff review process, if the development is in the proper zone
and complies with the local government’s approved master plan, including the
community’s design standards.

The committee also voted to include in its final report, without recommendation, the
discussions and testimony concerning the proposal to:

Prohibit a local government from requiring that an affordable housing
development obtain a special use permit.

Because these three issues are so closely related, all of the pertinent materials may be
found together in Appendix I.

18



2. Certain Uses of Funds in Nevada’s Low-Income Housing Trust Account

As one of the State’s primary funding sources for affordable housing, the Low-Income
Housing Trust Account was reviewed periodically by the committee. Attached as
Appendix J is the last report to the committee of the allocation of these funds. The
division’s administrator noted that much of this funding is used for some form of down
payment assistance.

Testimony indicated that the Housing Division was not using portions of the trust account
as well as it could for predevelopment dollars and matches to obtain additional federal
funds. At the final meeting, the division’s administrator explained that pertinent
guidelines had been submitted to the Housing Advisory Committee for review. The
members determined that legislative action was not needed as a result of that explanation.

Therefore, the committee voted to include in its final report this statement:

The Legislative Commission’s Committee to Study Housing Programs
recommends that Nevada’s Housing Advisory Committee implement the
guidelines drafted by the Housing Division to allow the use of portions for the
Low-Income Housing Trust Account for predevelopment dollars and matches for
federal grants.

3. Consolidation of State Functions

The members engaged in numerous discussions about combining certain state efforts that
concern affordable housing. However, expected actions on the federal level did not occur;
consequently, no suggestions for substantive change were made. Instead, an unofficial
group of the advisory members considered potential alterations and reported to the full
committee that the Weatherization Program should be transferred from the Welfare
Division. Attached as Appendix K is the report from this group. It was determined that
this action did not require a legislative response, other than through the budget process.

Therefore, the committee voted to include in its final report this statement:
The Legislative Commission’s Committee to Study Housing Programs supports
the transfer of the Weatherization Program from the Welfare Division,

Department of Human Resources to an appropriate agency within the Department
of Business and Industry.
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IV. CONCLUDING REMARKS

This report presents a summary of the deliberations of the Legislative Commission’s
Committee to Study Housing Programs in Nevada. The study found that affordable
housing is an important issue to this state, especially in light of the explosive growth in
population. No one objected to the concept that housing -- both rented and owned -- must
be available and affordable for the citizens of Nevada.

The committee determined, however, that implementing this concept is a complex and
difficult process. Participation is required on the state and local levels as well as by the
private sector. The recommendations made and the actions taken by this committee are
not and cannot be the final approach to solving the problems. Much discussion occurred
about the need to educate people that affordable housing is not bad housing; it will not,
by itself, increase crime in neighborhoods or lower property values. This educational
process must be conducted on many different levels, and the committee encourages all who
are concerned about this issue to become involved in the search for solutions.

The members of the committee take this opportunity to thank all of the individuals and
organizations who participated in the study’s hearings. The committee’s meetings were
immeasurably enhanced by the valuable assistance provided by all of the dedicated people
who willingly contributed their expertise in verbal and written testimony.
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Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 38— Committee on
Elections and Procedures

FILE NUMBER 171

ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION—Directing the Legislative Commission to con-
duct an interim study concerning the management of housing programs in Nevada.

WHEREAS, The shortage of safe, decent, sanitary and affordable housing
for low-income and moderate-income families continues to be a problem in
Nevada; and

WHEREAS, The housing needs of persons with special needs also are not
being fully met; and

WHEREAS, Housing is a fundamental ¢lement of a strong economy and it is
a basic need within our society; and

WHEREAS, When housing costs become too high, society is impacted in
several negative ways, including reduced employment in the construction
industry, and increased social welfare and related governmental costs result-
ing in the impairment of the security of the family structure; and

WHEREAS, The lack of affordable housing is detrimental to this state’s goal
of economic diversification and development; and

WHEREAS, It is essential to provide comprehensive housing opportunities
with the cooperation of and coordination between the public and private
sectors; and

WHEREAS, Within the executive branch of the State of Nevada, three
separate departments administer housing or housing-related programs, in
addition to two or more multijurisdictional local governmental consortiums;
and :

WHEREAS, A substantial amount of public money for Nevada’s affordable
housing programs is derived from the United States Department of Housing
and Urban Development; and
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Fiie 171 SIXTY-EIGHTH SESSION 3047

WHEREAS. The United States Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment is currently being reorganized and, whether by executive branch initia-
tives or congressional action, its functions and administrative responsibilities
may be severally reduced, and its many housing programs may be cast into a
few block grants, requiring the state and local governments tO provide for the
administration of such money; and

WHEREAS. Administration of the money for affordable housing must be
carried out in the most efficient and effecuive manner possible: and

WHEREAS. The ruies and regulations adopted by the United States Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development relating to the requirements for
tenants, owners and housing authorities may be eliminated and it will be
within the discretion of the state or local governments to adopt appropriate
rules and reguiations with regard to the constraints of affordable housing
programs; and

WHEREAS, Concerns have been voiced regarding the administration of
public money for affordable housing and such concerns are best addressed by
state legisiation and administration; and

WHEREAS, The capability of a person or family of low income or moderate
income to purchase or rent decent, safe and sanitary housing in this state is of
grave concern to the Nevada Legislature; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, THE SENATE CON-
CURRING, That the Legislative Commission is hereby directed to appoint an
interim committee composed of members of the Senate and members of the
Assembly to conduct an interim study concerning the housing programs
within this state and develop a comprehensive plan for the coordination,
administration and management of these programs: and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Legislative Commission 1s hereby directed to appoint
to the committee the following nonvoting members to assist the committee in
an advisory capacity:

1. One member who is a nonprofit developer of housing;

2. One member who represents local government;

3. One member who represents a housing association;

4. One member who represents a program for affordable housing;

5. One member who represents an organization which provides legal
services to persons of low income;

6. One member who is a private developer of housing with experience in
the development of affordable housing; and

7. One member with experience in the development of housing in rural
communities;
and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Legisiative Commission may appoint to the committee
the following nonvoting members to assist the committee in an advisory
capacity: '

1. One member who represents financial institutions:

2. One member who is a realtor;

3. One member who represents a low-income housing program sponsored
by the Federal Government:

4. One member who lives on a fixed income: and
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5. One member who represents the Housing Division of the Department
of Business and Industry;
and be it further

RESOLVED, That the study include, but not be limited to, an examination,
review and evaluation of:

1. The administration of the existing United States Housing and Urban
Development programs, including consideration of the management of block
grants;

2. To the extent feasible, the consolidation of state housing programs and
consideration of the administrative responsibilities of federal programs:

3. Plans for the future which will provide an ample supply of affordable
housing in this state;

4. The requirements governing tenants, housing providers and develop-
ers, cities and counties relating to the operation of affordable housing
programs;

5. The coordination of the various affordable public housing programs in
this state;

6. The administration of money for affordable housing, including, without
limitation:

(a) The feasibility of creating a public or private agency for financing low-
income housing; and

(b) Methods to increase the involvement of private financing and funding
for low-income housing;

7. The qualifications and experience required of a director and other
personnel of a housing agency; and
- 8. The responsiveness and the timeliness of the response of the Housing

Division of the Department of Business and Industry to all persons who use
its services;
and be it further

RESOLVED, That the members of the committee who are not legislators
shall serve without salary, per diem allowance or reimbursement for travel
expenses; and be it further

RESOLVED, That any recommended legislation proposed by the committee
must be approved by a majority of any members of the Senate and a majority
of any members of the Assembly appointed to the committee; and be it
further

RESOLVED, That the Legislative Commission submit a report of the results
of the study and any recommended legislation to the 69th session of the
Nevada Legislature.
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APPENDIX B
Tables provided by United States Department of Housing

and Urban Development (HUD), dated December 10, 1994,
that Provide Median Income by County in Nevada
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STATE: NEVADA

PREPARED: 172-10-94

MSA . Las Vegss, NV-AL
FY 1995 MEDIAN FAMILY
INCOME: 41100

MSA . Reno, NV
FV 1095 MEDIAN FANILY
INCOME : 41000

COUNTY H chwrchill County
FY l995 MEQIAN FANILY
INCONE : 39400

COUNTY Douglas County
Fy 1993 MEDIAN FAMILY
TNCOME - £7900

COUNTY : EVho County
Y 1995 HEDIAH FAMILY
INCOMmE : 47300

CUOUNTY : Esweralds County
FY 1995 MEDIAN FAMILY
INCOME : 36600

COUNTY . fureka County
FY 1993 NEDIIN FANILY
INCONE 45200

COUNTY Hunbo ldt County
Fy 1995 NEDIAN FAMILY
TRCONE : /4600

CDUNTY : Lender County
Fy 1995 H!BIAH FANMILY
INCOME : 45100

CDUNLY 5 Lincoin County
FY {905 MEDIAN FAMILY
INCORE : 2400

[o{0.] (15 : Lyon County
FY 1999 REDLAN FAMILY
INCONE 3K%00

COUNTY H Hincoral County

FY 1995 MEDIAN FAMILY
INCORE 37400

PROGRAM 1 P[RSGN 2 PERSON 3 PERSON 4 PERSON & PERSON 6 PERSON 7 PFRSAN 0 PE
VERY LOW- INCOME 15100 17300 19450 21600 23350 25050 26800 28300
LMW - INCORE 24200 271630 31100 34550 3ryon 40100 420850 45600
VERY {Ow-INCONE 18430 16300 21150 23500 15400 171250 29150 31000
t OV - INCONE 28300 20100 33850 371600 40600 43¢00 46600 49650
VEAY LOW- TNCOME 15300 17300 19430 21800 23350 25050 26000 24500
LOW - INCONE 24200 27650 31100 34550 27300 40100 42950 45600
VERY LOW-TNCOME 16750 19150 21550 23950 250850 27200 29100 31600 .
1 OW -« INCORE 26800 30630 34300 38300 41400 44450 41500 $0600
VERY LOW- INCORE 16550 18900 21300 23650 79550 27450 29350 31200
LOV- INCORE 26500 30250 34050 37850 40850 43300 46900 43950
VERY £0W- I NCOME 15100 17300 194%0 21600 23250 25050 26800 28500
£ OV - TNCOME 24200 27650 31100 34550 A7TIHN0 40100 42850 45600
VERY LOW-ERCDNE 15800 18 400 20350 22600 14400 26200 2B0CG0 290850
LOW - FNCOME 25300 21930 32550 36 150 39050 41950 44850 477150
VERY LOW-INCOME 15600 17850 20050 22300 24100 25850 27650 29450
LOW- TNCOME 25000 28550 32100 37100 38550 4 1400 44250 47100
VERY LOW-§NCONE 13100 11300 19450 21600 23350 25050 2300 28500
LOW- LNCOME 2800 21650 3100 345%0 31300 40100 42050 45800
VERY LOW-INCOME 15100 17300 194350 214600 23350 23050 16800 28500
10M-INCORE 24200 27830 31100 34550 37300 40100 42050 45600
VERY LOW- INCOME 15100 17300 19450 21600 27350 25050 26800 28500
LOW- INCOME 24200 21650 31100 34550 37300 A0 100 42850 45600
VERY 10wW- INCONE 19100 17300 i9450 21600 23950 25050 26800 28500
LON - JNCONE 24200 17050 31400 A4%%0 37300 40100 42850 45600

I NCDMNWE
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SIATE: WEVADA )

e SNCOME 13 M I T Seommmme
PREPARED: 12-10-94 PROGRAM ¥ PERSON 2 PERSON 3 PERSON 4 PERSON 5 PERSON 6 PERSON

7 PERSON B PERSUN
COuNTY " Perthing County
FY 1995 MLDIAN FAamILY VERY LOW-INCDME 15100 17300 19450 21600 23350 25050 26800 28500
TNCOME - 36400 LOW- INCONE 24200 27650 31100 34550 37300 40100 42850 45600
COUNEY : Storey County :
FY 1995 MEDIAN FAHILY VERY LOW- INCCME 15850 18100 20400 22650 24450 26250 19100 29300
THCOME : 435300 .1 OW- INCORE 25350 29000 32600 A6250 33150 42050 44950 471850
COUNTY : ¥hite Ptne County
F¥ 1995 MED]IAW FAMILY VERY LOW- INCOME 15100 17300 19450 21600 13350 25050 26800 28500
1NCONME - 39100 10 - INCOME 24200 27650 34100 34550 37300 40100 42850 45600
INDEP. CIVY Carson City
FY 1995 MEDIAN FAMILY VERY L0W-[NCUME 16100 18400 20700 23000 24850 26700 28500 30350
ENCOME : 46000 L0V - INCOME 257150 29450 33100 36800 39750 42700 45450 48330



APPENDIX C

Letter regarding restructuring of Housing Division, from
Claudia K. Cormier, Director of Department of Business and Industry
to Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley
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BOB MILLER STATE OF NEVADA CLAUDIA K. CORMIER
Gooernor Director

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY

DIRECTOR’S OFFICE
555 E. Washington. No. 4900
Las Vegas. Nevada 89101
(702) 486-2750 . Fax (702) 486-2758
March 6, 1996

Assemblywoman Barbara Buckley
c/o Nevada Legal Services

701 East Bridger, Suite 100
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

Dear Assemblywoman Buckley:

Thank-you for your letter of January 19, 1996 concerning the
reorganization of the Nevada Housing Division. I appreciate your
contacting me, and I am pleased to provide you with the following
update regarding the status of the reorganization:

As you know, the reorganizaticon consists generally of three
interdependent parts: (1) identifying and acquiring office space in
southern Nevada for the Housing Division staff, (2) carrying out a
number of personnel transactions necessary to staff the southern
Nevada office, and (3) designing, purchasing and implementing
management informaticn systems to support the operation of the
southern Nevada office.

My Administrative Services Officer and the Administrator of
the Housing Division recommend that we have all three components on
the same agenda of the Interim Finance Committee so that the
reorganization can be viewed entirely by the Interim Finance
Committee, rather than piecemeal. I agree with their
recommendation and plan to submit Work Programs Zor the three
components simultaneously. Practically speaking, that means we will
not bte in a position to seek Interim Finance Commictee approval
until we have tied down office space. We are working to achieve
IFC review at the May 8, 1996 meeting. If we succeed with that
timetable, we should be able toc expand the southern Nevada office
of the Housing Division by July 1, 1996. Delays in any of the steps
we need to take alecng the way will result in delays in expanding
the office here. '
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Assemblywoman Buckley
March 6, 1996
Zage Two

Turning to particulars:
ACQUISTITION OF OFFICE SPACE

After exploring cther possibilities, none of which proved
workable, the Housing Division received word that adeguate space
might be available in the Bradley Building. Negotiations were
productive, and 1200 square feet of space have been acquired in the:
Bradley Building. Renovations are needed and will commence as socn
as possible.

PERSONNEL MATTERS

Altogether, the planned reorganization will provide for five
staff in the southern Nevada office: the Administrator of the
Division, cne Chief Assistant/Outreach Officer, one Compliance and
Monitoring Officer, one Federal Programs Coordinator and one
Management Analyst/Cash Flow Analyst. The Deputy Administrator
will remain in the Carson City office.

The Administrator

(to be located in the southern Nevada Office)

The Administrator will transfer from the Carson City office to
the southern Nevada office. The responsibilities of the
Administrator will not change, even though the Administrator’s
primary location will be transferred to southern Nevada.

The Deputy Administrateor
(to remain in the Carson City office)

The Deputy Administrator’s role will be changed to transfer
from the Deputy Administrator to the Federal Programs
Coordinators (one :in Carson City and the new position
described Lkelow in the southern Nevada office} oversight
responsibility for Multi-family, HOME, Tax Credit, and Trust
Fund activity in Nevada.

The Chief Agsistant
£C remain n the southern Nevada office

The Chief Assistant is presently located in the southern
Nevada office. The Chief Assistant position will take on
additional duties, ranging from public relations and program
training to providing public education services and training-
support for the scuthern Nevada office.
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Assemblywoman Buckley
March 6, 1896
Page Three

The Federal 2roaram Coordinztor
(reciassification/new vositicn in southern Nevaada cffice)

The Faderal Zrccrim Coordinatcrs will oversee Multi-family,
HOME, Tax Credit, and Trust Fund activity, and will be working
with the developers, nonprofits, and others to stimulate
programs for low income housing. This position will be
established by upgrading =z Loan Officer position. The
Division has completed the DPosition Questionnaire, NPD-13,
requesting the reclassificaticn of a wvacant Loan Cfficer
position tc that of Loan Administration Officer, which will
function as the Federal Program Coordinator. My office has
approved the proposal and authorized submission of the NPD-19
to Personnel.

The new Federal Program Coordinateor position and its
counterpart in Carson City will report directly to the
Administratocr cf the Divisiomn.

The Management Analyst II/Cash Flow Analiyst .
(reclassification/new position in southern Nevada office

The Management Analyst II/Cash Flow Analyst position will
analyze cash flows and other pro forma financial data from Tax
Credit, HOME, and Multi-family applications and other
applications for grants and aid. The Division has completed
the Position Questionnaire, NPD-19, requesting the
reciassification of a vacant Accountant I position to that of
a Management Analyst II. My office approved the proposal and
authorized submission of the NPD-19 to Personnel, subject to
the Division’s clarifying with Budget a discrepancy on the
existing position roster, which indicates the vacant position
is that of Account Clerk instead of Accountant I. It appears
the discrepancy cccurred during the last budgetary process,
at which time z position upgrade was approved but was never
changed on the position rcster.

The necessary forms have teen submitted o Budget and the
analyst there will be forwarding them o Personnel for
approval in the near future. Additional funds for the
positions are needed, and accordingly, the related Work
Programs will be submitted to the Interim Finance Committee
for approval. The Division will ke in a position to commence
recruitment as soon as the Interim Finance Committee has
apprcved those Work Programs.
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Assemblywoman Buckley
March 5, 1536
Page Four

MANAGEMENT TNFORMATICN SYSTEMS

The Division is continuing to pursue with the Cepartment of
Information Services and DPurchasing the cost of management
information systems’ equipment o be used -o support the Housing
Division’s southern Nevada coperations. We are unable to pin down
a completion date at present.

RECAP

To recap, upon receipt of the necessary information and
approvals from Buildings and Grounds, 3udget, Fersonnel, Purchasing
and the Department of Information Services, the necessary Work
Programs will be completed and submitted to my office. We would
like to submit the reorganization plan (i.e. Work Programs) to the
Interim Finance Committee in time for its May meeting. If we
succeed in that plan and receive IFC approval in May, recruitment
for positicns and regquisiticning of equipment can be started right
away, and the southern Nevada office of the Housing Division could
become operaticnal by July 1, 1996. As you know, that date is one
year earlier than required under AB 655.

The other departments involved in the reorganizaticn plan are
working with us and, I believe, are doing all they can to expedite
our requests. Thank-you for your continued interest and willingness
to help. I will appreciate your support wnen the plan is considered
by the Interim Finance Committee.

Sincerely yours,

/ifz;au1£Zz; A?-gifhfbﬁ__~;_\

Claudia X. Cormier
Director

cc: Birgit Baker, Administrative Services Officer, Department of
Business and Industry
Chas Horsey, Administratcer, Housing Division
Thalia Donderc, Chairwoman, Housing Division Advisory
Committee :
Catherine Cortez, Executive Assistant o the Governor
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APPENDIX D

Letter of direction from Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley to
Mayor Bruce H. Breslow, City of Sparks,
dated March 5, 1996
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BARBARA E. BUCKLEY
ZSSEMBLYWOM AN

ZiSTRICT QFFICE:
3481 Supai Drive
_ig .20as. Nevaoa 89103

- swict No. € =ce: (702) 2229801
LEGISLATIVE BUILDING:

. =31 8. Carson Street
COMMITTEES: Zarsen City, Nevada 89710

Vice Chairman ~ Clfice. ~22) 687-3581 or 687-5738
Tuaciary — t t f N h Z:ix No.: (702) 687-5962
State nf Neuadda
Memoper
Commerce A hlg
=ealtn ang Fuman Services Ind EEBm

Sixty-Lighth Session
March 5, 1996

The Honorable Bruce H. Breslow
Mayor of the City of Sparks and
City Councii Members

P.O. Box 857

Sparks, Nevada 89432

Dear Mayor Breslow and City Councii Members:

At the first meeting of the Legislative Commission’s Committee to Study Housing Programs in Nevada
(A.C.R. 38), the committee was informed of certain Sparks ordinances that make it difficult for
affordable housing projects to receive approval for construction in Sparks. Specifically, the ordinances
mentioned were:

1. 20.74.020, “Permitted Uses,” which requires a special use permit for muitiple-family residential
deveiopment on land classified R2;

2. 20.76.202, “Permitted Uses,” which requires a special use permit for multiple-family residential
deveiopments over six dwelling units and boarding or rooming houses on land classified as R3;
and

3. 20.77.020, “Permitted Uses,” which requires a special use permit for boarding or rooming

houses, mulitiple family residential developments of over six dweiling units, and single family
dwellings of a permanent nature on land classified as R4.

The committee was asked to review these ordinances and to recommend legislative action. However,
at the committee’s second meeting on December 12, 1995, Margaret Powell, Planning Manager _for
the City of Sparks, testified that these ordinances are rather oid and that the City is currently reviewing
them.

Consequently, the members (list of names enclosed) of the A.C.R. 38 committee voted to send you
this letter to encourage you to consider, as you review these ordinances, the need in your community
for housing that is affordable for low- and moderate-income families. it is important that additional locai
government ordinances do not impede the deveiopment of such housing, if it is properly planned and
zoned.

Thank you for your attention.
. Sincerely,

O — 2 )¢ /
P e A
Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley

Chair, Legisiative Commission's Committee
to Study Housing Programs in Nevada (A.C.R. 38)
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APPENDIX E

A paper entitled, “Real Property Transfer Tax Revenue,”
prepared by the Department of Taxation
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REAL PROPERTY TRANSFER TAX REVENUE

GROWTH  PERCENT
COUNTY FY 1994.95 FY 1993-94 RATE OF TOTAL
CARSON CITY $ 190,203.00 $  240,917.00 -21.05% 2.07%
CHURCHILL COUNTY $ 57,575.00 $ 63,870.00 -9.86% 0.63%
CLARK COUNTY $ 6,377.22200 $ 5,725650.00 11.38% 69.52%
DOUGLAS COUNTY $ 310,000.00 $  428,917.00 -27.72% 3.38%
ELKO COUNTY $ 113,00000 $  104,203.00 8.44% 1.23%
ESMERALDA COUNTY $ 1,800.00 $ 2,070.00 -13.04% 0.02%
EURKA COUNTY $ 2,500.00 $ 2,634.00 -5.09% 0.03%
HUMBOLDT COUNTY $ 4292300 $ 41,266.00 4.02% 0.47%
LANDER COUNTY $ 7,000.00 $ 9,636.00 -27.36% 0.08%
LINCOLN COUNTY $ 4,750.00 $ 5,693.00 -16.56% 0.057;
LYON COUNTY $ 12225100 $  117,862.00° 3.72% 1.33%
MINERAL COUNTY $ 489200 $ 6,912.00 -290.22% 0.05%
NYE COUNTY $ 89,394.00 $ 93,619.00 4.51% 0.97%
PERSHING COUNTY $ 8577.00 $ 5,276.00 62.57% 0.09%
STOREY COUNTY $ 10,000.00 $ 14,621.00 -31.61% 0.11%
WASHOE COUNTY $ 180326400 $ 2,026,348.00 -11.01% 19.66%
WHITE PINE COUNTY $ 27,318.00 $ 10,783.00 157.98% 0.30%
STATEWIDE TOTAL $ 9,173,169.00 § 8,900,277.00 3.07% 100.00%
EST. LOW-INCOME HOUSING ACCT. $ 1,667,848.91 $ 1,618,232.18 3.07%
TOTAL RPTT $ 10,841,017.91 $ 10,518,509.18 3.07%

REVENUE PER 1CENT INCREASE

$

166,784.89

$ 161,823.22

'Revenue information is as reported by the local governments in either their final
'budgets or audits as filed with the Department of Taxation. Low-income housing
jaccount information is an estimate based on 10 cents of additional revenue
\collected over the 55 cents collected by local governmenis. Percent of total is
ibased on FY 1994-95 revenue.
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APPENDIX F

Letters of direction from Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley to
the Nevada Congressional Delegation, dated March 5, 1996
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BARBARA E. BUCKLEVY DISTRICT OFFICE:

-3 2481 S_oca Drive
_DSE—MBLYWOMAN .35 vegas '~2vaga 89103
T e Difice: (702 222-9901
L_LEGISLATIVE BUILDING:
4 Ce 1 Street
COMMITTEES: 01 8. Carson Stre

Zarson Citv. Nevaga 88710
viee Charman Dice: (702) 687-3581 or 887-5738

-Laigany %tatB Hf Neuaha Zax No.: 1752) 687-5962

‘fember
Assemhbly
=ealth 2-g =uman Services -

Sixty-Cinhth Session
March &, 1986

The Honorabie Richard H. Bryan
United States Senator

364 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Bryan:

Recently, the Legisiative Commission's Committee to Study Housing Programs in Nevada
(A.C.R. 38, File No. 171, Statutes of Nevada 1995) learned about your proposed legisiation
titled “Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act of 1996."

As you know, the Las Vegas area is limited in the amount of available land on which it is
economical to construct housing that is affordable for iow- and moderate-income Nevada
families. In reviewing the draft of your proposed legisiation, the members of this committee
determined that this bill might resuit in the increased availability of such land.

The members (enclosed is a list of their names) understand your desire not to specify,
within the legisiation, certain uses for the land. However, the committee voted to
recommend to you that the language be written in such a way that a local governing body
cannot, at some future date, use the legisiation to support a refusai to use the acquired {and
for affordable housing. In particular, the reserved land could be used for affordable

housing, if the parameters for the use of such land include affordable housing as a public
purpose [Section 3(b)].

Such a provision would be consistent with your proposed amendment to the Federal
Recreation and Public Purposes Act (43 U.S.C. 869) that would inciude affordable housing
as a public purpose. This committee was pleased to learn of your efforts in that matter and
has voted to urge your Nevada colleagues to support that amenament.

Thank you for your attention. Please do not hesitate to cail upon any one of us for
assistance with this important issue.

Sincerely.

¢

N
PN 5 LIV e

Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley
Chair, Legisiative Commission’'s Committee

to Study Housing Programs in Nevada (A.C.R. 38)
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BARBARA E. BUCKLEY DISTRICT OFFICE:

~3SEMBLYWOMAN 2481 Supal Drive
Tustrict No. 8 _as vegas. Nevaga &2103
- . Office: (702) 222-9901
LEGISLATIVE BUILDING:
COMMITTEES: 301 S. Carscn Street

Carson City. Nevaga 32710
Vice Chairman

' Cifice: (702) 687-3581 of 837-5738
--ceary %tatg Hf Nguaha Sax No.: (702) §87-5882

Memper
Agsemhi
—eatn anc Human Jervices

Sixty-cinhth Session
March 5, 1996

The Honorable Harry Reid
United States Senator

324 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Reid:

Pursuant to Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 38 (File No. 171, Statutes of Nevada 1995, pages
3046 through 3048), the Legisiative Commission established a Committee to Study Housing
Programs in Nevada. Aftached is a list of the committee s membership.

Testimony has been provided to this committee about the difficuity in obtaining iand on which to
build housing that is affordabie for iow- and moderate-income Nevada families. As you know well,
most of Nevada’s land is under the control of the Federai Government and Nevada is the fastest-
growing state in the nation; consequently, housing developers have more difficuity obtaining land
in Nevada than in most other states.

it has come to the attention of this committee that Senator Richard H. Bryan has offered before, and
will do so again, an amendment to the Federal Recreation and Public Purposes Act (43 U.S.C. 889)
that would include affordable housing in the definition of “public purpose.” A copy of the proposed
amendment is enclosed. Passage of the amendment wouid provide a mechanism for local
governments to obtain federat land for a smail fee; therefore. the construction of affordable housing
would be more feasible. This amendment would be most beneficial to Nevada’'s growing
communities.

The members of the A.C.R. 38 committee voted unanimously to send you a letter to request your
support for this amendment. We urge you to work with Senator Bryan and your other Nevada
Congressional Delegation colleagues to ensure passage of this amendment.

Please do not hesitate to call upon any one of us for assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,
Vel Y - 7 i /
Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley

Chair, Legislative Commission’s Committee
to Study Housing Programs in Nevada (A.C.R. 38)

¢ Senator Richard H. Bryan
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DISTRICT OFFICE:

5481 Supar Drive
.3s Vegas. Nevaga £9103

Office: (702} 222-9901

BARBARA E. BUCKLEY
ASSEMBLY WOMAN

Zsingt No. 8

LEGISLATIVE BUILDING:

101 S. Carson Street
Zarson City, Nevaga 88710

COMMITTEEZE:
Vice Chairman

~ice: (702) 687-3581 or 687-5739
Toea %tatg Hf gzuaha Zax No.: 1702) 687-5962

Member
Commerce
=eaith ana Hur:acr: Services AEEEmhlg
Sixty-cighth Seesion
March 5, 1986

The Honorable Barbara Vucanovich
United States House of Representatives
2202 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative VVucanovich:

Pursuant to Assembly Concurrent Resoiution No. 38 (File No. 171, Statutes cf Nevada 1995.
pages 3046 through 3048), the Legislative Commission established a Committee 10 Study Housing
Programs in Nevada. Attached is a list of the committee’s membership.

Testimony has been provided to this committee about the difficulty in obtaining land on which to
build housing that is affordable for low- and moderate-income Nevada famiiies. As you know weil,
most of Nevada's land is under the controi of the Federal Government and Nevada is the fastest-
growing state in the nation: consequently, housing developers have more difficuity obtaining fand
in Nevada than in most other states.

It has come to the attention of this committee that Senator Richard H. Bryan has offered before, and
will do so again, an amendment to the Federal Recreation and Public Purposes Act (43 U.S.C. 869)
that would include affordable housing in the definition of “public purpose.” A copy of the proposed
amendment is enclosed. Passage of the amendment wouid provide a mechanism for local
governments to obtain federal land for a smali fee; therefore, the construction of affordabie housing

would be more feasible. This amendment wouid be most beneficial to Nevada’'s growing
communities.

The members of the A.C.R. 38 committee voted unanimousiy to send you a letter to request your
support for this amendment. We urge you to work with Senator Bryan and your other Nevada
Congressional Delegation colleagues to ensure passage of this amendment.

Please do not hesitate to call upon any one of us for assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

o0 S U I
\_W - B ‘ l:«"
Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley _
Chair, Legisiative Commission’s Committee

to Study Housing Programs in Nevada (A.C.R. 38)
DRB/nw:120
Enc.
ce: Senator Richard H. Bryan
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BARBARA E. BUCKLEY
ZSSEMBLYWOMAN

CISTRICT OFFICE:
2281 Supar Crive
_zs vegas. Nevaoa £2103

2isirct No. 8
e CHce: (702) 222-2901
LEGISLATIVE BUILDING:
COMMITTEES: =31 8. Carson Street

Zarscn Ciy, Nevaga 88710
Vice Chairman

:fhce;:":2) 682‘-358! cr-687~5739
Lsaiciary %tate Hf NBuaha “ax No . (702) §87-5862

Member

Agsembl
ealh ang ruman Services

Sixty-cinhth Session
March 5, 1996

The Honorable John Ensign

United States House of Representatives
414 Cannon House Office Building
Washington. D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Ensign:

Pursuant to Assembly Concurrent Resoiution No. 38 (File No. 171, Statutes of Nevada 19_95,
pages 3046 through 3048), the Legisiative Commission established a Committee o Study Housing
Programs in Nevada. Atftached is a list of the committee’'s membership.

Testimony has been provided to this committee about the difficuity in obtaining land on which to
build housing that is affordable for iow- and moderate-income Nevada families. As you know well,
most of Nevada's land is under the controi of the Federali Government and Nevada is the fastest-
growing state in the nation; consequently, housing developers have more difficulty obtaining land
in Nevada than in most other states.

It has come to the attention of this committee that Senator Richard H. Bryan has offered before, and
wiil do so again, an amendment to the Federal Recreation and Public Purposes Act (43 U.S.C. 869)
that wouid inciude affordable housing in the definition of “public purpose.” A copy of the proposed
amendment is enciosed. Passage of the amendment wouid provide a mechanism for focal
governments to obtain federal land for a small fee; therefore, the construction of affordable hous?ng
would be more feasible. This amendment wouid be most beneficial to Nevada's growing
communities.

The members of the A.C.R. 38 committee voted unanimously to send you a letter to request your
support for this amendment. We urge you to work with Senator Bryan and your other Nevada
Congressional Delegation colleagues to ensure passage of this amendment.

Please do not hesitate to call upon any one of us for assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

) - g ,’7 cor ) ‘

RN b P iy BV
Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley
Chair, Legislative Commission's Committee

to Study Housing Programs in Nevada (A.C.R. 38)
DRB/nw:(20
Enc.
cc: Senator Richard H. Bryan
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RICHARD BRYAN OFFiCes

NEVADA
COMMNTTRES: Rena NV §8508

100800y STARKT
Surry. 2014

ARMED BERVICES e ¥ . TR TEA-BNT
N3 v, s Mnited States Senate 00 e Saanms oo

COMMERGE. SQIENGE. ANG 264 RUBSELL SENATE OFFICE SUILDING Cas Vesas. NV 09103

TRANSPORTATICN WASHINGTON, OC 205102804 780 396-8406
ETHICS (202} 224-6244 800 Ead Wiksde TasEr

INTELLIGENCE e 304

CaRSON CITY, NV 89709

720 amo-8111

AMENDMENT TO BE OFFERED BY MR. BRYAN
Pumose: To clarify thar the provision of affordable housing is a public purpose for which
the Secretary of the Interior may dispose of public lands under the Recreation and

10
11
12
13

14

Public Purposes Act.

Atthe appropriate place. insert the following:
SFEC.___ DISPOSAIL QF PUBLIC LANDS FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING PURPOSKS.
Section 1 of the Act entitled "An Act to authorize acquisition or use of public tands by
States, counties, or municipalitics for recreational purposes”, approved June 14, 1926
(commonly known as the “Recreation and Public Purposes Act") (43 U.S.C. 869), is amended--
(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a) -
(A) by inserting “including the provision of affordable housing as described in
subsection (d)," after “nublic purposes,”; and
(B) by inserting “, excluding the provision of affordable houasing,” after "public
purpose”; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
"(d) AFFORDABLE HOUSING. -- For the purpose of subsection (a), housing shall be considered {0
be affordable housing if the housing is assisted under the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42

US.C. 1437 et seq.).”

Aot TEA Aks RS §5 Sa BB
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DISTRICT QFFICE:

2481 Supai Drive
Las veqgas Nevada 89103

2+ ce: (702) 222-9901

BARBARA E. BUCKLEY
ASSEMBLYWCMAN
District No £

LEGISLATIVE BUILDING:

201 S Carson Street
Carsen City. Nevaca 83710

Ottice ~22) 687-3581 or £87-5722

Suacrary %tatg uf Nguaha Zax No.: (702) 687-5962

Member

Assemhly

—eanth ano Human Services
Sixty-Eighth Session

COMMITTEES:

Vice Chairman

April 12, 1996

The Honorable John Ensign
United States Representative

414 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Ensign:

| recently had the pleasure of discussing with your staff the potential of amending
H.R. 3127 to add the affordable housing component that Senator Richard Bryan inciuded
in his similar measure, S. 1626. | understand that Mayor Robert Groesbeck of Henderson
endorsed this concept at the Congressional subcommittee hearing on H.R. 3127 in
Las Vegas on April 5, 1996. I'm sorry | was unable to attend the hearing, but | wanted to
take this opportunity to express my appreciation for your consideration of this idea.

As you know, the Legislative Commission's Committee to Study Housing Programs in
Nevada, which | chair, has been exploring various approaches to dealing with the problem
of affordable housing throughout our state. Although Clark County’s need is the most
acute at this point, other communities are also struggiing with this issue. One of the
biggest problems is the lack of land on which to build housing. It appears that the
language in Senator Bryan's bill will, if passed, provide an extremely important and useful
mechanism for communities throughout Nevada to acquire land for affordable housing.
it would be most helpful if your bill contained simiiar language as well.

Again, | thank you for your attention and concern. Please dc not hesitate to contact me
if | may provide further assistance on this significant issue.

Sincerely,

@,}m‘@@-“‘-'/w

Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley

Chair, Legislative Commission’s Committee

to Study Housing Programs in Nevada (A.C.R. 38)
BEB/gj:60721.39

54



WARMINGTIN SEFCE:
18 Canuoh HOUSE OFsict Bunomg
WasumaTon. 3C 206156
1232) 2266968
FAX: (202} 225-371%

JOHN E. ENSIGN
15T Qg TRICT, NEVADA

NAYS AND MEANK CCMMITTEE
SUBCOMMITTEE O MEALTH

: A3 VEQAS OPOCE"

] T Human Axsoun TOCOE. Samana AvE, Sate D
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; : ; 70D TIN- 101
RESOUACES COMMITTEE enngrtss nf tbz m“ttzh étatfﬁ #AX (TD2) 7371303
509'%‘:::‘;00 ::: IAND‘ Hagad “ENMDERITIN PPICE!
e e Bouse of Representatives Arliis 0
) Power Aescunces , _ MENOERSON, YV
®Hashingron, BE 20515-2801 oy, 00 Sta-208s
May 24! 1996 E man ADDAESZ. staigrgthr.house gov

Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckiey
5481 Supai Drive
Las Vegas, NV 88103

Dear Barbara:

Thank you for your letter supporting a change to the Recreation and Pubiic_ Purposes Act (RPPA)
to include affordable housing in the definition of “public purpose.” | appreciate the efforts of the
A.C.R. 38 committee to examine Nevada's affordabie housing needs.

| support changing the RPPA to include affordabie housing. After various discussions with jocal
governments, it is my understanding that local governments want the ability to offer
homeownership opportunities as part of the effort to amend the RPPA. | endorse this concept
wholeheartediy because homeownership is central to expanding real opportunities for low- and
moderate-income families. However, even if the RPPA was amended to inciude "afforaable
housing,” local govemments would nct have the homeownership option because title to the land
would have to be transferred to private individuais. Transferring federal land to pnvate
individuals is not permitted under the RPPA; therefore, the only allowable affordable housing
activities wouid likely be confined 10 assisted housing managea by a public housing authonty. |
want to soiicit your committae’s assistance in building consensus among local governments as to
the best way to procsed with the homeownership aspect.

Related legisiation was introducad in the 103rd Congress which wouid have authorized the
Secratary of Interior to transfer federal lands, at less than fair market value or at no cost, to a
public housing authority. | have examined this approach and believe it would encounter
considerable opposition in Congress from members who wouid insist that the federal government
is fully compensated for the iand it owns.

In summary, | support efforts to include affordable housing as an allowable activity under the
RPPA. However, | want to ensure that our joint efforts tc exoand the availability of affordatie
housing is done in a deliberate manner that will give local governments the flexibility they need. |

will follow this matter closely and update you periodically as these issues are refinea in the
coming weeks.

Thanks again for writing. Please let me know If | can be of further assistance.

E. ENSIGN
ber of Congress

JEpl
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BARBARA E. BUCKLEY DISTRICT OFFICE:

5481 Supat Drive
ASSEMBLYWOMAN Las Vegas, Nevada 89103
District No. 8 Office: (702) 222-9901
LEGISLATIVE BUILDING:
. 401 8. Carson Street
COMMITTEES: Carson City, Nevada 89710
Vice Chairman Office: (702) 687-3581 or 687-5739
State of Nevada oo 100 705
Member
Commerce A hlg
Health ana Murnan Services EEBm

Sixty-Eighth Session

August 9, 1996

The Honorable John E. Ensign
Representative in Congress

414 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Ensign:

Thank you for your letter of May 24, 1996, concerning the proposal to amend the
Recreation and Public Purposes Act (RPPA) to include affordable housing in the definition
of “public purpose.” The members of the Committee to Study Housing Programs in
Nevada (Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 38) and | appreciate your support for
affordable housing and this amendment in particular.

The committee is pleased that you recognize the seriousness of this issue for Nevada and
have spoken with local government representatives about home ownership opportunities
for low- and moderate-income families. | agree with you that this is an important approach
to the affordable housing problem, but | understand, as you explained in your letter, that
an amendment to RPPA would not be helpful in this regard.

However, the members and | believe that the proposed amendment would provide
significant assistance to local governing bodies and housing authorities who administer
housing programs. In particular, the number of senior housing projects could be increased,
if RPPA were an alternative governing bodies could utilize to acquire land. As you know,
such an opportunity would be most useful in the Las Vegas area where the senior
population is growing rapidly and in the rural areas where private land is simply
unavailable. We urge you to continue your support for the amendment. It, too, is an
important approach, and one of many, to the affordable housing problem in Nevada.

| recognize that the current congressional session is coming to a close without, it appears,
final action on this amendment. Hopefully, it will succeed in the next session. Of course,
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you can count on continued support from me and the individuals who comprised the
A.C.R._ 38 Committee. We have completed our assigned study, sc this particular
committee has ended. Please do not hesitate, however, to call on me or my colleagues

in that endeavor for any assistance you may need with this important proposal.

Thank you again for your support.

BEB/nw:L23

Barbata f uc;{iléy )
Nelvdd State/ﬁ?isse fywoman
Chair, Legislaﬁve om ission’'s Committee

to Study Housing Pregrams in Nevada
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Letter of direction from Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley,
to county commissions and city councils, dated
September 30, 1996
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DISTRICT OFFICE:
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BARBARA E. BUCKLEY
L3SEMBLYWOMAN
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e State of Neuady Taxne TR SIS

Memoper

Zsmmercs Aﬁﬁzmhlg

Heallh ang muman Services

COMMITTEES:

Sixty-ighth Session

September 30. 1296

The Honorable Ken Tedford, Jr.
Mayor of City of Fallon

55 West Williams Avenue
Failon. Nevada 89406

Dear Mayor Tedfora:

As you know, the Legislative Commission established a committee to study housing programs in
Nevada (authorized by Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 38: a copy of this measure and a list
of the committee members' names are enclosed). During the course of its work, the commiitee was
informed that many local governments have ordinances that ptace hurdles in front of proposed
affordabte housing proiects and essentially prevent the deveiopment cf affordable housing. One
of these local governments, the City of Sparks, identified its problem ordinances for the committee
and expiained that it was reviewing them for possible amendment or repeal. The members strongly
encouraged the City to work diligently on that issue.

The members of the A.C.R. 38 committee believe that affordable housing is vital to this State and
its communities and were distressed to leam that local governments may be deliberately impeding
the development of this important asset. even if the project is properiy zoned and pianned.
Thereiore. the committee voted to urge your governing body to emuiate Sparks and review your
existing requirements for the development of housing, identify the obstacles to appropnate
affordable housing projects, and remove or amend troublesome ordinances.

In a state where so many peopie reiy on service jobs to provide for their famiiies. it is important that
our governments do not add to their burden by ptacing housing out of their financiai reach. Thank
you for your attention to this critical issue for the citizens of Nevada.

Sincerely.

D et T e _ R B
Assembivwoman Barbara E. Buckiey
Chair. Legislatve Commussion's Committee 10

: Study Housing Programs in Nevada (A.C.R. 38)
BEB/nw:125/Housing
£nc.
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THIS LETTER WAS SENT TO THE
FOLLOWING GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS:

Ms. Yvonne Atkinson-Gates, Chairman
Clark County Board of Commissioners
500 South Grand Central Parkway

Las Vegas, Nevada 89106

Mr. Wade Barton, Chairman

Esmeralda County Board of Commissioners
P.O. Box 517

Goldfield, NV 89013

Mr. Henry Bland, Chairman

Storey County Board of Commissioners
County Courthouse, "B" Street

Virginia City, Nevada 89440

The Honorable Ken Carter
Mayor of City of Mesquite
P.O. Box 69

Mesquite, Nevada 89024

Mr. Julio Costello, Chairman

White Pine County Board of Commissioners
Courthouse Annex, 953 Campton Street
Ely, Nevada 89301

The Honorable Ray Dummar
Mayor of City of Gabbs

P.O. Box 86

Gabbs, Nevada 89409

Mr. Tom Fransway, Chairman

Humboldt County Board of Commissioners
Courthouse, Room 205

Winnemucca, Nevada 89445

Mr. Ario K. Funk, Chairman

Mineral County Board of Commissioners
P.O. Box 1450

Hawthorne, Nevada 89415

The Honorable Jeff Griffin
Mayor of City of Reno
P.O. Box 1900

Reno, Nevada 88505
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Mr. Bob Allegeier, Chairman

Douglas County Board of Commissioners
P.O. Box 218

Minden, NV 89423

Mr. David Ayoob, Chairman

Pershing County Board of Commissioners
County Courthouse, 401 Main Street
Lovelock, Nevada 89419

The Honorable Linda Bingaman
Mayor of City of Carlin

101 South 8th Street

Carlin, Nevada 89822

Mr. Steve Bradhurst, Chairman

Washoe County Board of Commissioners
P.O. Box 11130

Reno, Nevada 89520

Mr. Robert (Liee) Chapman, Chairman
Elko County Board of Commissioners
569 Court Street

Elko, Nevada 89801

Ms. Nancy Dallas, Chairman

Lyon County Board of Commissioners
31 South Main Street

Yerington, Nevada 89447

The Honorable Ray Espinoza
Mayor of City of Lovelock
P.O. Box 238

Lovelock, Nevada 89419

The Honorable Mike Franzoia
Mayor of City of Elko

1751 College Avenue

Elko, Nevada 89801

Mr. Peter J. Goicoechea, Chairman
Eureka County Board of Commissioners
P.O. Box 677

Eureka, Nevada 89316

The Honorable Robert A. Groesbeck
Mayor of City of Henderson

240 Water Street

Henderson, Nevada 89015



The Honorable Douglas Homestead
Mayor of City of Yerington

P.O. Box 479

Yerington, Nevada 89447

Mr. Gerald LLaMiaux, Chairman

Lander County Board of Commissioners
315 South Humboldt Street

Battle Mountain, Nevada 89820

Mr. Cameron McRae, Chairman

Nye County Board of Commissioners
P.O. Box 153

Tonopah, Nevada 89041

Mr. James T. Regan, Chairman

Churchill County Board of Commissioners
10 West Williams Avenue

Falion, Nevada 89406

The Honorable Walter G. Sanders
Mayor of City of West Wendover
P.O. Box 2825

West Wendover, Nevada 89883

The Honorable Jack Smith
Mayor of City of Ely

501 Mill Street

Ely, Nevada 89301

The Honorable Marv Teixeira
Mayor of City of Carson City
2621 Northgate Lane, No. 2
Carson City, Nevada 89706

Mr. Edward Wright, Chairman

Lincoln County Board of Commissioners
Lincoln County Courthouse

Pioche, Nevada 83043
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The Honorable Jan Laverty Jones
Mayor of City of Las Vegas

400 East Stewart Avenue

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

The Honorable Eric Lundgaard
Mayor of Boulder City

401 California Avenue
Boulder City, Nevada 89005

The Honorable Kevin J. Phillips
Mayor of City of Caliente

P.O. Box 158

Caliente, Nevada 89008

The Honorable Charles Rigel
P.O. Box 366
Wells, Nevada 89835

The Honorable James K. Seastrand
Mayor of City of North Las Vegas
P.O. Box 4086

North Las Vegas, Nevada 89030

The Honorable Mayor Ken Tedford, Jr.
Mayor of City of Fallon

55 West Williams Avenue

Fallon, Nevada 89406

The Honorable Paul Vesco
Mayor of City of Winnemucca
City Hall, 90 West Fourth Street
Winnemucca, Nevada 89445






APPENDIX H
Letter of direction from Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley,

to Governor- Robert J. Miller,
dated September 30, 1996
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DISTRICT OFFICE:
2481 Sudar Orve

EARBARA E. BUCKLEY

L38ELELVWOMAN _as vegas. Nevaga ©&21G2
-srene 8 Otfice: (702) 222-3801
L_EGISLATIVE SUILDING:
- —_—. 201 S. Carson Street
COMMITTEES: ~arson Civ. Nevaga &371C
Vce Chairman ~ice: (702) 667-3581 <7 537-3733
L.sgiEn Zax No.: (702) 687-3262
State of Neuadd
Membper
lammerza
| _ Agsembly
Heghn ang Human services 3

Sixty-cinhth Session
September 30, 1986

The Honorable Robert J. Miller
Govemor of Nevada

Capitol Compiex

Carson City, Nevada 89710

Dear Governor Miller:

During this interim period, the Legislative Commission’s Committee to Study Housing Programs
in Nevada (Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 38) reviewed many issues related to the
provision of affordable housing in this state. One of the topics that received much discussion
was the possibility of combining state housing programs.

As you know, Nevada's Housing Division, in the Department of Business and Industry, and the
Commission on Economic Development, through its Community Block Development Program.
are the two state agencies most actively involved in the provision of affordable housing.
Testimony to the committee suggested that these two functions be combined into one state
agency or the other; however, an ad hoc study group determined that the complexity of such
action outweighed the possible benefits at this time, especially since the United States
Congress has not completed its expected amendments to federai housing laws.

Therefore, the committee did not vote to request legisiation to effect the merger. Instead, the
members voted to send you this letter to encourage you, as the State Executive Officer, to
require thorough coordination and strong communication between the Housing Division and
the Community Block Development Program. Affordable housing is a very real need for many
famiiies in Nevada's communities; this committee believes that the two state agencies
responsible for this issue shouid maintain a close working relationship to ensure that their
customers receive the best service possibie.

Thank you for your attention to this important issue.

Sincerely,

_— . N Tt
T . o I UPRURER S
Lt e L -

Y g

Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckiey
Chair. Legislative Commission’s Committee to -
Study Housing Programs in Nevada (A.C.R. 38)

3EB/mw.Housing/i24
67






APPENDIX I

Documents related to Assembly Bill 444 of the
1995 Legislative Session
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(REPRINTED WITH ADOPTED AMENDMENTS)
FIRST REPRINT A.B. 444

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 444 —ASSEMBLYMEN BUCKLEY, MANENDO. GOLDWATER,
ANDERSON, CHOWNING, ARBERRY, BACHE. GiUNCHIGLIANI, WILLLAMS,
PRICE, CARPENTER, KRENZER, PERKINS, BATTEN. OHRENSCHALL. SCHNEI-
DER. SEGERBLOM, TRIPPLE. CLOSE, FETTIC, BENNETT. NEIGHBORS, DE
BRAGA, EVANS, DINI AND BROWER

APRIL 5, 1995

Referred to Committee on Government Affairs

SUMMARY —Prohibits local governmen: from adopting ordinance relating 10 zoning that pro-
hibits or restricts residential developments based on certain characteristics of
occupants. (BDR 22-1324)

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

A

EXPLANATION—Matter in iralics is new: marner in brackets ] is material to be omirted.

AN ACT relating to {and use; prohibiting a local government from adopting an ordinance that
prohibits or restricts residential developments based on certain characteristics of the
occupants; requiring that an ordinance relating to zoring include certain manufactured
and modular homes within the definition of *‘single-family residences’; and provid-
ing other matters properly relating thereto.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, REPRESENTED IN SENATE
AND ASSEMBLY, DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Chapter 278 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto the
provisions set forth as sections 2 to 5, inclusive, of this act.

Sec. 2. ““‘Low or moderate levels of income’” means a total gross income
less than 110 percent of the median gross income for the county concerned
based upon the estimates of the United States Department of Housing and
Urban Development of the most current median gross income for the county.

Sec. 3. 1. Excepr as otherwise provided in subsection 2 and section 4 of
this act. a goverming body shall not enact or enforce in any manner any
ordinance. resolution or regulazion that prohibirs a residential development
or that imposes different requirements on a residential development than the
requirements imposed on other developments in the same area because:

(a) Of the race, sex, religion. ethnicity, national origin, disabiliry. lawful
nccupation or age of the intended occupants of the residential development;

(b) The residential development is subsidized, financed, insured or other-
wise assisted by a local government, the state or Federal Government: or

(c) The residential development is intended for occupancy by persons of
low or moderate income.
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2. Nothing in this section prohibits a governing body from extending
preferential treatment to a residential development that is intended for occu-
pancy by persons of low or moderate levels of income. Preferential treaiment
may include, but is not limited t0:

(a) A reduction or waiver of fees, exactions or other requiremenis that
would otherwise be imposed on the residential development:

(b) Less restrictive requirements relating to the parking of vehicles at or
adjacent 1o the site of the residential development; and

lc) Authorizing an increase in the number of dwelling unils per acre 10 a
density greater than that prescribed in the otherwise applicable zoning regu-
lations of the governing body, bur not greater than the density prescribed in
the master plan.

Sec. 4. 1. A governing bodv shall not disapprove a residential develop-
ment affordable to households with low to moderate leveis of income or
impose restrictions which have a substantial adverse effect on the viabiliry or
affordabilitv of such a residential development unless it finds, based .pon
substantial evidence, that:

(a) The residential development as proposed would have a specific adverse
impact upon the public health or safety and there is no feasible method to
mitigate or avoid satisfactorily the specific adverse impact without rendering
the development unaffordable to households with low to moderate levels of
income;

(b) The disapproval or restmriction is required in order 10 comply with a
specific state or federal law and there is no feasible method to comply without
rendering the development unaffordable to households with low to moderate
levels of income;

(c) Approval of the residential development as proposed would increase the
concentration of households with low to moderate levels of income in a
neighborhood that already has a disproportionatetv high number of house-
holds with low to moderate levels of income and there is no feasible method of
approving the development at a different site without rendering the develop-
ment unaffordable to households with low to moderate levels of income: or

(d) The residential development as proposed is inconsistent with the master
plan for the area as it existed on the date the application was determined to be
complete.

2. If a governing body denies approval of a residential development
affordable to households with low to moderate levels of income or imposes
restrictions which have a substantial adverse effect on the viabiliry or
affordability of such a residential development and the denial of the develop-
ment or the imposition of restrictions on the development is the subject 0f a
court action which challenges the denial, the governing body bears the bur-
den of proof to show that its decision is consistent with the findings as
described in subsection 1. -

3. When a proposed residential development complies with the applicable
master plan and the zoning and development policies in effect at the time that
the application of the residential development is determined 10 be complete,
the governing body shall not disapprove the residential development or place
a restriction on the residential development that it be developed at a lower
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densiry unless it sets forth written findings supported by substantial evidence
that:

(a) The residential development would have a specijic. adverse impact
upon public health or safery unless the development is disapprov ed or
approved with the restriction that it be developed at a lower density; and

{(b) There is no feasible method to mitigate or avoid sarisfactorily the
adverse impact identified pursuant to paragraph (a), other than the disap-
proval of the residential development or the approval of the development with
the restricrion that it be developed ar a lower density.

4. Nothing in this section prohibits a governing body from:

(a) Requiring the residential development to comply ‘with written stan-
dards. conditions and policies of development appropriate o and consistent
with meering the objectives of the applicable master plan:

tb) Imposing fees and other pavments authorized by law which are essen-
tial to provide necessary public services and facilities 1o the residential
development: or

{c) Requiring the residential development to provide adeguate assurances
that the reszdentzal development will be sold or rented as affordable housing.

Sec. 2. 1. In any ordinance relating 1o the zonzng of land adopted or
amended by a governing body, the definition of ‘single-family residence’’
must include a manufactured or modular home that has been built in compli-
ance with the standards for single-family residential dwellings of the Uniform
Building Code most recently adopted by the International Conference of
Building Officials.

2. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 3, the governing bodv shall
adopt the same standards for development for the manufactured or modular
home and the lot on which it is placed as those to which a conventional
single-family residential dwelling on the same lot would be subject, including,
but nor limited to:

(a) Requirements for the setback of buildings.

(b) Side and rear yard requirements.

(c) Standards for enclosures, access and the parking of vehicles.

(d) Aesthetic requirements.

(e} Requirements for minimum square footage.

3. The governing body may impose additional architectural requirements
on a manufactured or modular home relating to the roof overhang, roofing
material and siding material of the manufactured or modular home that would
not be imposed on a conventional single-family dwelling constructed on the
same lot.

4. The governing body may prohibit the installation of a manufactured or
modular home in a specified area if:

(a) More than 3 years have elapsed berween the date of manufacture of the
manufactured or modular home and the date of the application for the issu-
ance of a permit to install the manufactured or modular home in the affected
area; or

(b) The area contains a building, structure or other object having a special
character or special historical interest or value.
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3. As used in this section. ‘‘manufactured home’’ has the meaning
ascribed to it in NRS 489.113.

6. Nothing in this section abrogates a recorded restrictive covenant.

Sec. 6. NRS 278.010 is hereby amended to read as follows:

278.010 As used in NRS 278.010 to 278.630, inclusive, and sections 2 to
3, inclusive, of this act, uniess the context otherwise requires. the words and
terms defined in NRS 278.011 to 278.0195, inclusive, and section 2 of this
act, have the meanings ascribed 10 them in those sections.

Sec. 7. NRS 278.250 is hereby amended to read as follows:

278.230 1. For the purposes of NRS 278.010 to 278.630. inclusive, and
sections 2 to 5, inclusive, of this act. the governing bodv may divide the city,
county or region into zoning districts of such number, shape and area as are
best suited to carry out the purposes of NRS 278.010 to 278.630, inclusive
[.1, and sections 2 to0 5, inclusive. of this act. Within the zoning district it
may reguiate and restrict the erection, construction. reconstruction. altera-
tion. repair or use of buildings. structures or land.

2. The zoning regulations must be adopted in accordance with the master
plan for land use and be designed:

(a) To preserve the quality of air and water resources.

(b) To promote the conservation of open space and the protection of other
natural and scenic resources from unreasonable impairment.

{c) To provide for recreational needs.

{d) To protect life and propertv in areas subject to floods. landslides and
other natural disasters.

{e) To conform to the adopted population plan, if required by NRS
278.170.

(f) To develop a timely, orderiyv and efficient arrangement of transportation
and public facilities and services, including facilities and services for
bicycles.

(g) To ensure that the development on land is commensurate with the
character and the physical limitations of the land.

(h) To take into account the immediate and long-range financial impact of
the application of particular land to particular kinds of development. and the
relative suitability of the land for deveiopment.

(1) To promote health and the generai welfare.

{j) To ensure the development of housing for the communirv, including the
development of affordable housing for persons with low or moderate levels of
income.

3. The zoning reguiations must be adopted with reasonable consideration,
among other things, to the character of the area and its peculiar suitability for
particular uses, and with a view to conserving the value of buiidings and
encouraging the most appropriate use of land throughout the city, county or
region.

Sec. 8. Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection 1 of NRS 324.599,
each local government shall pay any additional expenses related to the provi-
sions of this act from existing revenues of that local government.

@
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DRAFT

Legal Draft

SUMMARY --Prohibits iocal government or planning commission from adopting
ordinance. resoiution. regulation or a regionai pian relating to zoning that
prohibits or testricts residential deveiopments based on certain characteristics

of occupants. (BDR 22-///)

FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: No.

Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: No.

AN ACT reiating 1o land use: prohibiting a local government or planning commission from
adopting an ordinance. resolution. regulation or regionai plan that prohibits or
restricts residential developments based on certain characteristics of the occupants:

and providing other marters properly relating thereto.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA. REPRESENTED IN
SENATE AND ASSEMBLY, DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Chapter 278 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto the
provisions set forth as sections 2 and 3 of this act.

Sec. 2. 1. Excepr as otherwise provided in subsection 2 and section 3 of
this act:

(a) A governing bodyv shall not enact or enforce in any manner any
ordinance, resolution or regulation thar prohibits a residential development or
that imposes different requirements on a residenrial development than the

requirements imposed on orher developments in the same area because:
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-2 - Legal Draft
(1) Of the race. sex. religion. ethnicitv, national origin, disabiliry, lawful
occuparion or age of the intended occupants of the residential development;
(2) The residential development is subsidized, financed, insured or
otherwise assisted by a local government, the state or Federal Government; or
(3) The residential development was intended to provide affordable
housing.

(b) A planning commission shall nor enact in any manner a resolution,
develop a comprehensive regional plan or adopt an amendment 10 a
comprehensive plan that prohibits a residential development or thar imposes
differen: requirements on a residential development rthan the requirements
imposed on other developments in the same area because:

(1) Of the race, sex, religion, ethnicity, narional origin, disability, lawful
occupation or age of the intended occupants of the residential development;

(2) The residenrial development is subsidized, financed, insured or
otherwise assisted by a local government, the state or Federal Government; or

(3) The residential development was intended to provide affordable
housing.

2. Nothing in this secrion prohibits a governing body or planning
commission from extending preferential trearment to a residential development
whicﬁ provides affordable housing. Preferential rrearment mav inciude, bur is
not limired to:

(a) A reduction or waiver of fees, exactions or other requirements that

AFT

would ortherwise be imposed on the residential development:
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-3 - Legal Draft

(b) Less restrictive requirements relating io the parking of vehicles ar or
adjacent 1o the site of the residential development: and

(c) Awthorizing an increase in the number of dwelling units per acre 10 a
densiry greater than rhai prescribed in the otherwise applicable zoning
regulations of the governing bodyv, but nor greater than the density prescribed
in the master plan.

Sec. 3. 1. A governing bodv or pianning commission shall not disapprove
a residennial developmen: intended to provide affordable housing or impose
restrictions which have a substantial adverse effect on the viability or
affordabiiity of such a residential development uniess ir finds, based upon
substantial evidence, that:

(a) The residential developmenr as proposed would have a specific adverse
impact upon the public heaith or safery and there is no feasible method to
mitigate or avoid satisfacrorily the specific adverse impact without rendering
the development unaffordable to households with low to moderate levels of
income:

(b) The disapproval or restriction is required in order 10 comply with a
specific state or federal law and there is no feasible method to comply without
rendering the developmenr unaffordable to households with low o moderate
levels of income;

(c) Approval of the residential development as proposed would increase the
concentration of units of affordable housing in a neighborhood that already
has a disproportionately high number of units of affordable housing and there

is no feasible method of approving the developmenr ar a different site wirhout
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S Legai Dratt
rendering the development unaffordable to households with low ro moderate
levels of income: or

(d) The residenrial development as proposed is inconsistent with the masrer
plan for the area as ir existed on the date the publicarion was determined 1o be
complete.

2. If a governing body or planning commission denies approval of a
residential developmenr intended to provide affordable housing or imposes
restrictions which have a substantial adverse effect on the viabiliry or
arfordability of such a residential development and the denial of rhe
development or the imposition of restrictions on the development is the subject
of a court action which challenges the denial, the governing bodyv or planning
commission bears the burden of proof to show rhar its decision is consistent
with the findings as described in subsection 1.

3. When a proposed residential development complies with the applicable
master plan and the zoning and development policies in effect ar the rnime that
the application of the residential deveiopment is determined 10 be complete. the
governing bodv or planning commission shall not disapprove the residential
deveiopment or place a restriction on the residential development that ir be
deveioped ar a lower densiry unless ir sets forth written findings supported by
substantial evidence that:

(a} The residential development would have a specific, adverse impact upon
public health or safety uniess the deveiopmenr is disapproved or approved with

the restriction that ir be developed at a lower densiry, and
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-3 - Legai Draft

{b) There is no jeasibie method to mitigate or avoid satisfactorily the
adverse impacr identified pursuant to paragraph (a), other than the
disapproval of the residential deveiopment or the approvai of the development
with the restricrion that it be developed at a lower densiry.

4. Norhing in this secrion prohibits a governing bodv or planning
commission from:

(a) Requiring the residential development to compliv with written standards,
conditions and policies of development appropriare to and consistent with
meering the objecrives of the applicable master plan:

(b) Imposing fees and other pavments authorized bv law which are essential
to provide necessary public services and facilities to the residential
development; or

(¢) Requiring the residential development to provide adequate assurances
that the residential development will be sold or rented as affordable housing.

Sec. 4. NRS 278.010 is hereby amended to read as follows:

278.010 As used in NRS 278.010 to 278.630, inciusive, and sections 2 and
3 of this acr unless the context otherwise requires. the words and terms
defined in NRS 278.0105 to 278.0195. inclusive. have the meanings ascribed
to them 1n those sections.

Sec. 5. NRS 278.250 is hereby amended to read as follows:

278.250 1. For the purposes of NRS 278.010 to 278.630, inclusive. and
sections 2 and 3 of this act the governing body may divide the city, county or
region into zoning districts of such number, shape and area as are best suited

1o carry out the purposes of NRS 2784010 to 278.630, inclusive [.] and

79




-6 -- Legal Dratt
secrions 2 and 3 of this act. Within the zoning district it may reguiate and
restrict the erection, comstruction. reconstruction. alteration, repair or use of
buiidings, structures or land.

2. The zoning regulations must be adopted in accordance with the master
plan for land use and be designed:

(a) To preserve the quality of air and water resources.

(b) To promote the conservation of open space and the protection of other
naturai and scenic resources fTom unreasonable impairment.

(c) To provide for recreational needs.

(d) To protect life and property in areas subject to floods. landslides and
other natural disasters.

(e} To conform to the adopted populiation plan. if required by NRS
278.170.

(f) To develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of transportation
and public facilities and services. including facilities and services for bicycles.

(g) To ensure that the development on land is commensurate with the
character and the physical limitations of the land.

(h) To take into account the immediate and long- range financial impact of
the application of particular land to particular kinds of development, and the
relativé suitability of the land for development.

(1) To promote health and the general weifare.

(j) To ensure the deveiopment of an adequate supply of housing for the

community, ihcluding the development of affordable housing.
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-7 - Legai Draft
2. The zoning regulations must be adopted with reasonable consideration,
among other things, to the character of the area and its peculiar suitability for
particular uses. and with a view to conserving the value of buildings and
encouraging the most appropriate use of land throughout the city, county or
region.
Sec. 6. The provisions of subsection 1 of NRS 354.599 do not apply to any
additional expenses of a local government which are related to the provisions

of this act.
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FAX TRANSMISSION

CLARK COUNTY
$00 Grana Centrel Pkwy, 6th “loor
Las Vegas, Nevaga 89155-1712

(702) 485-3530
Fax (702) 455-3558
To: Dana Bennerr Date: Apni 2. 1596
Fax #: (702} 6873048 Pages: 3. including this cover sheet.

From: Kathy McClain
Subject: ACR 38 & AB444
COMMENTS:

Dana.

Herc is the letter from Doug Bell expressing the concerns of the Commurity Resources
Department regarding the 110% income definiticns for affordable nousing. Also. inciuded is the

suggested revised language provided by the Comprehensive Plenning Department ut the last
commites hearing.

Pleasc include these in any official documen:s relating to this commitree. If you have any
questions pleasc call me.

Thanks
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MEMORANDUM DALY I YALKER-
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCZ= DOUGLAS R. BELL

- . Commenicy Resources Manager
CCommunity Resources Management

hge R KATHY MCCLAIN. MANAGEMENT ANALYST, ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
FROM: DOUGLAS R. BELL, MANAGZR. CCMMUNITY RESOURCES MANAGEMENT ;{/Ké
SUBJECT: AB 444

DATE: MARCH 135, (996

As a follow-up 10 the March 5 hearing of the ACR Lagislanve Comsnirtee on Housng Progeams. ( would like
0 restaie my concern with e biil's surment defimnon of afiordable fiousing. I'se lirst repring of AB 444 (see
cmached) defines . ow or motcrzw isvels of income” as a total gross iocome iess than 110% of the median
income Tor the county concorned  This is 2 sigmificant deparmure from the majonty of affordable housing
programs which are targeted far r.;usehoids with incames at or below 80% of area median income. ThLe wble
below alternpts 10 exphan the impac: of this higher income level defindtion. By raising the Income :nreshold
1@ 110% of median iccome, AB 432 wouwtd permit $125,000 homes o be definea as arfordable housing (using
e standard rule of thumd thar cessons ¢an qrailty for 2 home morigage that is nO more thax 2.5 timcs e

househoid iocomes.
1996 Clark | 80 % Income | 110% lIncocie Limit
County 1imu (4 Person
Median (4 Person Houseanid)
Houschoid Houschoid)
Tneome
545350 $37.750 $30.050

If the ACR 38 Comminee proceeds to re-imroduce AB 444 despite 102 objections of severai local
goveroments. :nclhuding Clurk County. then toe following revisions are suggrsec:

i. Revise the income dafinitions <o thar owner-occupied units are affordabie 10 households ar 80% or below
of median incone and remer-uup:ed unils ase affordable 1w houscbolds ar 60% or betow of median income
{coaststent with the federat BEOME program).

2. Include a gecrion that places (ke burden oo the appiicant to prove that the units are arfordable to the local
jurisdiction. AB 444 shouid niot pe used a9 & vehicle for non-atfordable bouang developers 1o blackmail loca
governipents by claiming thar they are building affordable housing. There mxxds 10 De documemanon chat the
uMts are, in fact, affordable to iow-mcome housekolds. This could inciude proot that the units are receiviag

federal or stare housing subsidies or clse thar the deveioper is usipg deed restrictions to keep the uaits
affordable.

I hope these comments are heipfui. If vou have ay questions, piease conmact me or Canisce Stowell at 455-
5025,
CC: Commissioner Yvoune Atkacson (aies

Clark County Alfordable Zousing Committes

IefT Harris, Comprebens:ve Plannng

Auachment
DRB.chs
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Following are some spec:Sc comments regarding AB 444

. In Section 2, we recommend that the Commuttes change the definition o “low or
moderate jevei of income” to mean 2 housenold income less than 80 percent of area

median income. This is consistent with the accepted HUD definition of low-income
housenoids.

in Section 4 (line 13}, we would like 1o suggest replacement language for subsections 1-3
(lines 13 to 48 on rage 2, and lincs 1 to 9 on page 3) that are copsisient with the desire of
the Clark County Board of County Commissioners to retain autonomy over local
planning and soning decisions while at the same time promoting the development of
more affordable housing in the community.

Replacement Language

Section 4 1. 4 governing body should encourage a diversity of housing, including
atfordabie housing, in the community.

2. A governing body shall adopi specific impiementation measures 1o encourage

afjnrdable housing as part of the Housing Element of the Master Plan. inciuding, bus not
limited to:

a) residential density bonsuses;

b) land donations;-

¢) developmeru fee waivers; and

d) expedited development revew procedures

3. NRS 375.670 is hereby amended to permit locaf governments to use their
ailocation of pruperty transfer 1ax revenues for financial incentives for for-prafit and non-profit
affordable housing deveiopers. inciuding, but not Iimited 10, development fee rebates, affordable
housmg rust funds, downpayment assistance, preaevelopment expenses, and land acquisition.
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For

o
N
April 11, 1996 DeERrS®

Assemblywoman Barbara Buckley, Chairperson
ACR 38 Committee

Legisiative Building

Capitol Complex

Carson City, Nevada 89710

Attn: Dana Bennett, Research Division

Dear Ms. Buckley:
We have reviewed a copy of the revised draft of AB444 and offer the following comments:

Of major concern is that Section 3 puts an onerous burden on local governments. Governing
bodies and planning commissions would be required to approve projects unless certain specific
findings are met.

This is contrary to the way all other development proposals are decided--each proposal is
approved or denied based on its merits and conformance with local standards. Affordable
housing projects can and should stand cn their own merits and meet locally adopted
regulations, rather than standards decided at the state level, AB444 would, in effect, transfer
authority for a local decision to the state.

Also of concern is that Section 2 appears to duplicate already existing state and federal
protections based on race, sex, religion, ethnicity, national origin, disability, cccupation, and
age. It appears that this section is unnecessary.

In conclusion, we urge you to delete Section 3 before forwarding this legislation to the 1997
legislative session.

Sincerely,

Y,

Mary Kay Peck, AICP
Planning Director

MKP/mr
ce: Phil Speight, City Manager

Kurt Fritsch, Assistant City Manager
Skeet Fitzgerald, Housing Development Manager
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EXCERPTS FROM THE MINUTES FOR DECEMBER 12, 1995, CONCERMING
ASSEMBLY BILL 444 AND RELATED RECOMMENDATIONS

The committee then discussed the foilowing items contained in Exhibit B-1.

item 1

1.

Suggestion: Provide some sort of anti-regulatory barrier, or “backbone,” for city
councils and county commissions to approve affordable housing projects that have

been recommended by their staffs and planning commissions but are objected to by
the audience.

Actions in other states: In 1991, California prohibited a city from disapproving an
affordable, low- or moderate-income housing project. and from conditioning approval
of such a project in a manner that makes the project impossible to complete, unfess
specified criteria are met. :
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Possible action:

[a]
[b]

Review Assembly Bill 444 for re-introduction.

The committee may consider California’s approach or provide other suggestions for
legisiation.

[c] The committee may send a letter to city councils and county commissions, urging

them to approve such projects.

[d] The committee may request the drafting of a resolution to city councils and cournty

commissions in which the Legislature urges such approval.

Research revealed: Copies of both versions of A.B. 444 are attached (Exhibit F).
During the Assembly committee hearings on the bill, concerns were expressed about
affordable housing lowering property values, the bill's removal of local government
discretion, and restricting peopie from petitioning their governments. Section 4 (of the
original bill) was of particular concern to members of the Assembly Committee on
Government Affairs.

Committee discussion on ltem 1 included the following topics:

Assembly Bill 444 from the 1995 Legisiative Session which prohibits local government
from adopting an ordinance relating to zoning that prohibits or restricts residential
developments based on certain characteristics of occupants (BDR 22-1324), and the
First Reprint of A.B. 444 are being reviewed to determine if the committee should
re-introduce them at the next legisiative session or whether they should be modified.

The first reprint changes the definition of low or moderate leveis of income to
100 percent of median gross income whereas the first version is at 150 percent of
median income.

Ms. Peterson requested staff to research how other states have overcome the “Not In My
Backyard” (NIMBY) issue.

Mr. Hern suggested planning commissions and the elected officials of local governments
be included in the legislation that this committee recommends.

Chairwoman Buckley noted Mr. Horn's suggestion would be inciuded under section 3.
line h. of Exhibit B-1 in addition to a governing body. This definition sheuld be included
througnout the bill. She requested staff present this topic to the committee at its next
meeting for further review.
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Senatcr Rhoads suggested that county commissioners and city councii members be
invited ‘0 express their concerns about A.B. 444 during the commiitee’s next meeting.

The Chairwoman agreed with Senator Rhoads’ suggestion and said. if appropriate. the
commitiee can then recommend that a letter and resolution be prepared for the
1887 L=gisiative Session.

Mr. Williams stated the entire concept is one the committee shouid adopt and every

member of the committee. staff. and public can submit additional suggestions for the final
draft.

The Chairwoman clarified. for the record. that only the legisiative members couid vote on
issues presented to the committee.

ASSEMBLYMAN WILLIAMS MOVED TO RESUBMIT ASSEMBLY BILL 444
FROM THIS COMMITTEE TO THE LEGAL DIVISION FOR REDRAFTING. THE
NEW DRAFT WILL BE RETURNED TO THE COMMITTEE FOR REVIEW. THE
MOTION WAS SECONDED BY SENATOR RHOADS AND CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.

The Chairwoman noted Ms. Morgan was correct that the committee adopted the first
reprint of Assembly Bill 444 with the planning commission addition and the BDR would be
reviewed during the next meeting of this committee for further refinements if necessary.

Item 2

2. Suggestion: If the proposed development follows a master pian. notice requirements
and public hearings do not need to be as inclusive and broad as if someone proposes
to change the plan. Amend the statutes to provide that if a proposal does not comply
with the adopted master pian. then specified notices and hearings are required. Also
provide an abbreviated notice and hearing process for a proposal that does comply
with the master plan.

Research revealed: There are numerous requirements for notices and heaﬂngs in
state statutes and local ordinances. Certain actions that require. by statute, varnous
Jevels of notice or hearing include agreements with local governing bodies concerning
the development of land: regional planning; adoption and amendment of master plans;
the determination, amendment and enforcement of zoning districts, regulations, and
restrictions: zoning adjustments: the granting of vanances and special use permits; and
the preparation of subdivision maps. More research will need to be conducted under
this topic, if the committee chooses to proceed with all or part of this suggestion and
defines the specific actions that would require fess or more hearings and notices.
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Possible action: This suggestion specifically requestec :he drarting of & related bill.

Ms. Bennett explained the number of statutes and local orainances that cculd be affected

by this suggesticn are numerous. The index of the Nevaca Revised Statutes shows that

there are many places where various notices and hearings are required.

Committee discussion of Item 2 inciuded the following:

»  Mr. Williams remzrked he would like to eliminate any unnecessary burdens _for
developers, builders. and locai governments, but does not want to surpass something

that protects people to take such action.

«  The Chairwoman stated the committee wants to be careful not to deny the public the
right to comment.

A brief discussion ensued between the Chairwoman and Mr. Horn rega_rding the
requirements of a developer who applies for approvai for a finai map, special use of
property that requires a public hearing, and a zone change.

Mr. Horn offered the following comments:

+ Homeowners exhibit the most interest in the notice and hearing process for proposed
developments.

+ The people who need homes are not represented in the process.

«  The notice provision has an effect on the approval of a development. As the number
of homeowners who are aware of and participate in a hearing increases, there is a
greater chance that the project wiil be objected to or denied.

Other comments by the committee members included:

- Senator Neal stated ltem 2 states if the proposai for the development meets the
requirement of the master plan. no notice should be required.

»  Mr. Nielson noted the public needs a chance to ccmment but if a deveioper complies
with ail the requirements of the master pian. it is questionable if the public needs a
second and third notice.

The Chairwoman asked staff to provide the committee with the following information:

» The type of notice and hearings currently required for master plan and zoning
changes in a community.
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»  Suggestions fcr protecung the puplic’'s rignt tc oe notified of hearings wniie requcing
the number cf notices required.
Item 3
3. Suggestion: Every housing project in Scarks. if it has more ihan six units. ‘must
have a speciai use permit. even if it is located in the right zone. Address this issue
jegisiatively.

Research revealed: The ordinances referred to in Sparks are: 1) 20.74.020,
“Permiited Uses. * which requires & special use permit for multipie-family resideqtial
development on iand ciassified R2; 2) 20.76.202. ‘Permitted Uses.” which requires
a speciai use permit for multipie-family residential deveiopments over six dwelling
units and boarding or rooming houses on land classified as R3: and 3) 20. 77.020,
‘Permitted Uses.  .vhich requires a spec:al use permit for boarding or rooming
houses. multiple famiiy residential deveiopments of over six dwelling units. and
single-farmify dwetiings of & permanent naiure on jand cizssified as R4.

Possible action:

[a] This suggestion specifically requested the drafting of a reiated bill; therefore, the
committee may reguest the drafting of a bill to ban such ordinances.

[b] Or, the committee may send a letter to city councils and cognty commissions,
requesting that they review their ordinances for simifar provisions and repeal or
modify them.

Actions in other states: California has initiated stricter enforcement of a law that
directs cities to anaiyze the impact of their reguiations on the availability of
affordable housing. lllinois created a citizen advisory council. called the Reguilatory
Barriers Committee. which is charged with evaiuating the effects of locaf zoning
regulations and building codes on affordable housing and expioring tactics for
removing barriers to the creation of afforgable housing.

Ms. Bennett expiained the crdinances were retatively old and may be under some review
at the current time. The committee cculd inquire of local governments if they have some
ordinances that need review and maype the locai government wouid consider changing
or repealing them.

Responding to Chairwoman Buckley, Barbara Powell. Planning Manager. City of Sparks.

Nevaaz stated the City of Sparks is reviewing this reguiation and ncted that. if the design
standards are in place. the speciai use permit is not necessary.
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MR. WILLIAMS MOVED THAT THE COMMITTEE SEND A VERY
DIPLOMATIC LETTER TO THE CITY OF SPARKS STATING THAT THE
COMMITTEE SUPPORTS AND ENCOURAGES ITS EFFORTS TO
REPEAL, AMEND OR ADD TO THESE ORDINANCES. MOTION
SECONDED BY SENATOR NEAL AND PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.
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EXCERPTS FROM THE MINUTES FOR MARCH 5, 1996, CONCERNTNG
ASSEMBLY BILL 444 AND RELATED RECOMMENDATIONS

COMMENTS BY LOCAL GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVES ABOUT

ASSEMBLY BILL 444 (FIRST REPRINT) OF
THE 1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The Chairwoman explained that the committee heard testimony at previous meetings from
community advocates, local developers, and nonprofit organizations about the problems
encountered in getting quality affordable housing projects approved at the zoning level.
The committee approved a tentative draft of Assembly Bill 444 (Exhibit B) and voted to
recommend its submission to the 1997 Session of the Nevada Legislature. To more fully
understand this bill, local governments were requested to provide relevant testimony to the
committee.

Steve Baxter, Planning and Zoning Division, City of North Las Vegas, Nevada, stated that
aside from the concems listed in Exhibit C, the City of North Las Vegas supports A.B. 444.
Mr. Baxter discussed:

. The language and intent of Section 3.1(c).

. The language of Section 3, subsection 2, which puts the burden of proof on the city
rather than on the piaintiff. He noted that, normally, the burden of proof in zoning

actions is put on the plaintiff and suggested this subsection be rewritten or
eliminated.

. The preference of the City of North Las Vegas is to retain its discretionary powers
to have affordable housing in regard to land use and zoning. He also noted that the
City of North Las Vegas will include housing affordability in its updated master plan.

Mr. Nielsen (previously identified on page 1 of these minutes) stated that if an affordable
housing property complies with the applicable master plan and zoning development, he did
not understand why such a development would not be supported.

Stephanie Tyler

Stephanie Tyler, representing the City of Sparks, Nevada, suggested as an alternative to
A B. 444 that state law prohibit special use permits for affordable housing. Each project
that meets the master plan and zoning requirements would not be forced to proceed
through the special use permit process which is designed to view a project differently.
Public input would be allowed, but not necessarily on a specific project.
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Kathryn Adele McClain

Kathryn Adele McClain, Management Analyst, Administrative Services, Clark County
(Nevada) Manager's Office, explained that the Nevada Association of Counties (NACO)
requested her office to comment on the First Reprint of Assembly Bill 444. Her written
testimony is Exhibit D. Ms. McClain noted that:

. It is the position of Clark County that the best way to mitigate the “Not in My
Backyard Syndrome” (NIMBY) is at the local level.

. The A.C.R. 38 Committee shouid instigate a research effort to identify the causes
of NIMBY and recommend specific mitigation measures.

. The definition of “low or moderate level of income” (Section 2 of A.B. 444) should
be changed to mean a household income that is less than 80 percent of the area
median income.

. The language in Section 4, subsections 1 through 3 (lines 13 to 48 on page 2, and
lines 1 to 9 on page 3) should be consistent with the desire of the Clark County
Board of County Commissioners to retain autonomy over locat planning and zoning
decisions while at the same time promoting the development of more affordable
housing. Replacement language is on page 2 of Exhibit C.

Mr. Nielsen stated that, when interviewing county commission candidates individually, they
express their support of affordable housing. He commented thar when these members are
sitting as a government entity and have many people in the audience discussing the
lowering of property values and other arguments, they have a tendency to weaken.

Mr. Homm's remarks covered the following issues:
. Builders do not need incentives to build affordable housing; they need permission.

. Home owners usually make up the majority of an audience at a public hearing
concerning affordable housing. Their interests are directly adverse to the
production of such developments and their objective is to increase property values.

. Local governments cannot withstand the political pressures that occur in public
hearings against affordable housing. This legislation would give them the
necessary backing to support these projects.

Responding to Mr. Phillips, Douglas Bell, Community Resources Manager, Las Vegas,
Nevada, stated that the Clark County District Attorney’s Office has determined that under
Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 244.1505, “Expenditure of public money; grant of public
money to private nonprofit organization,” counties are only allowed to make grants to
nonprofit agencies. Mr. Bell said his office is looking for expanded language that wouid
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also allow counties to make grants to for-profit agencies which would include the whole
host of federal funding sources (i.e., CDBG Program., HOME Program, and state Low-
income Housing Trust Fund).

Marvin Leavitt

Marvin Leavitt, representing the City of Las Vegas expressed concern that this legislation
puts more restrictions on a local elected govemning board to make certain decisions. Local
governments should be allowed some flexibility in dealing with the individual situation that
arises.

Pat Coward

Pat Coward, representing the City of Las Vegas, asked the committee to seriously consider
the issue of public input in the locai government decision making process.

Barbara McKenzie

Barbara McKenzie, representing the City of Reno, stated her organization will take a
position on the committee’s Bill Draft Requests (BDRs) after the 1996 General Election.
She reviewed a few concerns regarding A.B. 444 (which are listed in detail in Exhibit E).

. The way the bill is drafted wouid promote more litigation.

. The language of Section 3, subsection 2, puts the burden of proof on the city rather
than on the plaintiff.

. If this bill is passed, the city is concerned that it cannot require air conditioners for
senior citizen affordable housing.

Tom Grady
Tom Grady, Executive Director, Nevada League of Cities, noted this legisiation will affect
17 counties and 18 cities. In the rural areas, Lovelock and Mesquite (Nevada) cannot find

anyone to finance the affordable housing developments they need.

Mr. Horsey commented that the Housing Division is providing a list of lenders to officials
in Lovelock that would be willing to originate loans in that area.

Warren Hardy

Warren Hardy, representing the City of Mesquite, stated he is concerned with the burden
of proof issue and that the master plans of the community remain intact.
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Marv Teixeira

Marv Teixeira, Mayor of Carson City, stated that Carson City supports Clark County’s
position. He testified that Carson City approved a 90-unit affordable housing project with
rental fees that are comparable to others in Carson City. The only advantage to renting
from this project is it does not require a first and last month rental deposit. For that
affordable housing project, the City of Carson lost $40.000 in ad valorem tax revenue. Not
all lenders in the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
marketplace or low-income housing are benefactors to all communities.

Kathleen Jensen

Kathleen Jensen. Member of the Lyon County Board of Commissioners, addressed the
financial impact of A.B. 444:

. Lyon County, Nevada, has five subsidized housing projects that are not tax exempt.

. Three more tax-exempt projects wiil be buiit in the county. This creates a problem
and the committee should consider exempting the rural counties from giving these
projects tax-exempt status.

Nancy Dallas

Nancy Dallas, Chairman of the Lyon County Board of Commissioners, said housing should
be treated equally and local officials should be responsible for making relevant decisions.
She said the statement made earlier by Mr. Nielsen that local officials cannot handle the
political pressure of such decisions is offensive to her as an elected official. She
expressed concern about the tax exempt status of federally funded affordable housing.
Her written testimony (Exhibit F) covers the following topics:

. Economic burdens have been put on Lyon County by what it considers to be
inequities caused by current state law that provides for affordable housing.

. Lyon County has an almost equal number of personal property and real property
dwellings (4,608 manufactured versus 5,075 stick-built). Real property residents
carry 90 percent of the financial burden of financing the impacts caused by
residential growth.

. Lyon County is of the opinion that personal property (manufactured home) owners
should pay equaily for services rendered.

Chairwoman Buckliey requested representatives of the local governments to submit

concerns and specific suggestions for changes to solve the problems related to A.B. 444
as soon as possible for consideration at the next hearing.

95



The Chairwoman directed staff to compile for the committee some possible amendments
to A.B. 444 for consideration at the next hearing.
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EXCERPTS FROM THE MINUTES FOR JUNEC 4, 1996, CONCERNING
ASSEMBLY BILL 444 AND RETATED RECCMMENDATTONS

Legisiative Commission’s Committee to Study Housing Programs in Nevada
(A.C.R. 38)

WORK SESSION DOCUMENT
Final Action Items

June 4, 1996

This document contains those items that did not receive final action at the committee’s
meeting on April 9, 1996. and reorganizes the recommendations to place similar topics
together. (Earlier work session documents for this committee listed the suggestions in
the chronological order within which they were made.) The final section of this
document contains recommendations for which bill drafts were requested by a formal
vote of the committee. The drafted measures resulting from those recommendations
are attached for review and approval.

Each item in this document may be an action item for discussion, refinement, and vote.

I. RECOMMENDATIONS RELATING TO
LOCAL GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT IN AFFORDABLE HOUSING

1. Request a bill to prohibit local governments from adopting an ordinance that
prohibits or restricts residential developments based on certain characteristics
of the occupants.

The committee voted to resubmit the first reprint of Assembly Bill 444 of the
1995 Session for drafting with the expectation that additional discussion about,
and refinement of, the bill's provisions would ensue. The committee aiso
requested the inclusion of planning commissions in this redraft. See
Aftachment A (which is page 6 of Exhibit B).

The following amendments to the draft have been recommended:

a. Add a requirement that a local govemning body must zone its available
land to ailow for all types of housing. Prohibit the body from zoning all of
its land for only one or two types of residential use.

b. Add a definition of “affordable housing” that means owner-occupied
housing that is affordable for a household with a total gross income less
than 80 percent of the county’s median gross income and renter-
occupied housing that is affordable for a household with a total gross
income less than 60 percent of the county’s median gross income.
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Currently, the definition in Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 278.0103,
which applies to this bill draft request (BDR), indicates 110 percent.

Inciude a section that places the burden on the applicant to prove that the
units are affordable for the local jurisdiction. Such proof could include
documentation that the units are receiving federal or state housing
subsidies or that the developer is using deed restrictions to keep the units
affordable.

Eliminate paragraph (c) of subsection 1 of Section 3 (at the bottom of
page 3).

Eliminate subsection 2 of Section 3 (middle of page 4).
Exempt rural areas from this BDR.

Repiace subsections 1 through 3 of Section 3 with the following
language:

Sec. 3. 1. A goveming body should encourage a diversity of housing,
including affordable housing in the community.

2. A goveming body shall adopt specific implementation
measures to encourage affordable housing as part of the
Housing Element of the Master Plan, including, but not
limited to:

(a) Residential density bonuses;

(b) Land donations;

(c) Development fee waivers; and

(d) Expedited development review procedures.

3. NRS 375.070 is hereby amended to permit local
govermnments to use their allocation of property transfer tax
revenues for financial incentives for for-profit and nonprofit
affordable housing deveiopers, including, but not limited to,
development fee rebates, affordable housing trust funds,
down payment assistance, predevelopment expenses, and
land acquisition.
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Mr. Horn stated this bill requests iocal governments to inciude affordabiiity in the items
they consider in the approval of the projects.

Chairwoman Buckley noted:

. There is not enough affordable housing for low-income famiiies and senior
citizens.
. This bill would prohibit iocai governments from discriminating against a proposed

affordable housing project that meets the criteria of the master plan.

. She would work with the government agencies to keep their discretion, but
wants to stop some of the arbitrary discrimination.

Senator Mathews expressed concemn regarding the affordable housing probiem that the
rural areas in Nevada are experiencing.

It was Mr. Nielsen's opinion that the rurai areas have the ability to protect themselves
because they may turn down a project.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN TRIPPLE MOVED THAT ASSEMBLY BILL 444 BE
INCLUDED IN THE COMMITTEE'S FINAL REPORT WITHOUT A
RECOMMENDATION. MOTION SECONDED BY ASSEMBLYWOMAN
BUCKLEY AND PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

2. Request a bill to require that a proposed housing development be allowed to
apply for building permits after the staff review process, if the development is in
the proper zone and complies with the local government's approved master
pian, inciuding the community’s design standards. A related BDR may require
local governments to establish and publish minimum design standards that must
be met by proposed building profects of any kind.

3. Request a bill to prohibit a local requirement that an affordqble _hqusing
deveiopment obtain a special use permit. This suggestion IS s:mllar_ to
Recommendation No. 2 and was offered as an alternative to Recommendation
No. 1.

It was Mr. Regan's opinion that this request infringes on current county -regul_ations_. ‘He
stated that issuing permits after the staff review process may conflict with existing
county [aws.

Ms. Bennett expiained this recommendation was proposed to provide that if a project

meets the zoning requirements. it shouid go directly to the puiiding rather than the
speciai use permit process.
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Mr. Nielsen urged the committee to adopt this recommendation and noted this
procedure would oniy be avaiiable to projects that aiready meet all of the requirements
that a county or city establish for a particular piece of property in a specific zone.

Pam Barrett. representing the City of Reno. Nevada, stated the City of Reno currently
does not have a position on this issue.

StephanieTyler, representing the City of Sparks. Nevada, commented that Sparks is
reviewing its special use permit process. The city will be eliminating the special use
permit process in various areas which include affordable housing.

SENATOR RHOADS MOVED TO REJECT RECOMMENDATION
NOS. 2 AND 3 ON THE WORK SESSION DOCUMENT.

THE MOTION DIED FOR LACK OF A SECOND.
The committee agreed to include Recommendation Nos. 2 and 3 (that might be used

as alternatives to Assembly Bill 444) in the final report that will be presented to the
1997 Legislature for further consideration.
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APPENDIX J

Report entitled, “Account for Low-Income Housing
Activity Report Summary, dated April 18, 1996,
provided by Charles L. Horsey, ITl, Administrator,
Housing Division, Department of Business and Industry
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State of Nevada
DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY
Housing Division
1802 North Carson Street, Suite 154
Carson City NV 89710
(702) 687-4258/(800) 227-4960
Fax (702) 687-4040/687-6947

MEMORANDTUM

DATE: April 18, 1996
TO: Dana R. Bennett, Principal Research Analyst
FROM: Charles L. Horsey, III, Administrator CZZJ,
RE: ACR 38

% * % * * * k *
As promised, I have enclosed herewith the most recent report

regarding funding from the Account For Low Income Housing. This
information was requested at our last meeting.
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NEVADA HOQOUSING DIVISION
ACCOUNT FOR LOW-INCOME HOUSING ACTIVITY REPORT SUMMARY
(Report Date: 24/18/96)

Fiscal Year 1993 Welfare Set-Asgide

Funds Funds

Areaza/Jurisdiction Allccated Committed Remaining %
NV Welfare Dept. 61,537.74 61,537.74 0.00 100.0
¥Y1993 Totals --> 61,537.74 61,537.74 0.00
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ACCOUNT

Area/Jurisaicrion

City cf Henderson
Clark Ccunty

Nevada Housing Division

Rural Area
Washoe County

NEVADA
TC=E LOW-INCOME
{Reporz Date:

Fiscal Year 13985

Funds
Allocatced

184,834.
1,565,3510.
302,807.
445,728.
5289,694.

00

Fiscal Year 1895

Funds

Area/Juriscdiction Allccated
Carson City 23,814.00
Churchill County 10,877.05
City of Henderscn 36,242.00
Clark County 307,041.00
Douglas County 16,652.00
Elkco County 21,419.00
Lander County 2,875.00
Nye County 11,260.00
Washoe County 103,8462.00
FY1995 Totais --> 534,2142.05
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ZOUSING DIVISICN
ECUSING ACTIVITY

REPORT IZUMMARY
04/18/5¢:
Projects
runds
Committed Remaining
184,234.00 0.00
1,562,245.42 3,864.58
164,289.00 138,518.00
i82,£34.42 263,2%83.:8
529,£94.00 0.00
2,623,296.84 405,676.1%
Welfars Set-Aside
Funds
Committed Remaining
23,814.00 0.00
10,877.05 Q.00
0.00 36,242.00
307,041.00 0.00
16,6352.00 0.00
21,419.00 0.00
2,973.00 0.00
11,260.00 0.00
103,200.00C 862.00
497,038.05 37,104.00

100.
99.
54.
40.

100.

100.
100.

100.
100.
100.
100.
100.

s9.

0
8
3
S
0

o\®
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NEVADZ HOUSING ZIVISION
ACCOUNT FOR LCW-INCOME HCUSING ZCTIVITY REPCRT SUMMARY
(Report Date: C4/18/%6)

Tisczl Vear 1996 Projects

o _ Funds Tunds
Area/Jurisdicticn 2llccated Commictted Remaining
City cf Henderson 81,349.00 81,349.00 0.00 100.
Clark County 665,6959.00 56,€616.00 £09,083.00
Nevada Housing Division 127,590.00 0.00 127,3%0.00
Rural Area 183,971.00 0.00 183,971.00
Washoe County 217,282.00 217,292.00 0.00
FY19%6 Tctals --> 1,275,901.00 355,257.00 920,644.00

igcal Year 1995 Welfare g=tr-Asice

Funds Funds

Area/Jurisdiction Allocated Committed Remaining
Carson City 8,800.00 0.00 8,800.00
Churchiil County 4,020.00 0.00 4,020.00
Ccity of Henderson 15,951.00 0.00 15,951.00
Clark Ceounty 130,5258.00 130,529.00 0.00
Douglas County 6,154.00 0.00C 6,154.00
zlko County 7,887.00 0.00 7,8987.00
Lander County 1,100.00 1,100C.00 0.00
Lvon County 4,340.00 4,340.00 0.00
Nye County 4,161.00 4,161.00 0.00
Washoe County 42,606.00 0.00 42,606.00
©Y1996 Totals --> 225,5%8.00 140,1320.00 85,428.00
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NEVADA EQUSING ZIVIEICN
ACCOUNT TOR LIW-INCCME HOUSING ACTIVITY REZPORT ZETAIL

Project Total # of
runcs Project bl Type cI # of Fam
Ares/Jurisdicticn Commitzsd Drawdown in Preisct  Frojec:t Units asst’a
Fiscal Ysar 1993
NV Wwelfare Dept 61,537.74 £1,537.74 2.00 Helfars 225
Total TV1I893 -»> 0 225
Fiscal Y=ar 1985
Carscn City 102,500.G0 0.00 1C2,502.00 YNew Constr 24
Carscn City 23,814.%0 13,612.84 10,22C.04 WHelfare 26
Churcnill County 10,877.25 4,517.31 5,352.74 Welfars 44
City o2f Henderscn 184,834.70 2184,8324.C0 3.00 YNew Ccnstr &
Clarx Cocunty 150,000.20 ~-=20,000.00 37.00 YNew Ccnsctr 50
Clark Ccunty 62,512.20 52,512.00 3.00 New Cocnstr 24
Cilark County 428,994.C20 o. 428,554 .00 Acg oniy 100
Clark Ccunty 42,490.590 42,490. 0.00 Acg only 1
Clark County 14,440..5 14,440. 0.00 Mod Rehab
Clark County 20,270.00 20,270. 0.00 Mod Rehab 1
Clark Ccunty 8,749.22 8,749. 0.00 Mod Rehab 1
Clark County 4,700.00 4,689. 10.40 Mod Rehab 1
Clark County 11,400.00 11,400, 0.00 Mod Rehab 1
Clark County 19,027.00 14,372, 4,655.00 Mod Rehab 1
Clark County 12,400.00 6,040. 6,360.00 Mod Rehab 1
Clark County 100,000.00 0. 100,000.00 Acqg only 75
Clark Countcy 2,300. 295. 2,005.00 Mod Rehab 1
Clark County 30,000. 30,000. 0.00 Acg onily 1
Clark County 15,000 4,425. 10,375.00 New Constr
Clark County 24,800. 24 ,288. 511.42 Mod Rehnab 1
Claxrk County 21,036 21,036.55 2.00 Mod Rehab 1
Clarx County 10,696. i0,175. €21.00 Mod Rehab 1
Clark County 0. 0. 0.00 Mod Rehab
Clark County 5,300. 4,706. €23.99 Mod Rehab 1
Clark County 53,500C. 53,500. 7.00 Mod Rehab 1
Clark County 310,000 310,000. 7.00 Mod Renab 58
Clark County 89,000. 84 ,527. 4,472.35 Med Rehab 1
Clark County 62,839. 52,149. 10,659.48 Mcd Rehab 1
Clarkx County 62,531 .¢ 59,206. 3,384.50 Mod Rehab 1
Clark County 307,041, 307,041. 2.00 Welfare 1,074
Clarx County-N=D £3,0C0C. 50,617. 2,382.45 Acq onlily 1
Dougias County 16,632. 2,365. 14,237.00 Welfare 8
Zlkoc Zzunty 9,008.2 9,008. 3.00 Med Renab 1
Elkc County 435 .3 435. 7.00 Mod Rehab 1
Elko Ccunty 950.0 950. 7.00 Mod Rehab 1
=zlko Zcunty 6,7582.293 6,781. 3.00 Mod Rehab 1
Elko Zcunty 4,172.30 4,175.C .00 Mod Renab 1
Elko County 21,412.00 21,003.1 £15.88 Welfare 30
Lander County 2,978.20 2,975.0!¢ 2.00 Welfare iz
Minerzl County 3,224 .38 3,234, 7.00 Mod Rehnab 1
Mineral County 1,734.20 1,75¢.¢C 3.00 Mod Rehab 1
Minerzl Zountv 1,342.230 1,542, .00 108 Renab z
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ACCOUNT

trea/Jurisdiccion

Mineral
Jineral
Jye County
Nye County
Nye County
Nve County
Washoe
Aashoe
HAashoe
Washoe
Washoe
Washoe
Washoe

Aashoe

White Fine
White ZPine
White Zine
White Pine
white Pine
White Pine
White Pine
White Pine

Countvy
Councy

County
County
County
County
County
County
Zounty-NHD
County-NHD

County
County
Ccunty
County
County
County
County
County

City cf Henderson

Clark
Clark
Clark
Clark
Zlark
Tlark

Ccunty
County
County
County
County
County

—ander County

Lyon County

Nye County

dashoe County

NEVADA HOUSING
TOR LOW-INCOME HOUSIN

Project
Funds
Zommitted

2,125.00
2,900.00
2,700.00
4,130.00
=,680.00
21,260.00
100,000.00
152,893.00
25,107.00
$1,694.00
150,000.00
1¢3,000.00
£3,306.00
+3,083.00
2,300.00
3,560.00
7,350.00
5,710.00
4,015.00
3,850.00
2,734 .54
4,000.00

81,349.
11,424.00
9,744.00
8,856.00
13,008.00
3,584.00
130,529.00
1,100.
4,340.
4,161.
217,292.

00

00
00
00

Totzal
Project
Drawdown

3,125.00
2,900.00
2,700.00
4,130.C0
5,680.C0
11,260.C0
100,000.50
162,893.00
24,855 .93
0.00

0.00
15,000.00
0.00
43,082.00
2,300.00
3,560.00
7,350.00
5,710.00
4,015.00
3,850.00
2,734.54
4,000.00

Fiscal

81,349.00
469.00
406.00
365.00

130,528.C0
1,100.00
4,273.19
2,868.48
0.00
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Vear

DIVISION

G ACTIVITY

Dollars
Remaining
in FProject

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
251.07
89%,694.00
150,000.00
88,000.00
£8,3206.00
1.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Total

1896

0.00
190,955.00
3,338.00
8,487.00
12,008.00
13,584.00
0.00

0.00
£66.81
1,292.52
217,292.00

Total

REPORT DETAIL

Type of
Project

Mod
Mod
Mod

Rehab
Rehab
Rehab
Mod Rehab
Mod Rehab
Welfare
Acg only
New Constr
New Constr
New Constr
New Constr
Welfare
New Constr
Mod Rehab
Mcod Rehab
Mod Rehab
Mod Rehab
Mod Rehab
Mod Rehab
Mod Rehab
Mod Rehab
Mod Rehab
FY1995

->

New Constr
Rent As’t
Rent As‘t
Rent As’t
Rent As’'tC
Rent As’t
wWelfare
Welfare
Welfare
Welfare
New Constr
FY199¢

->

# of
Units

B R

i4

21

PRERREHEEPU

o e

# of
Fam
Asst’'d

36

57

761



APPENDIX K

A memorandum, from Ad Hoc State Housing
Programs Consolidation Committee, to members
of the Committee to Study Housing Programs
(A.C.R. 38) dated May 31, 1996
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Memorandum

To: ACR-38 Committee members

From: ad hoc state housing programs consolidation committee

Date: May 31, 1996

Re: Recommend move weatherization program to the Housing Division; pian for block grant
“commission™: and increase working relationships between programs.

I. Introduction

During the most recent ACR-38 committee hearing, committee members suggested that interested
persons meet with Chas Horsey of the Housing Division and personnel from other state housing
related programs to determine the feasibility and the appropriateness of combining various state
housing related programs. Under scrutiny were the Community Development Block Grant
program. three housing division programs, the U S Department of Energy's weatherization
program and the state’s federaily funded Energy office activities.

Several meetings were held. Though personnei from the weatherization program and the Energy
office were aware of the meetings, they did not attend. The CDBG and Housing programs
personnel attended, primarily Audrey Allen and Chas Horsey respectively. In addition, ACR-38
Committee member, Cloyd Phillips attended all meetings while ACR-38 committee member Bob
Nielsen attended one meeting. In addition Mike McMahan , Ann Harrington, both members of the
Housing Division’s Advisory Committee, and Emnest Nielsen attended the meetings.

The mission of the group was two fold:

1. determine if combining the programs led to administrative efficiencies, and

2. determine whether such combining of programs would produce synergies between the
programs; i.e. that various program doliars could be combined to achieve greater ieveraging of
private dollars or produce more impact than the effect of such programs today.

I1. Findings

« None of the programs scrutinized used state general fund dollars ( HOME, tax credit, CDBG,
Weatherization LIHTF, Energy office). In fact many of these programs generated Income.
The CDBG program generated funds from the operation of a revolving fund to fund a
contract statf to operate such revolving fund. The tax credit program generated fees. The
most significant income was generated by the state’s Housing Bond program. Although not
considered for consolidation. it's involvement in subsidizing the other three housing division
programs dominated the discussion. It’s revenue was generated from the $500 fee for each
$1,000,000 of Bond cap reserved. However the amount of such funds was dependent on the
amount of bond cap allocated to the Housing Division.
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Because of the subsidies as well as the technical support provided the three Housing Division
programs by the bond program. it was pretty clear that those three programs could not be
ripped away from the Housing Division and placed within the Economic Development
Commission.

Because the discussion was constrained by the ACR-38 time frame. there was insufficient time
to completely involve all players in detailed discussion. Thus the group could not respond to
the initial view of the EDC. which was that Community Development was a broader concept
than housing and thus CDBG should not be placed within a housing context. The response
would have been that the new administrative structure couid have been the division of
Economic, Housing and Community Development, a much broader concept.

22 of 42 states examined placed their HOME program funds in the same administrative
structure with their CDBG programs, but only 4 states (of the 42) placed their tax credit
program with their CDBG program (all four were also with the HOME program)

12 of the 22 state HOME programs examined included the DOE weatherization program with
HOME. We did not have the data to determine how many HOME programs that were not
combined with the CDBG programs were administered with the weatherization program
Myla Florence, administrator for the Welfare Division where the DOE weatherization
program is now administered, supports the concept that the weatherization program belongs
somewhere else.

Some members of the committee believe, but did not investigate, that the states which had
combined their HOME and CDBG programs enjoyed synergy from that consolidation and
believed such synergy would be developed from increased staff interaction. More research
should be done.

Some members of the committee believe that if this state does not have a plan in case HUD
does combine HOME and CDBG into one block grant by October 1st 1996, that we will be at
a disadvantage; bad decision making could occur leading to less effective or interrupted
delivery of those dollars to the community. Thus section four is provided for the committees
consideration

Section III, IV and V are the ad hoc committee’s recommendations.

III. Recommendations with respect to informal changes

The ACR-38 Committee should recommend that the Governor and the Directors of the Economic
Development Commission and the Department of Business and Industry to require more informal
and formal interactions between the CDBG, HOME, LIHTF and tax credit program staff. perhaps
including the Housing bond programs. These could include

Monthly meeting to explore new “products” and new markets; to be more creative.

The CDBG allocation system at the state level is rural. The Housing Division, by default must
focus much of'its energy on rural allocation as weil as delivery systems ( the urban
consortiums can handle much of these functions). Some combining of at least the best from
each delivery system could occur without program relocation. The agencies must take care, in
combining parts of delivery systems, that no one function is jeopardized.

The delivery system of each. though not the same style, could be enhanced and be made more
flexible via involvement by the other resource(s). In addition, one program’s products might
become more useful to the community through another program’s delivery system.
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* The Division of Housing statf and the CDBG staff couid visit urban and rural communities
together. Such structured visits would encourage communities to use the resources from
both groups. possibly in a combined and creative way. Such communities (customers) could
create unique and more comprehensive products designed just for that community’s needs.
Combined use of the resources mav simplify the delivery system from the customer s
perspective.

* The CDBG program and the Rural Economic and Community Development program
(formerly FmHA) on an informal basis discuss their community projects with each other, This
Process could be formalized. include the Housing Division and be further developed.

IV. Recommendations regarding potential Federal changes

Much speculation has occurred whether Congress will combine the CDBG and HOME program
into one block grant. If that happens it is likely that the resultant block grant will be smaller than
the combined total of HOME and CDBG today. If the state does not ready itself, such block
grant could lead to fights over allocations for monev and certainly an interruption in the delivery
of these programs. Rather than focus on an uitimate soiution for a moving target, the ad hoc
commuittee’s focus is on process.

Issues include: What should be the criteria by which to allocate between the current functions ;
There may be an end to distinctions between local entitlement areas and allocations to states
This would generate delivery issues including posing focal (county or city) delivery mechanism
against state delivery mechanisms. Clearly opportunities exist.

The ad-hoc committee suggests that the ACR-38 Committee recommend to the governor the
establishment of a “commission” which would come into existence if and when Congress
legislates that HOME and CDBG programs or any other combination of federal funding sources
involving housing are combined into a2 block grant. The Commission should be peopled by the
current program administrators, local government representatives, low income persons and/or
representatives, and persons involved in housing, economic and community development
throughout the state. The number of commission members should be small but should represent
the broadest range of users. The Commission should be allowed travel and other moneys to
defray costs, but should receive no salary or other reimbursement, and program staff from all
affected programs should staff the “Commission”

Policy should be developed concerning allocation between functions, including criteria to be used
for such purpose (e.g. AB 506 plans. Master Plans: Consolidated Plans etc.). where and when
local delivery mechanisms are preferable to state deliverv mechanisms and vice versa. and when
and under what circumstances. existing programs should be combined. At all times the .
Commission should ensure easy, flexible and direct delivery mechanisms. which are responsive t0
local community needs. and to the extent feasible involve local communities i program
development and delivery. To extent possible ailocation criteria should reflect need.

The ad hoc committee leaves it to the ACR-38 Committee to determine if statutory authority
needs to be developed to allow this recommendation to be implemented.
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V. Recommendation re Weatherization program
The committee recommends that the ACR-38 committee. recommend to the Governor to move
the U.S. Department of Energy’s Weatherization Assistance Program from the Division of
Welfare to the Housing Division.

* Buy in by ali parties

A. Myvla Florence

B. Chas Horsey

C. Claudia Comier

D. Charlotte Crawford

E.  Ann Andrinni and Katherine Cortez have been informed

* The weatherization program operates pursuant to 42 U.S.C 6863 et. seq. and 10 CFR 440.

* Itis better to move weatherization to Housing Division than the Energy programs ( also in B
and I) because the division’s programs (like weatherization) are operating programs ( with
allocation ot dollars and oversight) rather than the technical assistance programs comprising
the bulk of the Energy program budgets.

* ltis better to site the weatherization program with the Housing Division. than the CDBG
program as it is now operated because

A. Though CDBG has several set assides for special use, CDBG would have to develop new
skills and the program would be placed in a more narrow context. _

B. The Housing Division could integrate the weatherization delivery system into its existing
delivery svstems

C. The weatherization program is applied to residential structures, the sole focus of the
housing division.

D. The weatherization program could enhance the products available to the Housing
Division’s customers.

E. The Housing Division has statutory authority to address weatherization needs

* ltis better to move the weatherization program out of the Welfare Division because;

A. the program is unlike any other function operated by the division _

B. The DOE funding is getting so small that the program can not properly be run without an
infusion of general fund dollars, whereas if it were integrated into an already existing
delivery svstem, the administrative cost for that delivery system would be shared with
other funding sources.

114



APPENDIX L

Suggested Legislation
Page

BDR 41-229 Create a tax credit program to encourage gaming

licensees to provide affordable housing .. ............ 117
BDR 20-223 Provides exemption for obligors from submission of

Operating history before issuance of certain bonds. . ... .. 119
BDR 22-225 Authorizes counties and cities to adopt ordinances that

exempt certain land developers from limits on residential

density applicabletoland ...................... 125
BDR 32-227 Authorizes counties and cities to use proceeds from

real property transfer tax for development of

affordablehousing . .. ............ ... .. ..... 127
BDR 22-226 Revises provisions governing zoning restrictions on

manufacturedhomes. ........... . ... ... ..., 131
BDR 20-228 Authorizes counties and cities to convey certain property

to nonprofit organizations for development of affordable

housing . .. ... ... ... . . . e . 135
BDR R-222 Expresses Legislature’s support for affordable housing

and urges local governments to review and revise zoning

ordinances in manner that will promote development of

affordable housing . ... ... ... ... ... .. ... ..... 151
BDR R-224 Urge Congress to amend Recreation and Public Purposes

Act or to enact other legislation to facilitate use of

federal land for affordable housing ................ 155

115






BILL DRAFT REQUEST (BDR)
41-229

WAS NOT AVAILABLE
AT TIME OF PRINTING.

Please contact committee staff
for BDR status.
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SUMMARY-Provides exemption for obligors from submission of operating history

before issuance of certain bonds. (BDR 20-223)

FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: No.

Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: No.

AN ACT relating to public improvements; providing an exemption for obligors from the
submission of an operating history before the issuance of bonds for affordable
housing or residential housing for a corporation for public benefit; 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 244A.711 is hereby amended to read as follows:

244A.711 1. Except as otherwise provided in NRS 244A.703, after holding the
[required] public hearing [,] required by NRS 2444.707, the board of county commissioners
shall proceed no further [unless or] until it:

(a) Except as otherwise provided in subsection 2, determines by resolution the total
amount of money necessary to be provided by the county for the acquisition, improvement

and equipment of the project;
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(b) [Receives] If the project is a project other than one that is described in NRS
2444.69735, receives a 5-year operating history from the contemplated lessee, purchaser ,
[or] other obligor [, or from a parent] or other enterprise which guarantees principal and
interest payments on any bonds issued;

(c) Receives evidence that the contemplated lessee, purchaser, other obligor or other
enterprise which guarantees principal and interest payments, has received within the 12
months preceding the date of the public hearing, or then has in effect, a rating within one of
the top four rating categories of either Moody’s Investor Service, Inc. , or Standard and
Poor’s Corporation, except that a municipal or other public supplier of electricity in this
state, a public utility regulated by the public service commission of Nevada, the obligor
with respect to a project described in NRS 244A.6975, the owner of a historic structure, a
health and care facility or a supplemental facility for a health and care facility is not
required to furnish that evidence;

(d) Determines by resolution that the contemplated lessee, purchaser or other obligor
has sufficient financial resources tc; place the project in operation and to continue its
operation, meeting the obligations of the lease, purchase contract or financing agreement;
and

(e) If the project is for the generation and transmission of electricity, determines by
resolution that the project will serve one or more of the purposes set forth in NRS

244A.695 and specifies in the resolution its findings supporting that determination.
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2. If the project is for the generation and transmission of electricity, the board may
estimate the total amount of money necessary for its completion, and the total amount of
money which may be provided by the county in connection with the project may exceed the
estimate, without the requirement for any further public hearings to be held in connection
therewith, to the extent that the excess is required to complete the project or to finance any
Improvements to or replacements in the project and the county has previously determined
to finance the remaining costs of acquiring, improving and equipping the project.

3. The board may refuse to adopt such a resolution with respect to any project even if
all the criteria of subsection 1 are satisfied. If the board desires to adopt such a resolution
with respect to any project where any criterion of subsection 1 is not satisfied, it may do so
only with the approval of the state board of finance. In requesting this approval, the board
of county commissioners shall transmit to the state board of finance all evidence received
pursuant to subsection 1.

4. If any part of the project or improvements is to be constructed by a lessee or his
designee, a purchaser or his designee or an obligor or his designee, the board shall provide,
or determine that there are provided, sufficient safeguards to assure that all money provided
by the county will be expended solely for the purposes of the project.

Sec. 2. NRS 268.530 is hereby amended to read as follows:

268.530 1. After holding [a] the public hearing [as provided in] required by NRS

268.528, the governing body shall proceed no further until it:
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(a) Determines by resolution the total amount of money necessary to be provided by the
city for the acquisition, improvement and equipment of the project;

(b) [Receives] If the project is a project other than one that is described in NRS
268.5385, receives a 5-year operating history from the contemplated lessee, purchaser, [or]
other obligor [, or from a parent] or other enterprise which guarantees principal and interest
payments on any bonds issued;

(c¢) Receives evidence that the contemplated lessee, purchaser, other obligor or other
enterprise which guarantees principal and interest payments, has received within the 12
months preceding the date of the public hearing a rating within one of the top four rating
categories of either Moody’s Investor Service, Inc., or Standard and Poor’s Corporation,
except that a public utility regulated by the public service commission of Nevada, the
obligor with respect to a project described in NRS 268.5385, a health and care facility or a
supplemental facility for a health and care facility is not required to furnish that evidence;

(d) Determines by resolution that the contemplated lessee, purchaser or other obligor
has sufficient financial resources to place the project in operation and to continue its
operation, meeting the obligations of the lease, purchase contract or financing agreement;
and

(e) Finds by resolution that the project:

(1) Will provide a public benefit;
(2) Would be compatible with existing facilities in the area adjacent to the location

of the project;
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(3) Will encourage the creation of jobs for the residents of this state;

(4) Is compatible with the general plan of the city adopted pursuant to chapter 278 of
NRS; and

(5) If not exempt from the provisions of subsection 2 of NRS 268.527, will not
compete substantially with an enterprise or organization already established in the city or
the county within which the city is located.

2. The governing body may refuse to proceed with any project even if all the criteria of
subsection 1 are satisfied. If the governing body desires to proceed with any project where
any criterion of subsection 1 is not satisfied, it may do so only with the approval of the state
board of finance. In requesting the approval, the governing body shall transmit to the state
board of finance all evidence received pursuant to subsection 1.

3. If any part of the project or improvements is to be constructed by a lessee or his
designee, a purchaser or his designee or an obligor or his designee, the governing body
shall provide, or determine that there are provided, sufficient safeguards to assure that all

money provided by the city will be expended solely for the purposes of the project.
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SUMMARY—Authorizes counties and cities to adopt ordinances that exempt certain land
developers from limits on residential density applicable to land.

(BDR 22-225)

FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: No.

Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: No.

AN ACT relating to land use; authorizing the governing body of a county or city to adopt
an ordinance that allows a land developer to apply for an exemption from limits
on residential density applicable to the land if the developer includes affordable
housing in his development; 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. Chapter 278 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto a new section to
read as follows:
A governing body may adopt an ordinance that sets forth a procedure by which a person

who wishes to develop land may apply to the governing body for an exemption from the

125



limits on residential density applicable to that land if the development of the land includes
affordable housing.

Sec. 2. NRS 278.010 is hereby amended to read as follows:

278.010 As used in NRS 278.010 to 278.630, inclusive, and section 1 of this act,
unless the context otherwise requires, the words and terms defined in NRS 278.0105 to

278.0195, inclusive, have the meanings ascribed to them in those sections.
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SUMMARY—Authorizes counties and cities to use proceeds from real property transfer

tax for development of affordable housing. (BDR 32-227)

FISCAL NOTE: Effec_t on Local Government: No.

Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: No.

AN ACT relating to taxation; authorizing the use of proceeds from the real property
transfer tax for the development of affordable housing; 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 375.070 is hereby amended to read as follows:

375.070 1. The county recorder shall transmit the proceeds of the real property
transfer tax at the end of each quarter in the following manner:

(2) An amount equal to that portion of the proceeds which is equivalent to 10 cents for
each $500 of value or fraction thereof must be transmitted to the state treasurer who shall

deposit that amount in the account for low-income housing created pursuant to NRS

319.500.
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(b) The remaining proceeds must be transmitted to the county treasurer, who shall in
Carson City; and in any county where there are no incorporated cities, deposit them all in
the general fund, and in other counties deposit 25 percent of them in the general fund and
apportion the remainder as follows:

(1) If there is one incorporated city in the county, between that city and the county
general fund in proportion to the respective populations of the city and the unincorporated
area of the county.

(2) If there are two or more cities in the county, among the cities in proportion to
their respective populations.

2. If there is any incorporated city in a county, the county recorder shall charge each
city a fee equal to 2 percent of the real property transfer tax which is transferred to that city.

3. In addition to any other authorized use of the proceeds it receives pursuant to
subsection 1, a county or city may use the proceeds to pay expenses related to or incurred
Jor the development of affordable housing for families whose income does not exceed 80
percent of the median income for families residing in the same county, as that percentage is
defined by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development. The eligible
expenses include, but are not limited to:

(a) The costs to acquire land and developmental rights;

(b) Related predevelopment expenses;

(c) The costs to develop the land, including the payment of related rebates;
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(d) Contributions toward down payments made for the purchase of affordable housing;

and

(e) The creation of related trust funds.
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SUMMARY—Revises provisions governing zoning restrictions on manufactured homes.

(BDR 22-226)

FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: No.

Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: No.

AN ACT relating to land use; requiring zoning ordinances to include a manufactured home
within the definition of “single-family residence™; requiring a governing body to
adopt the same standards for development for a manufactured home as would
apply to a single-family residence developed on the same lot; authorizing
additional standards for a manufactured home under certain circumstances;
revising the conditions under which a governing body may prohibit the
installation of a manufactured home; 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 278.0209 is hereby amended to read as follows:

278.0209 1. In any ordinance relating to the zoning of land adopted or amended by a

governing body, the definition of “single-family.residence” must include [factory-built
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housing that has been built in compliance with the standards for single-family residential
dwellings of the Uniform Building Code most recently adopted by the International
Conference of Building Officials.

2. An ordinance of the governing body may require factory-built housing to comply
with standards for safety which exceed the standards prescribed in subsection 1 if a single-
family residential dwelling on the same lot is also required to comply with those standards.

3. The] a manufactured home.

2. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 3, a governing body shall adopt the
same standards for development for [the factory-built housing] a manufactured home and
the lot on which it is placed as those to which a conventional single-family residential
dwelling on the same lot would be subject, including, but not limited to:

(2) Requirements for the setback of buildings.

(b) [Side] Requirements for the side and rear yard . [requirements. ]

(c) Standards for enclosures, access and the parking of vehicles.

(d) [Aesthetic requirements.] Requirements relating to aesthetics.

(€) Requirements for minimum square footage.

[(1) Requirements for design, style and structure.

4. The]

3. A governing body may impose additional architectural requirements on a

manufactured home that would not be imposed on a conventional single-family residential
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dwelling constructed on the same lot as the manufactured home if the requirements relate
to the roof overhang, roofing material or siding material of the manufactured home.

4. A4 goverming body may prohibit the installation of [factory-built housing] a
manufactured home in a specified area if:

(a) More than [5] /0 years have elapsed between the date of manufacture of [factory-
built housing] the manufactured home and the date of the application for the issuance of a
permit to install [factory-built housing] the manufactured home in the affected area; or

(b) The area contains a building, structure or other object having a special character or
special historical interest or value [.] and the area, building, structure ov other object is
listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

5. As used in this section, [“factory-built housing™] “manufactured home” has the
meaning ascribed to it in NRS [461.080.] 4589.113.

6. The provisions of this section do not abrogate a recorded restrictive covenant.
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SUMMARY—Authorizes counties and cities to convey certain property to nonprofit

organizations for development of affordable housing. (BDR 20-228)

FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: No.

Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: No.

AN ACT relating to local governments; authorizing the board of county commissioners of
a county or the governing body of a city to convey certain property to nonprofit
organizations for the development of affordable housing; providing for the
reversion of that property under certain circumstances; 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. Chapter 244 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto a new section to
read as follows:

1. A nonprofit organization may submit to a board of county commissioners an
application for conveyance of property that is owned by the county if the Dproperty was:

(a) Received by donation for the use and benefit of the county pursuant to NRS 244.270.

(b) Purchased by the county pursuant to NRS 244.275.
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(c) Donated, dedicated, acquired in accordance with chapter 37 of NRS, or purchased
under the threat of an eminent domain proceeding for a public park public landing,
agricultural fairground, automobile parking ground or facility for the accommodation of
the traveling public, if the property cannot be reconveyed pursuant to NRS 244.290.

2. If a county that receives an application for conveyance pursuant to subsection 1 has
a planning commission, the board of county commissioners shall refer the application to
the planning commission. The planning commission shall consider the application and
submit its recommendation to the board.

3. Before the board of county commissioners makes a determination on such an
application for conveyance, it shall hold at least one public hearing on the application.
Notice of the time, place and specific purpose of the hearing must be:

(a) Published at least once in a newspaper of general circulation in the county.

(b) Mailed to all owners of record of real property which is located not more than 300
Jeet from the property that is proposed for conveyance.

(c) Posted in a conspicuous place on the property that is proposed for conveyance.

—C \MSh The hearing must be held not fewer than 10 days but not more than 40 days afier the notice
is published, mailed and posted in accordance with this subsection.

4. The board of county commissioners may approve such an application for
conveyance if the nonprofit organization demonstrates to the satisfaction of the board that
the organization will use the property to develop affordable housing for families whose

income does not exceed 80 percent of the median income for families residing in the same
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county, as that percentage is defined by the United States Department of Housing and
Urban Development.

5. If the board of county commissioners approves an application for conveyance, it
may convey the property to the nonprofit organization without consideration. Such a
conveyance must not be in contravention of any condition in a gift or devise of the property
to the county.

6. A board of county commissioners that has conveyed property pursuant to subsection
S shall:

(@) Prepare arnually a list which includes a description of all property that was
conveyed to a nonpraofit organization pursuant to this section; and

(b) Include the list in the annual audit of the county which is conducted pursuant to
NRS 354.624.

7. If 3 years after the date of a conveyance pursuant to subsection 5, a nonprofit
organization has not commenced construction of affordable housing, or entered into such
comiracts as are necessary to commence the construction of affordable housing, the
property that was conveyed automatically reverts to the county.

8. As used in this section, unless the context otherwise requires, “nonprofit
organization” means an organization that is recognized as exempt pursuant to 26 US.C. §
301(c)(3).

Sec. 2. NRS 244.290 is hereby amended to read as follows:
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244290 1. Except as otherwise provided in NRS 278.480 for the vacation of streets
and easements, the board of county commissioners of any county may reconvey all the
right, title and interest of the county in and to any land donated, dedicated, acquired in
accordance with chapter 37 of NRS, or purchased under the threat of an eminent domain
proceeding for a public park, public square, public landing, agricultural fairground, aviation
field, automobile parking ground or facility for the accommodation of the traveling public,
or land held in trust for the public for any other public use , for uses,] or any part thereof,
to the person:

(a) By whom the land was donated or dedicated or to his heirs, assigns or successors,
upon such terms as may be prescribed by a resolution of the board; or

(b) From whom the land was acquired in accordance with the provisions of chapter 37
of NRS, or purchased under the threat of an eminent domain proceeding, or to his heirs,
assigns or successors, for an amount equal to the appraised value of the land at the time of
the reconveyance.

ﬁ lULSh The reconveyance may be made whether the land is held by the county solely or as tenant
in common with any municipality or other political subdivision of this state under the
dedication.

2. If the county has a planning commission, the board shail refer the proposal for
reconveyance to the planning commission which shall consider the proposal and submit its

recommendation to the board.
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3. [The] Before the board makes a determination on such a proposal for reconveyance,
it shall hold at least one public hearing [upon] on the proposal . [for reconveyance.] Notice
of the time, [and] place and specific purpose of the hearing must be:

() Published at least once in a newspaper of general circulation in the county. [;]

(b) Mailed to all owners of record of real property which is located [within] not more
than 300 feet [of] from the land thar is proposed for reconveyance . [; and]

(c) Posted in a conspicuous place on the property . [and, in this case, must set forth
additionally the extent of the proposal for reconveyance.]

‘Flws V1 The hearing must be held not [less] fewer than 10 days [nor] bur not more than 40 days
after the notice is [so] published, mailed and posted [.] in accordance with this subsection.

4. If the board, after the hearing, determines that maintenance of the property by the
county solely or with a co-owner is unnecessarily burdensome or that reconveyance would
be otherwise advantageous to the county and its citizens, the board shall formally adopt a
resolution stating that determination. Upon the adoption of the resolution, the chairman of

the board shall execute a deed of reconveyance on behalf of the county and the county clerk
shall attest the deed under the seal of the county.

5. The board may sell land which has been donated, dedicated, acquired in accordance
with chapter 37 of NRS, or purchased under the threat of an eminent domain proceeding,

for a public purpose described in subsection 1, or may exchange that land for other land of

equal value, if:
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(a) The person from whom the land was received or acquired or his successor in interest
refuses to accept the reconveyance or [states in writing] provides a written statement that
he is unable to accept the reconveyance; or

(b) The land has been combined with other land fhar is owned by the county and has
been improved in [such manner as would reasonably preclude the division of the land,
together with the land with which it has been combined,] @ manner which reasonably
precludes the combined land from being divided into separate parcels.

6. The board may convey, without consideration, land that has been donated,
dedicated, acquired in accordance with chapter 37 of NRS, or purchased under the threat
of an eminent domain proceeding for a public purpose described in subsection 1 to a
nonprofit organization pursuant to section | of this act if:

(@) The person from whom the land was so obtained or his Successor in interest refuses
fo accept the reconveyance or provides a written statement that he is unable to accept the
reconveyance, or

~ (b) The land has been combined with other land that is owned by the county and has
been improved in a manner which reasonably precludes the combined land from being
divided into separate parcels.

Sec. 3. NRS 244A.739 is hereby amended to read as follows:

244A.739 1. [No] Except as otherwise provided in this section, a county shall [have
the power to] not pay out of its general fund or otherwise contribute any part of the costs of

acquiring, improving and equipping a project . [and]
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2. A county shall not [have the power to] use land already owned by the county, or in
which the county has an equity [(unless] interest Jfor the construction of a project unless:

{a) The land was specifically acquired for [uses of the character herein described or
unless the land is determined by the board] the purpose of a project;

(b) The board determines that the land is no longer [to be] necessary for other purposes
of the county [purposes), for the construction thereon of a project or any part thereof.

2] ;or

(c) The land is conveyed to a nonprofit organization pursuant to section I of this act.

3. The entire cost of acquiring, improving and equipping any project must be paid out
of the proceeds from the sale of the bonds, but this provision [shall not be construed to]
does not prevent a county from accepting donations of property to be used as a part of any
project or money to be used for defraying any part of the cost of any project, including the
completion of the project by the lessee, purchaser or obligor without any cost or liability to
the county.

Sec. 4. Chapter 268 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto a new section to
read as follows:

1. A4 nonprofit organization may submit to the governing body of a city an application
Jor conveyance of property that is owned by the city if the property was:

(@) Purchased or received by the city pursuant to NRS 268.008.

(b) Donated, dedicated, acquired in accordance with chapter 37 of NRS, or purchased

under the threat of an eminent domain proceeding for a public park public landing,
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agricultural fairground, automobile parking ground or Jacility for the accommodation of
the traveling public, if the property cannot be reconveyed pursuant to NRS 268.050.

2. I acity that receives an application for conveyance pursuant to subsection 1 has a
planning commission, the governing body shall refer the application to the planning
commission. The planning commission shall consider the application and submit its
recommendation to the governing body.

3. Before the governing body makes a determination on such an application for
conveyance, it shall hold at least one public hearing on the application. Notice of the time,
place and specific purpose of the hearing must be:

(@) Published at least once in a newspaper of general circulation in the city.

(b) Mailed to all owners of record of real property which is located not more than 300
Jeet from the property that is proposed for conveyance.

(c) Posted in a conspicuous place on the property that is proposed for conveyance.

“F‘b‘éﬂﬂze hearing must be held not fewer than 10 days but not more than 40 days after the notice
is published, mailed and posted in accordance with this subsection.

4. The governing body may approve such an application for conveyance if the
nonprofit organization demonstrates to the satisfaction of the governing body that the
organization will use the property to develop affordable housing for families whose income
does not exceed 80 percent of the median income Jor families residing in the same city, as
that percentage is defined by the United States Department of Housing and Urban

Development.
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5. If the governing body approves an application for conveyance, it may convey the
property to the nonprofit organization without consideration. Such a conveyance must not
be in contravention of any condition in a gift or devise of the property to the city.

6. A governing body that has conveyed property pursuant to subsection 3 shall:

(@) Prepare annually a list which includes a description of all property conveyed to a
nonprofit organization pursuant to this section; and

(b) Include the list in the annual audit of the city which is conducted pursuant to NRS
354.624.

7. If 5 years after the date of a conveyance pursuant to subsection 5, a nonprofit
organization has not commenced construction of affordable housing, or entered into such
contracls as are necessary to commence the construction of affordable housing, the
property that was conveyed automatically reverts to the city.

8. As used in this section, unless the context otherwise requires, “nonprofit
organization” means an organization that is recognized as exempt pursuant to 26 US.C. §
501(c)(3).

Sec. 5. NRS 268.050 is hereby amended to read as follows:

268.050 1. The governing body of any incorporated city in this state may reconvey
all the right, title and interest of the city in and to any land donated, dedicated, acquired in
accordance with chapter 37 of NRS, or purchased under the threat of an eminent domain
proceeding, for a public park, public square, public landing, agricultural fairground,

aviation field, automobile parking ground or facility for the accommodation of the traveling
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public, or land held in trust for the public for any other public use , [or uses,] or any part
thereof, to the person:

(a) By whom the land was donated or dedicated or to his heirs, assigns or successors,
upon such terms as may be prescribed by a resolution of the governing body; or

(b) From whom the land was acquired in accordance with chapter 37 of NRS, or
purchased under the threat of an emjnent domain proceeding, or to his heirs, assigns or
successors, for an amount equal to the appraised value of the land at the time of the
reconveyance.

‘F lblshThe reconveyance may be made whether the land is held by the city solely or as tenant in
common with any other municipality or other political subdivision of this state under the
dedication.

2. If the city has a planning commission, the governing body shall refer the proposal
for reconveyance to the planning commission which shall consider the proposal and submit
its recommendation to the governing body.

3. [The] Before the governing body makes a determination on such a proposal for
reconveyance, it shall hold at least one public hearing [upon] on the proposal . [for
reconveyance.] Notice of the time, [and] place and specific purpose of the hearing must be:

(a) Published at least once in a newspaper of general circulation in the city or county .
H

(b) Mailed to all owners of record of real property which is located [within] not more

than 300 feet [of] from the land that is proposed for reconveyance . [; and]
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(c) Posted in a conspicuous place on the property . [and, in this case, must set forth
additionally the extent of the proposal for reconveyance. ]

-F {usn The hearing must be held not {less] fewer than 10 days [nor] but not more than 40 days
after the notice is [so] published, mailed and posted [.] in accordance with this subsection.

4. If the governing body, after the hearing, determines that maintenance of the
property by the city solely or with a co-owner is unnecessarily burdensome or that
reconveyance would be otherwise advantageous to the city and its citizens, the governing
body shall formally adopt a resolution stating that determination. Upon the adoption of the
resolution, the presiding officer of the governing body shall execute a deed of reconveyance
on behalf of the city and the city clerk shall attest the deed under the seal of the city.

5. The governing body may sell land which has been donated, dedicated, acquired in
accordance with chapter 37 of NRS, or purchased under the threat of an eminent domain
proceeding, for a public purpose described in subsection 1, or may exchange that land for
other land of equal value, if:

(a) The person from whom the land was received or acquired or his successor in interest
refuses to accept the reconveyance or [states in writing] provides a written statement that
he is unable to accept the reconveyance; or

(b) The land has been combined with other land that is owned by the city and has been
improved in [such] a manner [as would reasonably preclude the division of the land,
together with the land with which it has been combined,] which reasonably precludes the

combined land from being divided into separate parcels.
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6. The governing body may convey, without consideration, land that has been donated,
dedicated, acquired in accordance with chapter 37 of NRS, or purchased under the threat
of an eminent domain proceeding Jor a public purpose described in subsection | to a
nonprofit organization pursuant to section 4 of this act if:

(@) The person from whom the land was so obtained or his successor in interest refuses
t0 accept the reconveyance or provides a written statement that he is unable to accept the
reconveyance; or

(b) The land has been combined with other land that is owned by the city and has been
improved in a manner which reasonably precludes the combined land from being divided
into separate parcels.

Sec. 6. NRS 268.558 is hereby amended to read as follows:

268.558 1. [No) Except as otherwise provided in this section, a city shall [have the
power to] not pay out of its general fund or otherwise contribute any part of the cost of
acquiring, improving and equipping a project . [and]}

2. A city shall not [have the power to] use land already owned by the city, or in which
the city has an equity {(unless] interest Jor the construction of a project unless:

(@) The land was specifically acquired by the city for [uses of the character herein
described or unless the land is determined by] the purpose of a project;

(b) The govemning body determines that the land is no longer [to be] necessary for other
[municipal purposes), for the construction thereon of a project or any part thereof.

2.] purposes of the city; or
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(¢c) The land is conveyed to a nonprofit organization pursuant to section 4 of this act.

3. The entire cost of acquiring, improving and equipping any project must be paid out
of the proceeds from the sale of the bonds, but this provision [shall not be construed to]
does not prevent a city from accepting donations of property to be used as a part of any
project or money to be used for defraying any part of the cost of any project, including the
completion of the project by the léssee, purchaser or obligor without any cost or liability to
the city.

Sec. 7. NRS 354.624 is hereby amended to read as follows:

354.624 1. Each local government shall provide for an annual audit of alt of its:

(a) Funds;

(b) Account groups; and

(¢) Separate accounts established pursuant to NRS 354.603.

A local government may provide for more frequent audits as it deems necessary. Except as
otherwise provided in subsection 2, each annual audit must be concluded and the report of
the audit submitted to the governing body as provided in subsection 5 not later than 5
months after the close of the fiscal year for which the audit is conducted. An extension of
this time may be granted by the department of taxation to any local government [which
makes] that submits an application for an extension [] to the department. If the local
government fails to provide for an audit in accordance with the provisions of this section,
the department of taxation shall cause the audit to be made at the expense of the local

government. All audits must be [made] conducted by a public accountant who is certified or
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registered or by a partnership or professional corporation that is registered [under] pursuant
to the provisions of chapter 628 of NRS.

2. The annual audit of a school district must be concluded and the report submitted to
the board of trustees as provided in subsection 5 not later than 4 months after the close of
the fiscal year for which the audit is conducted.

3. The governing body may, without requiring competitive bids, designate the auditor
or firm annually. The auditor or firm must be designated not later than 3 months before the
close of the fiscal year for which the audit is to be made.

4. Each annual audit must cover the business of the local government during the full
fiscal year. It must be a financial audit conducted in accordance with generally accepted
auditing standards, including comment on compliance with statutes and regulations,
recommendations for improvements and any other comments deemed pertinent by the
anditor, including his expression of opinion on the financial statements. The department of
taxation shall prescribe the form of the financial statements , [must be prescribed by the
department of taxation,] and the chart of accounts must be as nearly as possible the same as
the chart that is used in the preparation and publication of the annual budget. The report of
the audit must include:

(2) A schedule of all fees imposed by the local government which were subject to the
provisions of NRS 354.5989;

(b) A comparison of the operations of the local government with the approved budget

[and], i'ncluding a statement from the auditor that [previously noted] indicates whether the
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governing body has taken action by adoption as recommended by adoption with
modifications or by rejection on any deficiencies in operations and [previously made]
recommendations for improvements [contained] which were noted or made in previous
reports ; [have been acted upon by adoption as recommended, adoption with modifications
or rejection; and]

(¢) A statement from the auditor [indicating] that indicates whether each of the
following funds established by the local government is being used expressly for the
purposes for which it was created, in the form required by NRS 354.6241:

(1) An enterprise fund.
(2) Anintemal service fund.
(3) A trust and agency fund.
(4) A self-insurance fund.
(5) A fund whose balance is required by law to be:
(I) Used only for a specific purpose other than the payment of compensation to a
bargaining unit, as defined in NRS 288.028; or
() Carried forward to the succeeding fiscal year in any designated amount [] ;
and

(d) Alist and description of any property conveyed to a nonprofit organization pursuant
to section I or 4 of this act.

5. The recommendations and the summary of the narrative comments contained in the

report of the audit must be read in full at a meeting of the governing body held not more
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than 30 days after the report is submitted to it. Immediately thereafter, the entire report,
together with any related letter to the governing body required by generally accepted
auditing standards or by regulations adopted pursuant to NRS 354.594, must be filed as a
public record with:

(a) The clerk or secretary of the governing body;

(b) The county clerk;

(c) The department of taxation; and

(d) In the case of a school district, the department of education.

6. The governing body shall act upon the recommendations of the report of the audit
within 3 months after receipt of the report, unless prompter action is required éonceming
violations of law or regulation, by setting forth in its minutes its intention to adopt the
recommendations, to adopt them with modifications or to reject them for reasons shown in

the minutes.
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SUMMARY—Expresses Legislature’s support for affordable housing and urges local
govemments to review and revise zoning ordinances in manner that will

promote development of affordable housing. (BDR R-222)

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION—Expressing the Legislature’s support

for affordable housing for families of low income; urging local governing bodies
to review and revise any zoning ordinances that may impede the development of
affordable housing; urging local governing bodies to produce a regulatory

environment that promotes and supports the development of affordable housing.

WHEREAS, The shortage of safe, decent, sanitary and affordable housing for families of
low 1income éontinues to be a significant problem in this state; and

WHEREAS, When the cost of even minimal housing is placed out of the financial reach of
a significant portion of our population, several negative impacts are felt by our society,
including increased social welfare and related governmental costs arising from the
impairment of the security of the family structure; and

WHEREAS, It is critical that the development of affordable housing in this state be
facilitated by Nevada’s local governments; and

WHEREAS, Some local zoning ordinances have the effect of impeding the development
of affordable housing 1n this state, even projects fof affordable housing that are a part of the

community’s master plan; and
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WHEREAS, It is important for each local goveming body to review its ordinances and
practices to identify any such impediments; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED BY THE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, THE CONCURRING,
That the Legislature of the State of Nevada hereby acknowledges that the development of
affordable housing for low-income households is of critical importance to the continued
economic and social well-being of this state; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Legislature hereby expresses its support for the continued
development of affordable housing; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Legislature hereby urges local governing bodies to review their
respective zoning ordinances and analyze the effect of those ordinances on the development
of affordable housing; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Legislature hereby urges loéal governing bodies to repeal those
zoning ordinances that prohibit, restrict, obstruct or in any way discourage the local
governing body from approving a project for affordable housing that complies with the
community’s master plan; and be 1t further

RESOLVED, That the Legislature hereby urges local govemning bodies to take such action
regarding their zoning ordinances as are necessary to produce a regulatory environment that
results in the promotion of and support for the development of affordable housing for low-

income residents in this state; and be it further
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RESOLVED, That the of the prepare and transmit a copy of this

resolution to each board of county commissioners in this state and to each city council in

this state.
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SUMMARY—-Urges Congress to amend Recreation and Public Purposes Act or to enact
other legislation to facilitate use of federal land for affordable housing.

(BDR R-224)

FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: No.

Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: No.

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION—Urging Congress to amend the Recreation and

Public Purposes Act or to enact other legislation to facilitate the use of federal

land for affordable housing.

WHEREAS, Approximately 87 percent of the land in Nevada is owned by the Federal
Government; and
/WHEREAS, Nevada has experienced a dramatic increase in its population during the last
two decades; and -
WHEREAS, The rate of increase in the population of Nevada is one of the highest in the
nation; and

WHEREAS, As of the last census, Nevada has approximately 95,000 families of low

income who are in need of affordable housing; and
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WHEREAS, The shortage of affordable housing has forced some families of low income
with children to occupy motels that have few or no facilities for the preparation and storage
of food and that serve as an inadequate substitution for providing housing for children; and

WHEREAS, Several thousand senior citizens in Nevada are also unable to find affordable
housing that is safe and sanitary; and

WHEREAS, The current shortage of affordable housing in Nevada is directly related to
the high cost of available land in the state; and

WHEREAS, Congress controls a considerable amount of federal land in Nevada that may
be used to provide affordable housing for persons of low income; and

WHEREAS, During the 104th session of Congress, United States Senator Richard Bryan
proposed an amendment to the Recreation and Public Purposes Act (43 U.S.C. §§ 869 et
seq.) which, if it had been enacted, §vould have included affordable housing as a public
purpose for which public lands may be disposed of in any manner to governmental bodies
a;ld to nonprofit corporations; and

WHEREAS, During the 104th session of Congress, Representative John Ensign joined
Senator Bryan in introducing the Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act of 1996,
which, if it had been enacted, might have provided additional opportunities for the
acquisition of land in the Las Vegas Valley to be used to provide additional sites for
affordable housing; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY AND SENATE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, JOINTLY, That the

Nevada Legislature supports the efforts of Senator Bryan and Representative Ensign in this
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regard and urges the Nevada Congressional Delegation to continue to bring this issue
before Congress; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Congress of the United States is hereby urged to adopt an
amendment to the Recreation and Public Purposes Act which would inclucie affordable
housing as a public purpose for which public lands may be disposed of in any manner to
governmental bodies and to nonprofit corporations; and be it further

RESOLVED, That if Congress does not adopt such an amendment to the Recreation and
Public Purposes Act, that Congress is hereby urged to enact legislation that would allow the
sale of public lands to local governments and to nonprofit corporations at a price that is less
than the fair rﬁarket value of the land so that affordable housing projects may be developed,
and be it further

RESOLVED, That the chief clerk of the assembly prepare and transmit a coéy of this
resolution to the Vice President of the United States as the presiding officer of the Senate,
tl;e Speaker of the House of Representatives and each member of the Nevada
Congressional Delegation; and be it further

RESOLVED, That this resolution becomes effective upon passage and approval.
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