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OPENING REMARKS 
 

Chair Townsend called the meeting to order at 1:40 p.m. 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY 27, 2008, MEETING 
 

The Committee APPROVED THE FOLLOWING ACTION: 

 
SENATOR RAGGIO MOVED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE 

FEBRUARY 27, 2008, MEETING HELD IN CARSON CITY.  THE MOTION 
WAS SECONDED BY ASSEMBLYWOMAN GANSERT AND PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
REVIEW OF PREPARATIONS FOR THE 2009 LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

 
 Lorne Malkiewich, Director of the Legislative Counsel Bureau, said that this 

Committee’s work has been somewhat abbreviated due to circumstances beyond 

our control.  A meeting was scheduled for June which needed to be canceled 
because of the special session and we were unable to get a fall meeting 

scheduled leaving only this one meeting to wrap up and make any decisions in 
advance of session. 

 
 One of the functions of the Committee to Consult with the Director is to review 

necessary preparations for the ensuing regular session.  He said the building 

itself is nearly ready to go even with interruptions for special sessions.  There will 
be no major changes in our computer system but there were some upgrades in 

the budget systems to try to make it more compatible with the Executive Branch 
budget system, in general, it has been more “tweaking” then rewriting.  The 
computer system will be the main issue and later this week we will prefile five 

bills at each house to test it.  By the end of the day on Friday these bills should 
be up on our website. 

 
 By December 15th all non-legislator requests for bills will be prefiled.  These are 

bills requested by state agencies, local governments, the judiciary, and 

constitutional officers, with the exception of the Administration’s budget bills.  
This is the change approved last session under SB 490.  We have reduced the 

number of requests that state and local governments can submit and added to 
the number legislators can request (incumbent Senators get two more before 
September 1st and incumbent Assembly members one more).  The idea was to 

get local government bill drafting out of the way and to focus on nothing but 
legislator bills afte December 15th.  These 160 bills are subject to the 

requirement that they be prefiled by December 15th or they will be withdrawn.  
 
 Senator Raggio asked what was the status of the preparation of those 160 

requests?  “Will they be ready to be prefiled as far as the LCB is concerned?”  He 
said there was discussion concerning “if details were not provided then they 

could not do them.”  Talking about the deadline of December 15th having 160 
requests, he knows Brenda is short staffed and inquired if staff was going to be 
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able to have all of those non-legislative bills that are required to be prefiled in 
appropriate form to be prefiled by that date? 

 
 Brenda Erdoes, Legislative Counsel, responded she believes they will.  About half 

of them are what they consider “in-the-bag.”  They have been returned to the 
agency and gone through either the bill draft process through the Department of 
Administration or accepted as is.  Basically they have signed off and are ready to 

be prefiled.  Of the remaining ones there is only one that hasn’t been at least 
drafted once and that happens to be the PERS financial bill.  They have two bills 

each session:  one is their housekeeping regular item and that is done; the other 
one is related to their fiscal study and the results do not come out until 
November and that is the only one we do not have information for.  Senator 

Raggio said he was impressed that they have been able to do that. 
 

 Mr. Malkiewich explained that at this point we are about 100 bill draft requests 
behind where we were 2 years ago with 671 requests as of November 13th.   At 
the same time 2 years ago we had 772.  The level of a 100-request difference 

has been holding up for the last couple of months since the September 1st 
deadline.  SB 490 cut the local government and state agency bills back by 160 

and added back 80 with the idea of pushing some of those requests to legislators 
to ensure that the local governments and state agencies were only asking for 

matters they truly needed and the rest of the measures would go through a 
legislator and seems to be successful.  He thinks the two of these changes will 
combine to help out with the flow of work during session:  not only will we have 

fewer bills in total, but a good number of them will be prefiled.   
 

 Before any legislators’ bills are prefiled, each House will have 60-80 bills and 
potentially, with some legislator bills, the number could end up being 100 bills 
prefiled per House giving each House a good number of bills to get started on in 

February.  When the tough part of session arrives, meaning the period between 
the deadlines for introduction and the deadlines for first House action, there 

should be a lower number of bills to consider.  This will not help with the financial 
bills but the bill flow should work better. 

 

 Mr. Malkiewich said the true freshmen are all from Las Vegas/Clark County and 
staff met with them last week.  They will be in Carson City in December for a day 

and again in January for the main presession orientation program. 
 
 Mr. Malkiewich explained one change is leadership will be appointing the 

members for the Budget Committee to review the budget in advance of session.  
Normally it starts to meet after the budget is delivered, but meetings are 

scheduled for December 8th, 9th and 15th.  It consists of legislators designated to 
serve on Senate Finance and Assembly Ways and Means in the upcoming session 
as opposed to the Interim Finance Committee members from the past session.  

 
 Mr. Anderson asked about the possibility of bringing in the other morning 

committees of both houses so they might have time to spend in orientation 
rather then take up the first days of session, meaning they could potentially be 
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hearing legislation on the second day.  He said one of the issues lost from the 
older sessions is the opportunity for committee orientation. 

 
 Mr. Malkiewich responded he thinks it is for the Senate Majority Leader and 

Assembly Speaker to determine whether they would like to bring in the 
committees early. 

 

 Senator Raggio suggested Mr. Anderson might be confusing this with what we 
generally do in January when we get the new budgets and then have the money 

committees meet and review the budget.  He said what is being proposed is to 
have this Budget Subcommittee look at the reports from agencies on the impact 
of the various levels of cuts that would be necessary and, as was indicated, three 

days were being suggested for that purpose and has nothing to do with the next 
biennial budget.  Mr. Anderson thanked Senator Raggio and said that was what 

he was thinking but the importance of getting an early start and being unable to 
do so is a frustration and one of the things he has noted, as a morning chair, to 
have the opportunity to have that kind of orientation which happened with the 

old calendar is sorely missed. 
 

 Mr. Malkiewich said that unlike the State of the State section, NRS 218.68248, 
does require action of the Legislative Commission.  The Chairman of the 

Legislative Commission has authority to convene this committee to review the 
upcoming budget and what we are doing differently this time is having it look at 
the existing financial condition.  In checking the language of that statute, it says 

the Budget Subcommittee “shall consider fiscal issues that may require 
consideration by the Legislature at the next ensuing session;” it is not limited to 

reviewing the proposed budget which is why that body is going to review the 
effect of the cuts in the budget.  There is a separate statute, NRS 218.68248, 
which was one of the things added when we went to the 120-day session.  That 

statute authorizes the Legislative Commission to convene the other committees, 
except Assembly Ways and Means and Senate Finance, but is something that 

would require action by the Legislative Commission. 
 
 Ms. Buckley said they could look into it and remembers as an incoming freshman 

going on tours of the prison with the Assembly Judiciary Committee, which was 
helpful.  She is averse to spending money on tours at this particular point in time 

but would speak with Mr. Anderson after the meeting. 
 

REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE 120-DAY CALENDAR AND RULES 

CONCERNING THE 120-DAY SESSION 
 

Mr. Malkiewich, referring to 120-day calendar and the joint rules (Exhibit C), 
reviewed the calendar as follows:   
 

o Day 8, February 9th, is the deadline for legislators’ bill draft requests.  
o Day 19 , February 20th, each house gets 50 bills for their committees.  The 

Majority Leader and the Speaker on or before the first day of session give 
a preliminary breakdown of those bills to the Legislative Counsel and then 
can adjust them at any time before that date. 
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o Day 36, March 9th, is just a goal for legislators’ bill drafting to be done 
which is a week before the deadline.   

o Day 43, March 16th, requires any bill requested in a legislator’s name must 
be introduced. 

o Day 50, March 23rd, the following week, is the deadline for all other bills. 
o Day 68, April 10th, is the deadline for First House Committee Passage. 
o Day 79, April 21st, is First House Passage.  Tuesday which works well as a 

deadline because there are a lot of amendments drafted over the 
weekend, then bills can be read on the Monday, amended, reprinted and 

then there is just a large general file on Tuesday. 
o Day 89 is May 1st, which presents a problem.  This is the deadline for both 

the Economic Forum and starting resolving the budget differences.  The 

Economic Forum is due on May 1st by statute (NRS 353.228) and starting 
to resolve budget differences is established by Joint Rule, and determined 

by legislative days.  He said it only occurred to him this morning that we 
cannot have those committees meet on the same day.  The Economic 
Forum needs to complete its projections before Assembly Ways and Means 

and Senate Finance start closing the budget.  After speaking with Mark 
Stevens, Fiscal Analysis Division, the recommendation is that Joint Rule 17 

be amended to change day 89 to day 92.  The Economic Forum would 
meet on Friday, May 1st and on Monday, May 4th, day 92, the finance 

committees would start resolving budget differences.   
o Day 103, May 15th, Second House Committee Passage. 
o Day 110, May 22nd, Second House Passage.  

o Day 118, May 30th, after finishing the budget differences, introduction of 
the budget bills and starting to move the exempt bills out of committee, 

and conference reports to drafting.  There is a Joint Rule that the 
Appropriations Act has to sit for 24 hours before it can be voted on.   

 

 Mr. Anderson said going back to day 50, it was his impression that interim study 
reports all had to have their bill draft requests in by the deadline, September 1st. 

 
 Mr. Malkiewich said he was referring to the category of bills that would fall under 

those required for Committee introduction, all the agency bills will be prefiled, 

and all the bills requested by individual legislators will be filed by day 43, March 
16th, it is the remaining bills, those bills requested by committees either in the 

interim or during session or bills requested by interim studies.  Many of those will 
already have been introduced but these are the category of bills that would have 
to be introduced by that deadline.  Ms. Erdoes said there are even some of the 

study bills that are in the first grouping that are going to be prefiled and are 
being put in as soon as the chairs approve them with the thought that those 

would be good to be heard early on in session so they are being mixed with the 
agency bills.  Mr. Malkiewich added that should even increase the number of bills 
available on the first day of session. 

 
 Senator Townsend asked when you say “the first day of session,” is it possible for 

those chairs, particularly the new chairs, to have access to them or at the least 
knowing what the bills are beforehand so they can meet with their new staff and 
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try to draft a schedule so they do not waste 2 or 3 days since some committees 
have a big workload and would like to get things scheduled as soon as possible.   

 
 Mr. Malkiewich responded that is one of the benefits of prefiling.  As of December 

15th these bills should all be available on-line, prefiled, and tentatively referred to 
committees.  Staff tries to ensure the jurisdiction of prefiled bills are referred to 
the correct committees.  As of December 15th prefiled bills will be available on-

line and anything prefiled between December 15th and February 2nd will be 
available on-line as they are done.  Ms. Erdoes added that with the change in the 

chairmanships, particularly in the Senate, staff is notifying all the chairs of the 
bills being drafted for their committees and that information will be sent with the 
December 15th reminders to legislators. 

 
 Ms. Buckley said she knows the biggest violators of providing details to the 

drafting staff are the legislators themselves and in the past years staff 
aggressively pursued those details which has been effective.  She asked if they 
will be starting that soon?  Ms. Erdoes answered that has been set up to get 

done.  They thought that it would be prudent to wait and give the legislators a 
week after the election and then those reminders will begin.  It means legislators 

will be getting a list of everything they have requested, informing them of what 
details staff does not have and giving tight timelines and staff will start calling 

weekly to ensure that there are enough reminders to get those details because 
there are a number of BDRs that do not have the details to finish the draft. 

 

ASSEMBLYMAN SETTELMEYER MADE THE MOTION TO ACCEPT THE REVIEW 
AND APPROVAL OF THE 120-DAY CALENDAR WITH THE CHANGE OF DAY 89, 

“START RESOLVING BUDGET DIFFERENCES,” TO DAY 92, MONDAY, MAY 4, 
2009; MOTION SECONDED BY ASSEMBLYWOMAN GANSERT AND PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PROPOSALS CONCERNING INTERIM 

COMMITTEE PROCESS 
 
 Mr. Malkiewich said this item is one of the casualties of the shortened schedule of 

meetings this interim.  In the June packet there were a number of issues to look 
at for revising the committee process and in the attempt to get the interim 

committee process tied a little tighter to the policy priorities of the legislature 
through the Legislative Commission.  We will not be able to do that entire 
overhaul or even consider it at this point so we have put together some potential 

suggestions for things we could do as a way of getting a handle on the 
committee process and maybe intermediate steps and would like to very quickly 

go through all of these because some tie together rather then considering them 
individually. 

 

o Approval of committee budgets by Legislative Commission 
 Consider providing the Legislative Commission with greater authority over the 

activities of the interim and statutory committees.  The budgets for these 
committees are currently located within the budget for the Legislative 
Commission but the interim committees generally set their own agendas and 
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some of the statutory committees do not answer to the Legislative 
Commission.   

o Limit duration of interim and statutory committees 
 Consider revising the Legislative Calendar to reflect new starting and ending 

dates for interim studies and ongoing statutory committees.  The purpose 
would be both to control the workload of these committees and to allow 
sufficient time for staff to complete session-related activities before the 

committees start and to finish the committees’ work far enough in advance of 
session.  The new dates could be January through June for interim studies 

and November through August for ongoing statutory committees with the 
exception of the Legislative Commission and the Interim Finance Committee. 

o Review and approval of proposed new committees 

 Occasionally committees are created toward the end of session without review 
by the committees that approved legislative studies.  To ensure that these 

committees are adequately reviewed before they are approved, consider:  1) 
Requiring that legislation  -- including budget and omnibus bills that add to or 
create a study or a statutory committee – be processed or at least reviewed 

by the standing committee in each house assigned to review legislative 
studies; 2) With respect to any proposal (legislative measures or 

amendments) to create a new interim or ongoing statutory committee, a 
nonlegislative committee with legislative members, or a measure defining or 

adding to the work program of an existing statutory committee, requiring the 
Director of the LCB to report on the impact of the legislation on the interim 
workload to both legislative leadership and the chairs of the standing 

committees assigned to review legislative studies. 
o Fiscal notes concerning proposed new committees 

 It is difficult to assess the cost of a single measure on staff.  Sometimes the 
fiscal note can appear inflated because it assumes the addition of staff;  
however, if these measures are passed without considering the fiscal impact, 

it is possible that the LCB would not be able to staff all of the approved 
committees.  Consider requiring the Director to prepare a generic fiscal note 

to apply to measures creating a new statutory committee that indicates that 
the measure may require additional expenditure.  After all approved measures 
are considered, any necessary appropriation would be added to the legislative 

budget. 
o Make proposed studies recommendations to Legislative Commission 

 A few measures were approved in this manner last session.  Legislation calling 
for a study could contain the language:  “…the Legislative Commission shall 
consider a study of …” or something similar.  This would allow more subjects 

to be referred to the Legislative Commission, which could decide after session 
which studies to approve.  The Legislative Commission could be given the 

authority to adjust membership numbers and numbers of approved meetings 
for all committee studies, if volume of approved study topics as specified in 
work programs exceeds available resources.  The Legislative Commission 

could be given authority to redirect a study, reassign it to another committee, 
direct a staff study if needed to save money, or elect not to conduct a study.  

This requirement could also apply to measures asking the Legislative 
Commission to require an existing ongoing statutory committee to add an 
issue to its interim work program. 
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o Limit assignment of staff to nonlegislative committees 
 Many times legislators are assigned to committees that are not staffed by the 

LCB.  Though these committees often provide statutorily for another entity to 
provide staff support, the LCB often ends up providing that support.  If one of 

the legislative members is made a chair of the committee, this does not 
present a problem:  we would be supporting the legislative members in any 
event.  But if the chair is not a legislator, we have staff services being 

directed by a person outside of the LCB, often in conflict with the needs of the 
Legislature.  The Legislature may want to provide that, except as otherwise 

provided by specific statute (such as is the case for the Economic Forum), LCB 
staff cannot be assigned as primary administrative, legal, or policy staff to 
any public body unless a legislator is designated by statute as the chair of 

that body. 
 

ASSEMBLYMAN ANDERSON MADE THE MOTION TO ACCEPT THE REVIEW 
AND APPROVAL OF THESE PROPOSALS, SECONDED BY SENATOR RAGGIO 
AND PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
 Ms. Buckley said with respect to the interim committee process, just to follow up 

on it a little further, the standing committees consider the issues that come up 
which she thinks is a really good idea along with all the other suggestions that 

have been outlined and supports, with the thought being, this be approached 
through a BDR instead of doing a resolution during session.  We probably will not 
have all the standing committees since we have to consider how many times 

they would meet, probably not monthly with the current budget situation, and 
this would be if it is not any better in 2 years. 

 
 Mr. Malkiewich responded that he thinks this is a major undertaking if it is going 

to be affecting the existing statutory committees.  SB 490 took the first step in 

this direction and certainly a BDR to take a look at how to structure this could be 
done and at the end of session have whichever of these proposals the Legislature 

determined appropriate and during session, if it was determined legislators want 
to make adjustments to the statutory committee structure to make it more 
parallel to the standing committee structure, there would be an opportunity.  In 

conclusion, make some of these changes, get a BDR in and by the end of session 
figure out exactly how to handle the interim studies.  He thinks the intent from 

staff is twofold:  1) to get a handle on this, and 2) to make what happens in the 
interim be tied more closely to the priorities of the Legislature.  This would mean 
making the most effective use of the interim.  This would be a strategic process 

to get as much work done by the Legislature  as possible over a 2-year period. 
 

 Senator Townsend said he would be more pointed in his approach and would ask 
leadership to agree to a bill in the beginning, have a bill set aside for the 
following purposes, either the four of them or their designees could make a 

laundry list of all of the proposed changes for purposes of effectuating change for 
the interim that might be more reflective of what the public needs, what we can 

afford and meeting the direction of the Legislature.  Make all of those laundry 
lists, come back, have discussions, and take those suggestions to the appropriate 
committees, have hearings and have their conclusions put in the bill and take it 
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through the legislative process.  He thinks it would be more effective than it 
currently is and given our fiscal problems and challenges now is a good time to 

address that.   
 

 Ms. Buckley said she agrees and thinks it makes a lot of sense and for the record 
would prefer to go in this new direction.  She thinks it would make our process 
more efficient and be a good reform for the Legislature to adopt. 

 
 Mr. Malkiewich suggested that since this committee is authorized to make 

recommendations to the Legislative Commission, which meets next month, and 
the Legislative Commission is authorized to request bills, that perhaps request 
the Legislative Commission to use one of those bill drafts for this purpose and 

then work on the substance of the bill draft. 
 

SENATOR TOWNSEND WITHDREW THE PREVIOUS MOTION.  ASSEMBLYMAN 
ANDERSON MADE AN AMENDED MOTION TO RECOMMEND THAT THE 
LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION USE ONE OF THEIR BILL DRAFTS FOR 

PURPOSES OF DEALING WITH A MORE EFFICIENT AND EFFECTIVE USE OF 
OUR INTERIM STUDY COMMITTEES, SECONDED BY ASSEMBLYWOMAN 

GANSERT AND MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

REVIEW OF RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING BUDGET ISSUES 
Mr. Malkiewich said as the committee is aware, the Governor’s Budget Office 
requested staff include substantial reductions in our budget.  Our current target is  

a 14.12 percent reduction from our 2009 appropriation level, taking us from  
$34 million to $29,723,404. 

 
 Legislative Commission Budget 

 Mr. Malkiewich said under the Legislative Commission budget he proposes 

reducing the budget by:  1) Suspending payment of dues to national 
organizations such as the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), and 

2) Reducing out-of-state travel costs for legislators.  This would require an 
amendment to the rule concerning travel, which currently allows legislators full 
reimbursement for two meetings per year and partial reimbursement of a third.  

In the past, during economic downturns, this rule has been amended to limit 
legislators to one trip per year.  This results in lower costs for out-of-state travel 

but still allows some participation in national meetings.  The savings from these 
two changes would be approximately $350,000 per fiscal years. 

 

 
 

 Statutory Committee Budgets 
 Mr. Malkiewich continued that the budgets for the statutory committees (Health 

Care, Education, Public Lands, etc.) are included within the budget of the 

Legislative Commission.  He proposed cutting back on these budgets by:   
 1) Reducing the number of meetings held by the committees, some of which now 

meet almost every month during the interim; 2) Eliminating out-of-state travel 
for these committees; and 3) Substantially reducing the budgets for contract 
services; however, some contracts are required by statute, but even those can 



10 

be reduced.  He said by instituting all of these changes it would save 
approximately $250,000 in the first fiscal year and $75,000 in the second fiscal 

year. 
 

 Mr. Malkiewich said in total this would save about $1 million, $600,000 the first 
fiscal year and $425,000 the second fiscal year, and he will incorporate the 
recommendations of this Committee into the budget prepared for the Legislative 

Commission’s review and approval.  He told the Committee this budget can still 
be reviewed and revised during the legislative session to make additional 

reductions or to restore funding.  He said they are being asked to cut about $5 
million out of the budget.   

 

 Mr. Anderson said he is concerned, not in terms of legislators but for the 
professional staff because he knows there are some services that professional 

staff gains from their involvement and interaction in NCSL, CSG-West and other 
groups.  How is that going to affect the effectiveness of the Legislature in the 
future? 

 
 Mr. Malkiewich said he believes we will try, as much as possible, to continue in 

participating in these groups; there is email, web conferences, webinars and 
other states are facing these limitations and it is his belief these organizations 

are going to adjust the way that they provide services.  
 
 Mr. Anderson said he appreciates the position of the fiscal restraint that we are 

facing but he wants to make sure that he is on record in support of the staff 
attending these conferences. 

 
SENATOR RAGGIO MOVED TO ADOPT THE RECOMMENDATIONS, SECONDED 

BY ASSEMBLYWOMAN GANSERT AND PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSAL CONCERNING BROADCAST OF LEGISLATIVE 

HEARINGS ON ACCESS CARSON CITY TELEVISION 
 
 Mr. Malkiewich said those who get the local cable access in Carson City may 

recall last session that many of our hearings were broadcast throughout the day 
and since they were on tape sometimes again at night.  Access Carson City is 

going to be attempting to broadcast live.  Many of the hearings will be floor 
sessions alternating between the Senate and the Assembly and the morning and 
afternoon committee meetings.  Since it is Access Carson City, if the Carson City 

Board of Supervisors is meeting, they are going to be broadcasting those instead.  
The proposal they brought to us was for LCB to rotate committee meetings.  As 

non-partisan central staff we are reluctant to be determining the committees that 
will be broadcast.  Following are some options. 

 

o First, staff could just go ahead and do this rotation with each committee 
getting time on the broadcasts.  There will not be any favoritism but what 

might end up happening is having some really dry hearings broadcast when 
there is a very interesting meeting going on next door that people would 
prefer seeing. 
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o Secondly, staff could supplement it by starting it with the rotation but then 
have the ability for Access Carson City to request a meeting they heard is 

going to be really good and let us know to switch to the broadcast to the 
requested meeting. 

o And, third would to actually have the Legislature make the determinations, 
either by providing the schedule of committees for the week, as to the 
meetings we think would be of public interest, or to have a rotational system 

but have the Legislature able to provide this input.   
 

 Senator Raggio asked if Access Carson City is public TV in the Carson City area?  
Mr. Malkiewich responded yes.  Senator Raggio continued and asked why would 
we want to tell any media what they should televise, if we provide them access 

let them decide what they want to put on the air and as long as it doesn’t 
interfere with our normal process.  He would not want to be part of telling them 

how or what to broadcast and thinks that is over management and that we 
should not be doing it. 

 

 Mr. Malkiewich said that is precisely the other side of legislative involvement.  
The question is at what point does it turn from public access to propaganda.  

That may be the reason why the Legislature may not want to get involved.  This 
is why he wanted to get the Committee’s input and on whether to be involved in 

this process or not. 
 
 Mr. Settelmeyer asked if this cost us any time or funds from the legislative 

budget because currently anyone can go on-line and listen to anything they want 
on the internet.   

 
 Mr. Malkiewich said his understanding is that it is time but not funds.  We would 

have a slight time commitment because our Broadcast and Production Services 

Unit would need to do something on their end to get the appropriate signal to 
Access Carson City, but LCB would not have any additional cost to implement. 

 
 Senator Townsend said the question is a simple one, what are the mechanics we 

have to do to give them access?  Do we have to do something every day to give 

them access as opposed to the normal media that receives their credentials on 
the floor of each house and then they have access to everything?   

 
 Mr. Malkiewich believes that as long as it is a simple rotational system it is 

something they can set up and does not take a great deal of staff time. 

 
 Mr. Settelmeyer said if someone is constantly calling and saying, “you know 

there is something better on this legislative hearing let’s move that one” and he 
understands the cost of having that one day ahead of time, but he would like to 
know whether or not there is something they can do already like just access the 

web feed, interlink the channel and we are completely out of the process. 
 

 Mr. Malkiewich said he doesn’t think that’s the case because of the quality.  He 
thinks what you get over the web is not nearly the quality of what we’re sending 
out in the feed to our Nevada Legislative access network, what we watch on our 
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little television sets would be the signal they would be getting.  What they are 
getting is just going to be the signal for a hearing, and the concern is about 

switching from one to another, which is exactly why we want to have a procedure 
in place and agreed to in advance.   

 
 Ms. Gansert asked if it does become too burdensome can we just not do this?  

Give them access as long as we can afford the time and it’s working well but if 

it’s not and is going to be burdensome for the a session discontinue? 
 

 Tammy Grace, Operations Manager, said they met with a gentleman named Mike 
Furlong who is the president of that organization.  He requested that we have a 
rotational avenue to extend to him broadcasted materials rather then him 

choosing.  Originally we had asked that they have an advisory committee to pick 
those citizen interests and send us their requests and we would send him that 

material.  He also has access to all of our feeds at his location through Charter 
Communications and could take what he wants, which was our original mission 
but he does not have the staff to do that.   

 
 Senator Townsend asked because Mr. Furlong does not have the staff he is 

requesting us to choose his programming of legislative meetings?  Ms. Grace 
responded that is what he is proposing. 

 
 Senator Townsend concluded that the Legislature or its staff cannot filter 

ourselves, that it would be inappropriate.  He stated this is a public process, held 

in a public building, accessed by the public, with a lot of public representatives 
who have freedom to come in and out, and choosing for themselves.  We cannot 

start that precedent.  He said unless the committee disagrees, to tell Access 
Carson City they are welcome here like any member of the public or any media 
but we are not the filtering source.  We are a public body that does public debate 

and the result of which is public policy.  We just cannot make those decisions. 
 

 Mr. Anderson said he wants to make sure he understands, we are providing to 
the outside the same link that we have into our individual offices where we can 
switch from watching the Senate Chambers to the Assembly or any committee 

and we are providing that link to any other media organization that would want 
to commit to it? 

 
 Ms. Grace said it would not be provided to any other media source because it is 

specific to Charter Communications in Carson City and that is how they got the 

resources to put in the infrastructure to get our feeds. 
 

 Mr. Anderson said so they have funded this set up for the opportunity to link into 
our system and now they are asking for us to make choices as to what the 
programming is going to be?  He is in agreement with the Chair, that would be 

inappropriate for us to do.  They’re going to have to make their decisions on how 
they utilize the material.  
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 Mr. Settelmeyer asked are we giving them all the feeds and they can do what 
they want or can we only send them one feed at a time therefore we have to 

rotate that? 
 

 Dan Dalluhn, Supervisor, Broadcast and Production Services, said we are sending 
them the same feed which is all thirteen committee rooms, all thirteen signals 
and they can choose whichever one they decide they would like to put out.  

 
 Senator Townsend said that he thinks it is the will of this body to stay out of the 

fray.  They have access to all the channels.  Ms. Gansert added she thinks it is 
important that we provide access and we are. 

 

 No action was taken on this item. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
There was no public comment. 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
There being no further business to come before the Committee, the meeting was 

adjourned at 2:59 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
 

 
                                                         
Sylvia A. Wiese 

Executive Assistant 
 

 
 
APPROVED BY: 

 
 

 
                                                               
John Oceguera, 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 the attendance record. 
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Exhibit C is the 120-day calendar and Rule 14. (Item III. in the meeting packet) 
provided by Lorne J. Malkiewich Director, Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB). 

 
 

 
 
 

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 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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