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OPENING REMARKS 
 

Chair Townsend called the meeting to order at 1:44 p.m. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 5, 2006, MEETING 
 

The Committee APPROVED THE FOLLOWING ACTION: 
 

SENATOR RAGGIO MOVED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE 
OCTOBER 5, 2006, MEETING HELD IN CARSON CITY.  THE MOTION 
WAS SECONDED BY ASSEMBLYMAN ANDERSON AND PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 28, 2006, MEETING 
 

The Committee APPROVED THE FOLLOWING ACTION: 
 

ASSEMBLYMAN ANDERSON MOVED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF 
THE NOVEMBER 28, 2006, MEETING HELD IN CARSON CITY.  THE 
MOTION WAS SECONDED BY SENATOR RAGGIO AND PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 

Before starting his presentation, Mr. Malkiewich informed the committee of a news 
release on the Southern Nevada Health District website notifying patients of 
potential exposure to HIV and hepatitis strains B and C because of reuse of syringes 
and vials of medication and other possible contaminations.  Approximately 40,000 
patients of a Las Vegas clinic between March 2004 and January 2008 will be 
receiving this notice.  He informed the committee, particularly in Las Vegas, that 
the Legislative Counsel Bureau’s Research Division is putting together information 
to send out to legislators to address questions and concerns from their constituents 
and they will try to get this to them by tomorrow.  He acknowledged this is not the 
business of this committee but he wanted to make sure the legislators were aware 
that the LCB would be getting them information on this issue. 

REVIEW OF CHANGES TO PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE APPROVED FOR AND 
DURING 2007 SESSION 

 
• Mr. Malkiewich explained that the Committee to Consult with the Director, 

established pursuant to NRS 218.68249, the Legislative Commission is 
directed to “…establish a standing committee to consult with the Director 
concerning: the general management of the Legislative Counsel Bureau; the 
organization and functioning of the Legislative Counsel Bureau; and the 
necessary preparations for the ensuing session” and “…the committee shall 
also recommend to the Legislative Commission any changes” in management 
of the workload of the Legislative Counsel Bureau it may find necessary to 
ensure completion of the work required for the ensuing regular session.” 
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• Mr. Malkiewich began reviewing SB 490, included in the packet, from the 
2007 session which takes a look at the interim committees’ process. He said 
in making presentations to standing committees on SB 490 there was 
discussion in Senate Legislative Operations and Elections and Assembly 
Elections, Procedures, Ethics and Constitutional Amendments about taking a 
look at the interim committee process.  There were changes in that area to 
direct some studies to these committees rather than creating standing 
committees in the interim.  It was late in session and it was established that 
it would be looked at by this committee. 

 
• Mr. Malkiewich said staff is presenting these ideas to the committee to get 

initial input and direction and discuss the issue to study it in more detail in 
the future. 

 
• Referring to SB 490, he said section 3 gives an idea of the changes.  

Basically it takes local government and state agency requestors reducing the 
amount of requests that they are authorized to submit. 

 
• He said the key language in subsection 6, “…each request made pursuant to 

this section must be on a form prescribed by the Legislative Counsel.  The 
measures requested pursuant to this section must be prefiled on or before 
December 15 preceding the regular session.  A measure that is not prefiled 
on or before that date shall be deemed withdrawn.”  There are three 
separate changes.  1) “…on a form prescribed by the Legislative Counsel” is 
an attempt to make sure that the bill drafters get all the information 
necessary which applies to all requests; 2) this is the key and is a 
requirement that all bills be prefiled on or before December 15 preceding 
session or withdrawn; and, 3) Section 5 concerns the numbers for legislators, 
incumbent Assembly members increases from five to six and incumbent 
Senate members increases from ten to twelve.  The idea is that since there 
will be a cut from state agencies and local governments, some of their 
requests will have to go through a legislator for introduction and an added 
plus is that in the past some of the bills from these entities have not had 
legislator or committee support.  

 
• In subsection 3 “…each request made pursuant to this section must be on a 

form prescribed by the Legislative Counsel.”  Even on measures requested by 
legislators the Legislative Counsel will provide a form to make requests. 

 
• Mr. Malkiewich referred to a summary of the changes in a chart included in 

the packet which illustrates what SB 490 did and he summarized those 
changes.  He explained the result is a cut of 165 bills, an addition of 84 bills 
and means a net reduction of 80 potential bill draft requests. 

 
• He emphasized the two changes were to reduce the number of bills and 

secondly to shift towards having requestors going to legislators or legislative 
committees for their requests. 

 

3 



• He referred to the packet, “Number of Legislative Measures That May Be 
Requested for Drafting, By Entity” and said it is a complete list of all bills, not 
just the entities affected by SB 490 and gave a general overview of the 
exhibit.  He continued discussing the final page of section II in the packet 
which is a list of the number of measures referred to committee in 2007 and 
the resulting number of measures that may requested for 2009. 

 
• He said the purpose of these items is to give the committee an idea of some 

of the changes made last session in this area and start to move in the 
direction of limiting the number of bills by moving more bills through 
legislators and legislative committees. 

 
• Mr. Anderson wanted to confirm that the state agencies still have to make 

their recommendation as to the language by September 1 and if they are not 
happy with the bill drafters’ work they get a re-do but regardless of how 
many re-dos, do they have to be done by December 15?  Mr. Malkiewich 
replied that one reason they did this is that in the past they would get their 
requests in by September 1 but it would come back several times because 
something was not quite right and because they did not want to file early 
they would stall.  He affirmed that now, the time between September and the 
December deadline, will be theirs and the bill drafters will concentrate on 
their bills. 

 
• Mr. Anderson suggested a possible limit to the amount of time for review of 

the document after it has come back from the Legal Division and before a 
second request for a redo so there is not a sudden rush on December 1 of all 
these pieces of legislation from the various agencies.  That would overwhelm 
the bill drafters as in the past. 

 
• Mr. Malkiewich said what is striking about this issue is that the legislators 

already have these restrictions.  When a bill is delivered to a legislator they 
already know they have a limited number of days to introduce it or return it 
for a redo.  He said he will discuss this with the Legislative Counsel because 
he does not know if there is the statutory authority to assert this restriction 
but if it does not get done December 15 he believes staff should say, “I’m 
sorry, you didn’t get that in on time, it did not get prefiled and that is 
deemed withdrawn.” 

 
• Senator Townsend said everywhere in the bill, the following is noted, “…each 

request made pursuant to this section must be on a form prescribed by the 
Legislative Counsel.”  He said one would hope the form would be so thorough 
that if the form is not completed correctly it can be rejected.  The way it is 
submitted on the form is the way the bill will get drafted.  It is important that 
anyone who is requesting a bill do it properly because in 120 days they 
cannot expect our Legislative Counsel and her staff to do miracles.  He said it 
might be important that staff notifies everyone who is affected by this to 
remind them that this will be available because BDRs will not be accepted 
unless they are on the designated form.   
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• Mr. Malkiewich said some of the forms have been developed and perhaps the 
Legal Division can put some fine print in saying that if the requestor does not 
fill in everything it will be withdrawn.  He said with respect to requests 
coming from state agencies and local governments there is no excuse for not 
having full compliance with the requirements of the form in providing full 
information and it would be reasonable to say if they do not comply with this 
it will not be accepted.  In the case of the legislators that will be left up to 
the Legislative Counsel’s discretion because there will be situations where the 
Legislature is up against a deadline and even though the information is 
available it has not been put in the form.  If the deadline is immediate the 
Legislative Counsel is unlikely to say “sorry you need to fill out this form 
before I can accept that bill draft.” 

 
• Senator Townsend requested Mr. Malkiewich to email the committee 

members the form that is currently being used for purposes of requesting a 
bill draft.  Mr. Malkiewich said he will do that and to follow-up on a previous 
request, staff will make sure that all the authorized requesters are notified of 
the requirement of the form as well. 

 
PRESENTATION ON INTERIM COMMITTEE PROCESS 

• Mr. Malkiewich said the next item, the “Presentation on Interim Committee 
Process” is something that was discussed during session in trying to get a 
better handle on the interim committee process and this committee, over the 
last few sessions, has focused mainly on the 120-day session and on how to 
get everything done in that time.  One of the major components the 
committee has looked at is the calendar, what deadlines and rules should be 
changed to make the 120 days work well.  One of the things the committee 
has not looked at and will try to look at is a way to make the 120 day session 
work better by having a more efficient interim and to make better use of 
time and not add more committees or have more meetings.  Staff believes if 
the interim committee structure was better aligned with the work of the 
Legislature we would be in a better position at the start of session to get 
moving.  This presentation is to get an introduction to some ideas and 
getting input on the direction the committee wants to look and will be one of 
the major areas this committee will be studying in this interim. 

 
• Don Williams, Research Director, said before he and H. Pepper Sturm, Chief 

Deputy Research Director, presented a proposal on the interim committee 
process, he wanted to give a brief background of information of the concerns 
that brought this to the forefront.  He said leading up to the 2005 session, 
the Research Division, Mr. Malkiewich and leadership noticed a steady trend 
to where the Legislature was creating more and more ongoing statutory 
committees, task forces, interim studies including a growing number of 
advisory committees.  This increase resulted in an increase in interim 
committee meetings and became challenges for leadership and the LCB staff. 
Leadership, particularly in the Senate, was finding it difficult to find enough 
legislators to serve on the increasing number of interim bodies.  The LCB 
staff, particularly the Research Division, was finding it hard to budget for 
enough staff ahead of time for with these bodies created by resolutions or 
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bills passed in the final days of a regular session.  To illustrate the situation 
as we approached the 2005 session, the number of interim committees 
staffed primarily by the Research Division alone, increased from ten in the 
1997 and 1999 interim to over twenty in the 2003 and 2005 interim with a 
total number of interim committee meetings increasing from 64 to 118 
during the same time period.  He said interim study subcommittees created 
by resolution during session, the standard three for each house, commonly 
known as “three-to-three,” or subcommittees created by the Legislative 
Commission after session, do not have the same impact on staff resources as 
the ongoing statutory committees created by statute.  Because interim study 
subcommittees usually are limited to no more than five meetings per interim 
and most have to finish their business by the end of June prior to session or 
August for those created by the Commission, they fit well into the scheme 
that allowed the staff enough time to prepare the reports and BDRs and start 
working in preparation for session assignments as it relates to fitting into the 
120-day calendar.  The ongoing statutory committees, particularly the newly 
created ones, are the most challenging because they have many more 
meetings.  Some committees have more than fourteen meetings per interim 
and often meet very late in the interim and sometimes up to or during 
session.  Finally, the creation of advisory committees to interim 
subcommittees or statutory committees also creates a challenge because 
they require staffing resources similar to a legislative body and their non-
legislative members often compete with the legislators for staff time. 
Because leadership started looking at this in the 2005 session and then took 
a very active role in limiting the number of interim committees approved by 
the 2007 session, the interim plan for the LCB staff is much more 
manageable this interim then in the recent past. 

 
• Mr. Williams said that today’s presentation focuses on the future and 

discusses possible steps that could be built in to the interim committee 
process no matter how the legislative leadership changes and possibly 
without requiring as much action by leadership during session.  He 
introduced Mr. Sturm to take the committee through the interim committee 
process.  

 
• Mr. Sturm, gave a Microsoft Power Point presentation (Exhibit B), also 

included in the meeting packet, with some of the following highlights: 
o Need for Comprehensive Approach. 
o Current Structure. 
o Alternatives with a Minimal Approach. 
o Alternatives with an Intermediate Approach in addition previous 

requirements. 
o Alternatives with a Substantial Approach in addition to previous 

requirements. 
 

• Mr. Sturm said the structural changes could take many forms depending on 
the direction of the Legislature. 
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• Referring to Exhibit B, Mr. Williams said it is a proposed model that could be 
applied to the current interim.  Currently there are thirty-six bodies that are 
under the interim committee list of studies and committees and under this 
proposal would go down to ten.  He said this proposal is a possible model 
among many that staff can work on at the committee’s direction.  Staff would 
likely not recommend much of a change to the current Legislative 
Commission and Interim Finance Committee (IFC) structure.  Their focus 
would be more on policy committee’s structure.  However, if the committee 
would like them to look at changes to the Legislative Commission and 
Interim Finance Committee structure they could work on that and bring it 
back to the next meeting.  However, he emphasized their focus is on the 
policy committees.  He said one proposal would be to use joint interim 
committees.  This would be the statutory committees comprised of the 
membership of the full bodies of the eight policy committees listed in the 
exhibit:  Education, Health and Human Services, Judiciary and then have 
combine Elections with Government Affairs, the Commerce and Labors, 
Natural Resources, Taxation and Transportation.  The existing statutory 
committees would then be under those joint interim committees, for 
example, Public Lands would then be a subset of the Natural Resources  
Standing Committees. 

 
• Mr. Anderson said in addition to these committees the Majority Leader of the 

Senate and the Speaker of the Assembly appoint individuals to serve on non-
legislative committees and he is on the Criminal History Repository 
Committee and asks someone from the Research Division to attend with him 
and monitor those meetings to make sure he picks up any legislative agenda 
items that may be there and asked if staff considered those other executive 
branch committees statutorily created in this? 

 
• Mr. Williams responded that in “2007-2008 Interim Study Handbook for 

Legislators” (Exhibit C) from the previous interim, in Appendix A the listing of 
the statutory committees starts, goes into the interim studies and then the 
non-legislative committees.  In their model, they have focused on the 
committees which the LCB currently provides staff.  The non-legislative 
committees would fall under the item of looking at staffing some of these for 
example the Washoe County School Construction and Revitalization Advisory 
Committee.  That would be something if the committee wanted to pursue we 
would look at staffing – the point that we were making is that we recommend 
that the legislative member be designated as the chair if you want to an easy 
stamping situation because one of the problems they have had is situations 
where jurisdiction is not clear.  Their recommendation is that if they do start 
staffing the non-legislative committees to consider the possibility of having a 
legislative member designated ahead of time as the chair, it would make it 
easier for the LCB to staff it under that situation. 

 
• Mr. Anderson said if legislators are only a member of those committees and 

not a majority in any way and unlikely to be chair and asked if they were 
suggesting that a legislator should be the chair?  Mr. Williams said what he 
envisions is that those bodies that are seen as offering substantive 
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recommendations have the chairman be designated from the Legislature. 
However, most would not require both administrative and policy support. 

 
• Senator Townsend said, returning to the page which says “Current 

Structure,” it says “Despite the deadlines established for BDRs, statutory 
committees continue to approve ‘concept BDRs’ prior to September 1, and 
then fill in the details during the fall and winter immediately prior to session.”  
He asked, “Isn’t that problem addressed in SB 490?”  Mr. Malkiewich replied 
that it was a matter of how much compliance staff will be getting from the 
legislative committees and the practicality of it.  Once the bill is being drafted 
even if the committee has reviewed and gone over it, there still may be 
questions on how it is supposed to work. 

 
• Senator Townsend asked, “Didn’t the process we set up that you’re required 

to use a form, shouldn’t that help with this problem?”  Mr. Malkiewich 
responded it would help having a form that says “here are the different 
things you need to fill in” and that is something that can be transmitted to 
the statutory and interim committees and their designated staff who will 
know what sort of information to illicit before those deadlines. 

 
• Senator Townsend said many legislators may not know that an interim 

committee is for the purpose of studying a serious issue that either became 
too complex or late in the session and these studies allows breathing room in 
the interim to try and flesh out the problem or problems to try to come up 
with some kind conclusion or resolution.  However, if they cannot come up 
with the details they need to state that in their report to the Legislative 
Commission of what happened and why they could not come to consensus 
and recommend that the two houses take this up.  He said, one of the 
reasons why the committee is going through this exercise is that we have 
gone from a time when we had the time to do things differently but with the 
120-day session the Legislature no longer has the luxury of time.  So 
creating a different process to help staff and legislators is what has been put 
together for the committee to consider.  

 
• Mr. Malkiewich said in reference to going to the Legislative Commission it 

might be one of things that the committee might want to look at in the way 
of legislation.  He explained that there is a distinction between interim 
studies who, as a general rule all report back to the Legislative Commission 
who controls their budget but with some of the statutory committees it is not 
as clear in the statutes.  One of the issues to look at is, “Do you want a 
strong Legislative Commission or a weak one?”  Certainly, with respect to 
any of the entities under the Commission’s control the chair of the Legislative 
Commission can direct the interim committees that they need to get their 
material in on time.  The Legislature could do some sort of reformatting of 
the statutory committees in the interim to make them parallel to the 
standing committees and have those committees be the powerful ones.  That 
would mean a joint interim committee would have “x” number of dollars to 
support a set number of meetings of the whole committee and a set number 
of each subcommittee.  Give them the authority to do what they determine is 
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appropriate during the interim.  Or, have a strong Legislative Commission 
model where all these committees that are created then take their requests 
to them.  The Commission would take a look and say these are the big issues 
that should be covered.  He pointed out that this proposal is just one of an 
infinite number of models.  By setting up statutory committees that parallel 
the standing committees’ structure allows flexibility.  For instance, instead of 
saying they will be studying these five issues that were determined at the 
end of session, when a big issue comes up three months into the interim that 
committee has the ability to look into it saying these issues were referred to 
us but this is a more critical issue.  What a structure like this does is the 
members who serve on those standing committees in the following session 
have a running start.  They have spent the interim meeting as a group 
studying the issues they will be hearing in the next session.  In fairness, he 
said there are some huge obstacles to be overcome such as conflicting and 
overlapping statutory committees.  What staff is seeking is for this 
committee to give the direction they would like to pursue so they can come 
back to the committee at the next meeting and review those ideas. 

 
• Mr. Anderson said one issue is that the individual who requests the study 

because of their concern but is not a member of the committee that might 
have jurisdiction over it and they would potentially be left out of the interim 
discussion of the committee of jurisdiction by limiting it to the original policy 
committee and not one where the Majority Leader of the Senate or the 
Speaker of the Assembly might wish to appoint them even though it was 
their issue that came forward and brought to everyone’s attention. 

 
• Mr. Malkiewich said there are different thoughts on this, one is that 

legislators who are on those committees of jurisdiction are assigned because 
they understand the issue and are going to hear it during session.  On the 
other side, this will limit getting fresh perspectives and legislators are not 
getting a chance to learn anything outside of their area of expertise.  The 
interim is an opportunity to learn some of these other subjects and not 
restricting knowledge to two or three committees.  One thought might be to 
set the joint committee as a whole but the subcommittees for the specific 
studies would not necessarily be limited it to those members.  These 
committees would decide the issues to look at, set the number of joint 
meetings of these committees, but if one issue is one that a non-member 
brought forward put that person on the subcommittee.  Certainly set the 
structure up so that the subcommittees designated to study specific issues 
would include non-members of the committee.  At this point the 
permutations, combinations and direction are infinite. 

 
• Senator Townsend said he supports a lot of these changes and will be 

effective for running the Legislative Counsel Bureau as well the actual 
Legislature.  One thing that probably will never be fixed is that the Senate 
Majority and Minority Leaders always have a tough time finding people to 
serve on interim committees while the Speaker and the Minority Leader in 
the Assembly have more people then they have slots.  That makes it tough 
to try to resolve some of these challenges. 
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• Senator Townsend said staff has done an excellent job and given the 
committee a great deal to think about.  He recommends to the committee 
that anyone who is interested in the potential of this process change, 
whether it be structural or simply the process, contact Mr. Williams and 
submit their ideas to him who will then put them together for the committee. 
The chair said he will certainly work with him to see if they can come up with 
more things to possibly work into the interim to see if that can be helpful.  
He said some of the things that have already occurred are crucial and one is 
already in the law and that is using the form for submittal.   He said it is 
important that the committee tries to find a more relevant process as 
opposed to using just the historical context that has evolved in order to make 
it easier not on just legislators and the public but to get focused on what it 
takes leveling the workloads of the Legislative Counsel Bureau. 

 
• Ms. Buckley said she thinks the information in the presentation is definitely 

worthy of consideration.  She had a couple thoughts during the presentation, 
one thing is they have ensure there is not a perception that we are using 
these ideas to create a full time Legislature.  She pointed out that could 
backfire and is not the intent.  The idea of having some sort of meeting limits 
makes sense and can guard against that potential criticism.  The other thing 
the committee should give further thought to is perhaps limiting the scope or 
directing the scope of the committees to build in some review mechanism.  
One thing the interim committees are valuable for is studying certain things 
that have arisen during the legislative session with insufficient time to 
consider them.  If the committees have unlimited jurisdiction they may give 
short shrift to some of those ideas and not fully develop them and then we 
are in the same boat we are now.  It might be used as a venue to rehash 
ideas that have already been discussed time and time again and still going 
nowhere in either house.  There a couple of ideas between the houses that 
are just an anathema to the other house and some of them are very 
sincerely held beliefs and she does not know the benefit from hashing out 
some of those ideas over and over again.  She said she would rather spend 
the interim time on actually achieving consensus or working out a difficult 
issue and then having a good working bill draft.  Whatever the committee 
develops needs to consider those issues.  For example this time both houses 
and parties decided the transportation and mortgage issues were two issues 
that needed to be studied.  Maybe, if there are additional issues that need to 
be addressed, the Legislative Commission could approve those and it does 
not have to be that strict but should not be used for long and contentious 
meetings on issues that the full body or a subset of that body really has not 
signed off on.  

 
• The Chair said her perspective is a positive and constructive one.  He said he 

wanted to assure everyone that this is not some kind of power grab for the 
Legislative Commission.  They are trying to help the process and whether the 
Legislature goes to a stronger Commission or some different process, the 
idea of narrowing those kinds of scopes is very important.  The idea is to stay 
on task, get something accomplished as opposed to rehashing and reopening 
old wounds unnecessarily which is certainly not constructive. 
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• Mr. Malkiewich said in response to the first thing that Speaker Buckley said 
on the purpose of this concept, as he mentioned earlier, the goal is efficiency 
and making the interim more effective.  In working on these ideas, the LCBs 
Chief Accountant took a look at some of these different models to ensure 
that the amount budgeted for meetings would stay about the same and there 
would be roughly about the same number of meetings.  A major step in this 
direction was taken last session when the statutory committees were added 
into the LCB budget before the session.  This proposal is just structuring 
those committees differently so we are getting more “bang for our buck” and 
literally having the same number of “bucks.” 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

• Pat Sanderson, Lobbyist, said the only thing he wanted to bring up is that the 
whole committee has so many years of experience and they understand what 
is happening and because of term limits we are going to wind up with a 
Legislature that is not nearly as educated on how this process works.  He has 
been here two sessions and knows it takes people to understand how this 
works.  It concerns him that there is going to be more and more reliance on 
lobbyists and the LCB because they may be the only ones who understand 
how it works and may end up having to run it.  He said term limits looks 
good but the amount of experience that they will be losing shortly because of 
it brings up the questions of “What is going to happen to the Legislature?” 
and “Who is going to take care of the needs of the people of the State of 
Nevada?”  There needs to be a change now before all the experience here is 
lost and he would appreciate it if this committee and the Legislature would 
seriously look at this issue.  

 
• Senator Townsend thanked Mr. Sanderson for his kind comments, well 

articulated concerns and remarks.  He said the LCB is facing a similar 
challenge with people who have been here a long time doing very difficult 
work.  Both the LCB and the Executive Branch are facing the same problem 
as all the experienced employees are getting ready to retire 

 
• Mr. Malkiewich said that is why the committee and staff are working on this.  

It is to ensure that whoever the legislators are and whoever is working for 
the LCB provide the service the State of Nevada needs.  They want to make 
sure the structure is sound by trying to make the Legislature and LCB as 
strong as possible and no one wants to leave until they are sure both are in 
good hands. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 

There being no further business to come before the Committee, the meeting was 
adjourned at 3:08 p.m. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
                                                         
Sylvia A. Wiese 
Executive Assistant 

 
APPROVED BY: 
 
 
 
                                                               
Randolph J. Townsend, Chair 
 
 
Date:                                                       
 
 
LIST OF EXHIBITS 
 
Exhibit A is the Meeting Notice and Agenda provided by Lorne J. Malkiewich, 
Director, Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB). 
Exhibit B is a Microsoft PowerPoint presentation titled “Presentation on Interim 
Committee Process,” submitted by Donald O. Williams, Research Director, and  
H. Pepper Sturm, Chief Deputy Research Director. 
Exhibit C is the “2007-2008 Interim Study Handbook for Legislators” which was 
prepared by the Research Division in October 2007.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

This set of “Summary Minutes and Action Report” is supplied as an informational 
service.  Exhibits in electronic format may not be complete.  Copies of the 
complete exhibits, other materials distributed at the meeting, and the audio 
record are on file in the Administrative Division 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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http://www.leg.state.nv.us/74th/Interim_Agendas_Minutes_Exhibits/Exhibits/Director/E022708A.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/74th/Interim_Agendas_Minutes_Exhibits/Exhibits/Director/E022708B.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/74th/Interim_Agendas_Minutes_Exhibits/Exhibits/Director/E022708C.pdf
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