
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

NEVADA LEGISLATURE 
COMMITTEE TO CONSULT WITH THE DIRECTOR 

(Nevada Revised Statutes [NRS] 218E.225) 
 

SUMMARY MINUTES AND ACTION REPORT 
The second meeting of the Nevada Legislature’s Committee to Consult with the 
Director was held on Friday, August 27, 2010, at 1:20 p.m. in Room 4412, Grant 
Sawyer State Office Building, 555 East Washington Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada.  The 
meeting was videoconferenced to Room 3138 of the Legislative Building, 401 South 
Carson Street, Carson City, Nevada.  A copy of this set of “Summary Minutes and 
Action Report,” including the “Meeting Notice and Agenda,” is available on the 
Nevada Legislature’s website at http://www.leg.state.nv.us/interim/75th2009/committee.  
In addition, copies of the audio record may be purchased through the Legislative 
Counsel Bureau’s Publications Office (e-mail: publications@lcb.state.nv.us; 
telephone:  775.684.6835). 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT IN LAS VEGAS: 

Assemblyman John Oceguera, Chair 
Senator Steven Horsford 
Senator John J. Lee 
Senator Joyce Woodhouse 
Assemblyman Tick Segerblom 
 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT IN CARSON CITY: 
Assemblyman Pete Goicoechea 
Assemblywoman Debbie Smith 
 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS WHO WERE ABSENT: 
Senator William J. Raggio 
Assemblyman Marcus Conklin 

 
LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU (LCB) STAFF PRESENT: 

Lorne J. Malkiewich, Director 
Donald O. Williams, Research Director 
H. Pepper Sturm, Chief Deputy Research Director 
Susan Furlong Reil, Chief Clerk of the Assembly 
Sylvia A. Wiese, Executive Assistant 

 
OPENING REMARKS 

Chair Oceguera called the meeting to order at 1:20 p.m.  Exhibit A is the agenda.  
Certain items may have been taken out of order but were placed in agenda order 
in the minutes for purposes of continuity. 
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE JUNE 14, 2010, MEETING 
 

The Committee APPROVED THE FOLLOWING ACTION: 
 

SENATOR LEE MOVED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE JUNE 14, 
2010, MEETING HELD IN LAS VEGAS.  THE MOTION WAS SECONDED 
BY ASSEMBLYMAN SEGERBLOM AND PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
BILL DRAFT REQUESTS: 
 
· Number of BDR’s Authorized for Various Classifications of Requesters 

 
Lorne J. Malkiewich, Director, Legislative Counsel Bureau, reviewed the charts in 
the packet under II.A. (See Exhibit B.) 
  

o The chart titled 2009 Bill Draft Requests shows how many bill drafts were 
requested, how many were introduced and how many were enacted. 

o Mr. Malkiewich explained prior to limitations and deadlines, bill drafts were 
unlimited and could be submitted through the end of session.  In order to 
get a handle on this, the number of bills the legislators could request was 
limited and deadlines for the requests were set.  Initially deadlines were 
placed in resolutions passed by the Legislature to apply to the next 
session, but now they are in statute, except that the limitations for 
legislators during session are placed in joint rules. 

o In the 2007 session, SB 490 was introduced to try to reduce the number of 
BDR’s allowed and to shift more of them to the Legislature rather then 
have bills drafted and submitted on behalf of local governments and state 
agencies.   

o Mr. Malkiewich pointed out the effectiveness of the limitations, that the 
total number of 1,339 measures requested last session, compared to the 
1,536 in 2007 and 1,499 in 2005, met the goal to reduce the number of 
bills.  One of the biggest misconceptions concerning bill drafts is that it 
seems like all the bills are coming from the local governments or state 
agencies, but looking at the raw numbers of introduced bills from last 
session, 900 out of 1,121 bills were requested by legislative requesters and 
only 214 by non-legislative requesters.  The 214 bills includes 54 bills that 
were requested by the Department of Administration to carry out the 
budgets.  Of the enacted bills, approximately 480 legislative bills and 120 
non-legislative bills passed, which is about a 4:1 ratio.  In general, the non-
legislative bill passage rate is higher than the legislator passage rate.  
While this seems counterintuitive, that is the way you should have it 
because you want to make sure every legislator has a chance to introduce 
all the measures that he or she thinks are appropriate for their district and 
constituents not necessarily to pass all of them, but to ensure that they get 
to put their agenda forward.  The non-legislative requests are generally 
housekeeping matters and do not need to be tied to an individual legislator.  
It is a matter of a local government or state agency trying to fix a particular 
problem.  Mr. Malkiewich thanked the Research Division for putting this 
very helpful information together every session. 
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o Senator Lee asked if the number of bills for cities and counties was based 
on population and Mr. Malkiewich referred to NRS 218D.205 (see Exhibit 
B, section II.A.) which explains and defines those numbers by population.  
Mr. Oceguera interjected that the thought behind this was that an 
individual legislator would get more BDR’s to represent his or her area 
better; for instance, if the city of Mesquite was in a legislator’s district they 
would go to that individual legislator to request legislation if necessary and 
the legislator would have more BDR’s available. 

o Senator Lee asked when population numbers change would the State 
Demographer look at those changes so that adjustments would be made in 
the next session?  Mr. Malkiewich responded that, in general, most of the 
statutes that refer to population would be determined by the last census.  
Right now those numbers are determined by the 2000 Census, however, 
the statute can be changed.    

o Continuing, Mr. Malkiewich referred the Committees’ attention to the 
statutes included in the packet (see Exhibit B, II.A.).  NRS 218D.100.2(a) 
says, “…Legislative Counsel shall not: (a) Assign a number to a request for 
the drafting of a bill or resolution…” and, at the end of the statute, “…until 
sufficient detail has been received to allow complete drafting of the 
legislative measure…” and, (b) “Honor a request to change the subject 
matter of request for the drafting of a bill or resolution for any session of 
the Legislature after it has been submitted for drafting.”  Also, “(c) 
…combined in violation of Section 17 of Article 4 of the Nevada 
Constitution.”  Basically, paragraph (c) means the “single subject rule.”  
When the number of authorized requests is cut, a legislator cannot  
combine requests unless they are the same subject. 

o Mr. Malkiewich said NRS 218D.105 covers another one of the general 
requirements:  all the non-legislative requesters need to get their 
measures to the Legislative Counsel by September 1st.  Another helpful 
change made in SB 490 (2007) was the requirement seen at the end of 
most of these sections concerning non-legislative requests that says:  “The 
measures requested pursuant to this section must be prefiled on or before 
December 15th preceding the regular session.  A measure that is not pre-
filed on or before that date shall be deemed withdrawn.”  This resulted in 
having a large number of local government and state agency bills prefiled 
before the 2009 session.  

o Mr. Malkiewich indicated the final tables (see Exhibit B II.A.) show the 
number of requests, the number of requesters, along with the 
corresponding legal citations in the new NRS sections.   

 
· Establishment of Secondary Deadlines for Submitting Details Concerning 

Requests 
 

Mr. Malkiewich said since the deadlines are all in statute that is where changes of 
this type would be made.  There was also discussion about term limits and term-
limited legislators requesting their maximum number of BDR’s which is 
something that also could be dealt with by statute. 
 
Mr. Malkiewich said where the plan wavered last time was having a large number 
of bill drafts well in advance of session but as the session deadlines neared, 
getting a flood of bills.  We do not want all the bills coming in between day 43 
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and day 50 because that causes a logjam towards the First House Passage 
deadline.  Where we need to try to get more bills is from December 15th through 
the early part of session.  What happens is a legislator turns in a request with 
some details but not all.  The bill drafter starts reviewing it and contacts the 
legislator and says:  “I need a couple of key decisions here, there are three or 
four different ways you can go on this.”  The bill drafter is waiting for the 
response and the requester is waiting for the deadlines.  As the deadlines for 
introduction approach, the question legislators ask is, “Where are all my bills?” 
and the response is, “Well, we’re waiting for decisions and details.”  Now staff 
starts getting the details and the rush is on.  The need is to set a different 
deadline for submitting final details.  If the current deadline for requesting bills is 
July 1st or September 1st, the proposed secondary deadline is December 1st.  The 
interim studies proposed by the legislature have to turn in their bills by July 1st 
and the interim studies recommended by the Legislative Commission technically 
have until September 1st.  The first deadline for the Assembly and Senate 
members and all the statutorily created committees is September 1st.  After 
discussions with Brenda Erdoes, Legislative Counsel, who was unable to attend 
this meeting, the proposal is that early requests from individual legislators have 
a secondary deadline of December 1st.  That works well with the local 
government bills that need to be prefiled by December 15th.  As we get close to 
that deadline there is a decline in the number of state agency and local 
government bills, which means that around December 1st it would be helpful to 
get more bill drafts in for better workflow. 
 
Chair Oceguera said he is supportive of this and of moving the workload back but 
asked how it would specifically work?  Mr. Malkiewich answered the Legislative 
Counsel would like to utilize her Bill Drafting Advisers who would contact the 
legislators, advise them of upcoming deadlines and of which bills need details to 
complete drafting.   
 
Mr. Malkiewich said he would like to avoid having the Legislative Counsel making 
determinations of what is or is not sufficient resulting in a legislator’s bill not 
being drafted as opposed to the legislator who provided the details getting their 
bills finished.  In discussions with Ms. Erdoes, she indicated what would help her 
would be giving her the ability to say, “Leadership or the Committee to Consult 
with the Director said these are the deadlines by which you need to provide 
details.”  Using that as a follow up to get those details would be helpful.  Going 
further than that would put her in the difficult position of how to determine what 
is sufficient detail and having to tell a legislator that his or her bill is suddenly 
withdrawn.   
 
Mr. Malkiewich said as a practical matter, the lack of details would simply push 
the bill down the pile.  In general, bills are drafted in the order they come in, if 
there is a problem, a bill is going to be held but we are trying to avoid holding it 
indefinitely.  The idea is as deadlines are approaching the Bill Drafting Adviser is 
going to call and remind the legislator of the deadline and they need to get the 
necessary information in.  It would increase the level of compliance substantially 
by just saying leadership has directed that you need to follow up on these bills 
now, not in February.  If a bill is lacking details it is just not going to be drafted 
because, out of necessity, the drafters will be working on others with all the 
details. 
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Mr. Goicoechea suggested the if the secondary deadline is not met to deem it 
withdrawn, and the Legal Division would inform the legislator that the bill did not 
have sufficient details.  That would give the legislator, if they felt strongly about 
the legislation, the opportunity to cover it with another bill by the December 15th 
deadline.  If we are going to put a deadline in, make it a deadline and allow the 
Legal Division to go ahead and notify those people who have not responded 
adequately that it will be withdrawn, if the pertinent information is not in by that 
date and they have the opportunity to go ahead and refile a subsequent BDR 
before the December 15th deadline.  Mr. Malkiewich responded Mr. Goicoechea is 
suggesting deadlines for the details and not targets or guidelines.  The idea 
behind the deadlines would be that a legislator knows this would be a very 
important part of the process, that the Legal Division would be contacting then 
about getting details and there would be no misunderstanding about supplying 
those details.  However, he is not suggesting withdrawing bills, that would be a 
pretty serious sanction that would require the Legislative Counsel to police the 
process.  What we are proposing is that if the deadline is missed the bill is not 
going to be drafted as quickly as others.  
 
Senator Horsford asked where the Interim Finance Committee would fit under 
this and where do they fall in the timeline?  Mr. Malkiewich replied that NRS 
218D.160 specifically gives the Interim Finance Committee and Legislative 
Commission bills.   
 
Senator Horsford said his only concern is if the proposed timeframe is adequate 
for the Interim Finance Committee.  He said the Interim Finance Committee 
typically has certain waiver provisions during session and thinks we should have 
similar flexibility in drafting and since we are trying to have a process that is very 
clear and consistent he would like us to go ahead and clarify it now.  Mr. 
Malkiewich said the statute says:  “The Chair of the Interim Finance Committee 
may request the drafting of not more than ten legislative measures before the 
commencement of the regular session.”  Therefore, they have right up to the 
start of the session to request a measure.  
 
The Chair Oceguera asked if the policy on secondary deadlines would be in 
writing?  Mr. Malkiewich answered that the Legal Division already sends 
legislators a list of their bills with their current status which would include an 
indication of the need for details.  Mr. Malkiewich suggested that perhaps 
leadership impress on their caucuses that this is important and is something that 
will make the session run better.  Each of the caucuses can let their members 
know that we are going to have enough challenges this session, we need to make 
sure that we have the bills flowing as well as possible and the Legislative Counsel 
needs as much help as possible in getting these details.  As far as something in 
writing, if the Bill Drafting Advisers are contacting legislators about their bills and 
informing them that if after December 1st, the secondary deadline for drafting, 
they are still lacking details, their bills no longer will be actively worked on by the 
drafters.  Perhaps that would have a some impact and hopefully get a response 
and get those additional details at that point. 
 
Chair Oceguera said that after discussion with Senator Horsford he sees the point 
of the Legislative Counsel not feeling comfortable policing them that maybe the 



 

6 

good compromise is the written notice that these bills are now on inactive status 
and no longer being worked on, and hopefully that would get people to give the 
details.  Ms. Smith said maybe the way to look at it is since this is a new idea. 
We could see how it works this session and we would be able to make 
recommendations for the future sessions based on how this goes. 
 
Mr. Malkiewich said since all the deadlines are in statute, the secondary deadlines 
could be as well.  Chair Oceguera requested Mr. Malkiewich to remind him to 
have the Legislative Commission put that in bill draft form.   
 
Mr. Malkiewich said the secondary deadline for requests due December 15th  
would be January 15th which is when the rest of the legislators’ presession bills 
are due.  The next two deadlines are February 7th for the various officers, the 
Speaker, Majority Leader, and the Minority Leaders, who have a quota of bills 
they can request by the start of session, and February 14th for requests 
submitted by individual legislators at the beginning of session.  In the past 
several sessions the Joint Rules, which could be changed, have provided that 
individual Assembly members may request 2 bills, and individual Senate 
members can request 4 bills by day 8 which is February 14th.  The proposal is to 
tighten that up and say all those details should be in by March 1st because we do 
not want to be too close to the introduction deadline. The standing committees, 
by Joint Rules, have until February 25th to request 50 bills per House and the 
proposed secondary deadline is March 11th. 

 
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF OPTIONS FOR ESTABLISHMENT 
OF JOINT INTERIM COMMITTEES 
   

Mr. Malkiewich referred to the meeting packet (Exhibit B, IIB.), which contains a 
brief summary of some options which the Committee previously discussed.  
 
Mr. Malkiewich said this proposal is a starting point for further discussion, or 
reference points to see what an option looks like.  This would not affect the 
Interim Finance Committee or the Legislative Commission. 
 
Mr. Malkiewich reviewed these options as follows: 

· With the exceptions noted above, abolish all statutory committees and 
replace them with Joint Interim Committees that parallel the jurisdiction 
of the session standing committees. 

· Topics, established through legislation, would be assigned to those 
committees to handle as a whole or through a subcommittee during the 
interim. 

· In some cases (e.g., Health Care and Education), duties of the existing 
statutory committees could be assigned all or in part to the new joint 
committees. 

· The proposed membership is whatever the Committee would like.  Note 
that more members would be more expensive per meeting.  The proposal  
is 5 Assembly members and 3 Senate members.  Historically, with the 
balance of 3 and 3 or 4 and 4 what happens is that Senators are 
overloaded and Assembly members do not have enough committees.  
With the requirement of dual majorities, the 5 Assembly members would 
have no more power than the 3 Senate members: you need 2 out 3 
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Senators, and 3 out 5 Assembly members to propose any legislation but 
this would make the number of legislators serving on the committees 
roughly the same between two Houses.  

· Another decision point is that the members be appointed by the 
Legislative Commission.  The proposal is that the Commission appoints 
the members and the alternates for the committees.  Also, have the 
Legislative Commission select the Chair and Vice Chair and alternates 
between the Houses each biennium which is similar to the structure for 
the Legislative Commission and the Interim Finance Committee. 

· The cost estimates, assuming 9 committees conducting 5 meetings, and 
also creating 2 permanent subcommittees.  The Legislative Committee on 
Public Lands and Legislative Committee for the Review and Oversight of 
the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency and the Marlette Lake Water System  
are the committees that tend to have rural hearings.  The two 
subcommittees would therefore be part of the Joint Natural Resources 
Committee.   

· The budget is for illustration.  You can appoint as many or as few 
members, have as many or as few meetings but this is assuming you have 
5 meetings of each of those full committees with 8 members and 4 
meetings of the 6 member subcommittees.  The rural meetings are more 
expensive because there is more travel expense.  If you look at the cost 
for 19 interim committees with the regular meetings of the full committees 
and some meetings of the subcommittees, the cost is roughly the same 
cost.   

· If you were to have the full committees, rather than creating interim 
subcommittees, and have a Joint Interim Committee possibly consisting of 
21 members it would be a lot more expensive because you have so many 
more legislators attending.   

 
Chair Oceguera asked if there would be a cost reduction by doing it one of these 
ways?  Mr. Malkiewich answered that the budget can be adjusted: rather than 
the $225,000 spent in the last interim, the decision can be made to spend 
$200,000 to be allocated out among the committees.  
 
Chair Oceguera said the two reasons he would suggest we would do this are  
1) cost savings; and 2) efficiency.  If you are making up an interim committee 
from both standing committees from each House, it seems there would be more 
opportunity that their bill would be passed, so this proposal improves efficiency, 
productivity and then cost.   
 
Mr. Malkiewich said efficiency and productivity is one of the arguments that has 
been made for this proposal.  We would be putting more emphasis into areas 
given more weight in a Legislative session.  Rather than creating a committee 
because of an issue that came up at one point and then finding ourselves 
spending a great deal of time and money or those issues disproportionate to the 
main activity during the Legislative session.  There is also the benefit of keeping 
the committee members updated on the issues they are going to be dealing with 
in the next session.  As far as the cost is concerned, it is simply a function of how 
many meetings you want to have.  Mr. Malkiewich did not want to misrepresent 
this proposal as a major savings in dollars, but we could certainly make sure 
there is a savings. 
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Senator Lee said with the way the legislative process is with term limits, our 
legislators need to have a broad range of experiences; somebody who is on one 
committee this year might not be on that committee the next year because of 
leadership changes.  He thinks a broad spectrum of Nevada issues to be covered 
by different people is a good thing.  He understands leadership gets lists of 
where people want to serve and where they would be excited to learn and 
participate and would be a powerful tool for them.  He said we may be discarding 
the opportunity to teach future Chairs about Nevada issues and hinder giving 
legislators a broad range of experiences with leadership.   
 
Mr. Malkiewich thanked Senator Lee for presenting the other side of the 
argument.  One view is to make sure the people who are working on this in the 
interim are the same ones who are working on this in the session but the other 
view is we need to make sure that everybody knows the issues.  Both sides of 
this have merit.  We could address it partially with some flexibility.  The statute 
could say these members are appointed by leadership and for the three members 
in the Senate, two members would be appointed by the Majority Leader and one 
member by the Minority Leader.  They would not all have to be from the standing 
committee during session. 
 
Mr. Goicoechea said, in looking at the proposed model, the fact you have almost 
two more members on every committee indicates you are actually involving more 
people even though there are fewer meetings.  He said he can see the cost 
savings but again, under the current model, we are at five and three-quarters 
meetings and then it goes to almost seven and three-quarters meetings so 
actually we are going to get more people engaged in less meetings. 
 
Chair Oceguera asked when they would have to make a decision on this proposal 
and Mr. Malkiewich answered that the Committee is supposed to meet once again 
before January 1st, hopefully in November or December, and at that point we will 
know the legislative members, we will be doing preparation for session and we 
certainly can make the final decision on it at that point. 
 
Ms. Smith said she just wanted to comment that the other side of this, in 
addition to monetary savings, is the impact it would have on the public who 
participate in these interim committees.  It is getting increasingly hard for people 
to follow the committees when we have so many.  This is not professionals who 
get paid to follow these meetings but individual citizens and non-profits who we 
also want to be involved in committee work.  This another consideration when we 
are making a decision. 
 
Chair Oceguera said let us consider this and come back at the next meeting and 
we will make a decision on it at that time. 

 
120-DAY CALENDAR:   
· Approval of Basic Draft Calendar for Posting on Web Site 
· Discussion of Additional Items for Placement on Calendar 

 
Mr. Malkiewich referred the Committee to first calendar in the packet (Exhibit B, 
IV.), and stated that it is not a typo, State of Nevada 2005 Legislative Session, 
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120-Day Calendar.  The point of putting this in the packet is that the 2005 
Session started on February 7th as will be the case in 2011.  In general, if 
someone asks what the 2011 calendar is, have them look at the 2005 Legislative 
Session calendar.  The next calendar is the one he is asking for approval and will 
be put up on the website.  There are a few changes, the first is the only 
substantive change that we have made between 2005 and now:  Committees’ 
BDR Requests goes from day 22 to day 19.  In 2005 Committees’ BDR Requests 
were due on Monday, February 28, day 22.  The change is to the Friday before 
giving the Legal Division an extra weekend to work on those requests.  Another 
change is day 92 to day 89, “Start Resolving Budget Differences.”  In 2005 the 
“Start Resolving Budget Differences“ was day 89 and, as he testified at the last 
meeting, the only reason it was moved to day 92 was because of the very early 
start last session which meant that the Economic Forum report was right up 
against it.  He also proposes removing a couple of these from the calendar 
because they are more confusing then helpful:  day 36, March 14th, the 
Legislators’ Bill Drafting deadline, and day 43, March 21st, the Committees’ Bill 
Drafting deadline.  These are not really deadlines but targets for the Legal 
Division that cause confusion.  Day 118, the “Conference Reports to Drafting,” 
also causes a lot of confusion.  Conference Committees can be formed before 
that date and do not have wait until that date, and also may be formed after that 
date.  We are starting to get a lot of requests for the upcoming session on when 
the 120-Day Calendar is going to be posted and would like to post this “Proposed 
120-Day Calendar” on the website. 
  
Continuing, Mr. Malkiewich said the final calendar in this section is what he has 
been referring to as the “Loaded Calendar.”  In the past we have been talking 
about putting some additional information on this calendar.  At the last meeting 
we spoke of adding “Training Days.”  Because of the concern that they were too 
specific we have penciled them in as “Training Days,” and can later plug in what 
training will be done those days.  The idea is that we are going to schedule  
continuing training for freshmen legislators, particularly for legislators new to 
money committees and for Chairs and Vice Chairs, and would have those days on 
the 120-Day Calendar.  In addition, we discussed adding deadlines for 
reapportionment.  We talked about the possibilities of setting a deadline for 
reapportionment that is before the end of session so that we can get that done 
before we have what we anticipate will be a difficult last month finishing up the 
budget material.  The days inserted for finishing reapportionment are examples:  
all of this will be determined later; this is just an illustration of what the ultimate 
loaded calendar would look like once all of these decisions have been made. 
 
Chair Oceguera asked if it would make sense to put the secondary deadlines on 
the calendar?  Mr. Malkiewich said we could put that on the calendar right now or 
we could place them on the “loaded calendar.”  He noted that some of the 
secondary deadlines are before session.  
 
Senator Horsford said he thinks the “Loaded Calendar” would be more of a 
working calendar primarily for staff and legislators with those additional internal 
deadlines.  These additions are not necessarily relevant for the general public so 
for the purpose of what we need to do for the public we need to get out the 
“Proposed 120-Day Calendar.”  He suggested to add items to the “Loaded 
Calendar” but that will be the working calendar for staff and legislators.  
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ASSEMBLYMAN SEGERBLOM MOVED TO APPROVE THE 120-DAY 
CALENDAR TO BE PLACED ON THE WEBSITE, THE MOTION WAS 
SECONDED BY SENATOR HORSFORD AND PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
There was no public comment. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business to come before the Committee, the meeting was 
adjourned at 2:26 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
                                                         
Sylvia A. Wiese 
Executive Assistant 

 
 
 
APPROVED BY: 
 
 
 
                                                               
John Oceguera, Chair 
 
 
Date:                                                       
 
 
 
 
 
  

This set of “Summary Minutes and Action Report” is supplied as an informational 
service.  Copies of the complete exhibits and materials distributed at the 
meeting, and the audio recording are on file in the Director’s Office of the 
Legislative Counsel Bureau, Carson City, Nevada.  You may contact the 
committee secretary by Email at:  admin@lcb.state.nv.us or telephone:  
775/684-6800. 
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August 28, 2010 Meeting Packet 
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