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The Committee on Ways and Means was called to order by 
Chair Morse Arberry Jr. at 1:44 p.m. on Thursday, April 30, 2009, in 
Room 3137 of the Legislative Building, 401 South Carson Street, Carson City, 
Nevada.  The meeting was videoconferenced to Room 4401 of the 
Grant Sawyer State Office Building, 555 East Washington Avenue, Las Vegas, 
Nevada. Copies of the minutes, including the Agenda (Exhibit A), the 
Attendance Roster (Exhibit B), and other substantive exhibits, are available and 
on file in the Research Library of the Legislative Counsel Bureau and on the 
Nevada Legislature's website at www.leg.state.nv.us/75th2009/committees/.  
In addition, copies of the audio record may be purchased through the Legislative 
Counsel Bureau's Publications Office (email: publications@lcb.state.nv.us; 
telephone: 775-684-6835). 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 
Assemblyman Morse Arberry Jr., Chair 
Assemblywoman Sheila Leslie, Vice Chair 
Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley 
Assemblyman Marcus Conklin 
Assemblyman Mo Denis 
Assemblywoman Heidi S. Gansert 
Assemblyman Pete Goicoechea 
Assemblyman Tom Grady 
Assemblyman Joseph (Joe) P. Hardy 
Assemblyman Joseph M. Hogan 
Assemblywoman Ellen Koivisto 
Assemblywoman Kathy McClain 
Assemblyman John Oceguera 
Assemblywoman Debbie Smith 
 

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 
Mark Stevens, Assembly Fiscal Analyst 
Steve Abba, Principal Deputy Fiscal Analyst 
Tracy Raxter, Principal Deputy Fiscal Analyst 
Linda Smith, Committee Secretary 
Vickie Kieffer, Committee Assistant 
 

Assembly Bill 8 (1st Reprint):  Makes various changes governing the 
investigations of the criminal history of certain employees and licensees 
and creates the Statewide Central Registry for the Collection of 
Information Concerning the Abuse, Neglect, Exploitation or Isolation of 
Older Persons. (BDR 38-98) 

 
Assemblywoman Kathy McClain, Clark County Assembly District 15, testified in 
support of Assembly Bill 8 (R1) and explained that the bill created a registry for 
substantiated cases of elder abusers.   
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Assemblywoman McClain said the purpose of A.B. 8 (R1) was to create a 
database where persons who had been accused of elder abuse that did not rise 
to the level of prosecution could be listed.  The established database could be 
accessed by long-term care facilities or anyone else who was hiring employees 
or volunteers to work around senior citizens.  The registry would be managed by 
the Division on Aging Services, according to Assemblywoman McClain.   
 
Captain P. K. O' Neill, Chief, Records and Technology Division, Department of 
Public Safety (DPS), testified regarding A.B. 8 (R1).  Capt. O'Neill said after 
consultation with the Bureau of Licensing and Certification, there were some 
financial issues regarding an amendment that had been recommended, referring 
specifically to sections 17, 18 and 19.  Upon further discussion with the 
Bureau of Licensing and Certification, three sections of that amendment would 
be removed.  The Records and Technology Division would maintain the review 
of employment certifications, or ability determinations, for the Bureau of 
Licensing and Certification. 
 
Chair Arberry asked whether there was a fiscal note with A.B. 8 (R1).   
 
Capt. O'Neill said as he understood it, the fiscal note should be removed for the 
Bureau of Licensing and Certification. 
 
Mary Keating, Administrative Services Officer (ASO), Health Division, 
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), stated the fiscal note was 
being withdrawn.   
 
Kate Panelli, Chief of Elder Rights Unit, Aging Services Division, Department of 
Health and Human Services (DHHS), read the following statement into the 
record: 
 

Good afternoon Chairman Arberry and members of the Ways and 
Means Committee.  I am Kay Panelli, Chief of Elder Rights at the 
Division for Aging Services.  I am here to provide information on 
A.B. 8 (R1), which would create a central registry for the collection 
of information regarding elder abuse, neglect, exploitation, or 
isolation of older persons.  The Registry would be established in the 
Division. 
 
This registry would contain information about each substantiated 
case that has been investigated by the Division, all law 
enforcement agencies in the state, and the Clark County Senior 
Protection Program, as well as statistical information. 
 
The information would be available to employers conducting 
background checks on employees or prospective employees that 
would be working with older people.  The employee or prospective 
employee must sign an authorization for the employer to check the 
registry.   
 
A Central Registry would help to keep older people safe from 
predatory people.  It could also provide a method of keeping track 
of serial offenders over a period of 10 years.   
 
The impact on the Division would include adding three employees 
to provide quality assurance and ensure that the information 
contained in the registry is accurate, as well as manage and 
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process notifications, authorizations, correspondence, and appeal 
requests.   
 
We would be required to write regulations to create a method that 
would assure due process to the person being listed in the registry.  
Training and policies would be required to be put in place to ensure 
all cases would be substantiated using the same objective criteria.  
We would incur costs for IT programming and licenses as well as 
costs for the appeal process.   
 
The biggest obstacle to having an accurate registry at the Division 
would be getting the necessary information from all law 
enforcement agencies.  Current law requires that law enforcement 
report all elder abuse cases to the Division, but historically and 
currently we get few reports.   
 
The Division can accomplish the task of establishing and 
maintaining this registry, as many other states do, with the proper 
cooperation from other agencies and enough resources. 
 

Chair Arberry stated the biggest concern was the cost of over $200,000 for the 
program.  Ms. Panelli said Carol Sala had additional information regarding the 
cost of the program. 
 
Carol Sala, Administrator, Aging Services Division, Department of Health and 
Human Services (DHHS), stated there was a fiscal note attached to A.B. 8 (R1) 
in the amount of $222,000 for fiscal year (FY) 2010 and $277,000 for 
FY 2011. 
 
Lee Rowland, representing the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) of Nevada, 
testified in opposition to A.B. 8 (R1).  Ms. Rowland stated the ACLU had no 
opposition to the intent to create the registry.  When people's employment was 
affected without having had a criminal conviction, the key from the ACLU's 
point of view was ensuring critical due process protections.  Ms. Rowland 
stated the bill had not changed enough to allow the ACLU to be neutral.  The 
reason Ms. Rowland was appearing before the Committee was because she 
believed the required procedures that needed to be in place to meet 
constitutional standards of due process would cost money.  The Ninth Circuit 
Court of Appeals had stated that before someone was included on a registry, 
there must be critical due process protections along with an appeals process.  
Ms. Rowland said insufficient due process protections were included in 
A.B. 8 (R1).   
 
Ms. Rowland said presumably all safeguards would entail resources that could 
be placed in the Nevada Administrative Code (NAC); however, the ACLU was 
not comfortable with that premise.  The courts in the Ninth Circuit had 
examined this type of registry and said that due process procedures needed to 
be in place before anyone was listed on a registry.   
 
One of the problems with A.B. 8 (R1), according to Ms. Rowland, was that 
section 10 of the bill required that the registry contain any substantiated report 
or "any report where there was a reasonable cause to believe that someone had 
been abused."  Ms. Rowland said that language seemed to greatly expand the 
number of reports that would be included in the database, beyond the 
substantiation procedure.  Because the ACLU had been told repeatedly that the 
substantiation procedure would be enshrined in the Nevada Administrative 
Code (NAC), the particular language in the bill made Ms. Rowland 
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uncomfortable.  She said it seemed to indicate that reports would be shared 
that had not gone through the substantiation procedure.   
 
Chair Arberry declared the hearing on A.B. 8 (R1) closed and opened the hearing 
on A.B. 20 (R1).       
 
Assembly Bill 20 (1st Reprint):  Revises provisions governing homes for 

individual residential care and other facilities and agencies licensed by the 
Health Division of the Department of Health and Human Services. 
(BDR 40-335) 

 
Mary C. Keating, Administrative Services Officer (ASO), Health Division, 
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), introduced Mandi Galli, 
Management Analyst, Health Division, DHHS.  Ms. Keating said she and 
Ms. Galli were available to answer any questions regarding the fiscal note for 
A.B. 20 (R1).   
 
According to Ms. Keating the bill would require additional resources because 
20 licensed facilities would be required to obtain an endorsement.   
 
Chair Arberry asked whether that was the reason for the fiscal note.  
 
Ms. Keating replied there were currently three bills that individually were very 
small pieces, but when added together they produced a collective fiscal note for 
A.B. 20 (R1). 
 
Chair Arberry asked whether funding was in the budget and what would happen 
if the bill was not passed.   
 
Ms. Keating said the additional duties in the bill were not funded, but the 
Health Division would perform the duties if the bill was approved.   
 
Captain P. K. O' Neill, Chief, Records and Technology Division, Department of 
Public Safety (DPS), stated he wanted to address a small issue contained within 
the bill and referred it to Julie Butler.  
 
Julie Butler, Chief, Records Bureau, Department of Public Safety, pointed out 
that section 8 of A.B. 20 (R1) added to the list of potentially disqualifying 
convictions for persons who work in the facilities that were licensed by the 
Health Division.  If A.B. 20 (R1) was not passed, the consequences would be 
that those particular offenses would not be disqualifying. 
 
Ms. Butler continued and said that if A.B. 20 (R1) was not passed, there were 
still offenses that were listed in statute, such as murder, assault with intent to 
kill, and sexual assault which would remain disqualifying offenses.   
 
Wendy Simons, Assisted Living Administrator, testified in support of 
A.B. 20 (R1).  Ms. Simons stated the benefits of the bill came into play with the 
criminal background checks and expanded investigations of the providers who 
dealt with the frailest of the frail.   
 
Chair Arberry closed the hearing on A.B. 20 (R1) and opened the hearing on 
A.B. 458.   
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Assembly Bill 458:  Revises various provisions relating to funding for public 

education. (BDR 31-685) 
 
Assemblywoman Barbara E. Buckley, Clark County Assembly District 8, testified 
as the sponsor of Assembly Bill 458.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley presented a PowerPoint program entitled 
Securing Education Funding.  Exhibit C, a copy of the PowerPoint presentation, 
was submitted to the Committee. 
 
Assembly Bill 458 would return dollars to the kindergarten to grade 12 (K-12) 
education budget by creating a rainy-day fund just for K-12 education to 
cushion the education budget from the harshest effects of economic downturns 
and stop the diversion of tax dollars from education.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley said it was very clear that it was the constitutional 
duty of the Nevada Legislature to provide for a uniform system of common 
schools and to provide the funding for those schools.  She referred to page 2 of 
Exhibit C, a chart that demonstrated the funding for K-12 education over the 
past decade.  In 1997 the average basic support had been $3,620 per student, 
and in 2008 the average basic support had been $5,125 per student.  
Assemblywoman Buckley pointed out that if the $5,125 figure was adjusted for 
inflation, it was apparent that support had been meager over the past ten years.   
 
According to Assemblywoman Buckley, the state had been so busy dealing with 
growth that it had not dealt adequately with improving education funding.  
She stated Nevada was 47th in the nation in per pupil spending for education.  
Nevada spent $6,963 per pupil, compared to a national average of $9,557 per 
pupil per year.  Nevada's teacher-to-pupil ratio placed the state at 46th in 
national ranking.  Assemblywoman Buckley said the proficiency rate in reading 
was 45th in the nation, the proficiency rate in math was 44th in the nation, and 
the high school dropout rate placed Nevada at 5th highest in the nation.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley stated that Nevada regularly created programs to 
address the rather brutal rankings, only to eliminate them when times were lean.  
She said it seemed like a distant memory from where Nevada was today 
compared to where it was last session.  Assemblywoman Buckley noted that in 
the last Session there had been arguing and negotiation over career and 
technical education funding, full-day kindergarten, empowerment school 
funding, pilot schools, longer school days, paid tutoring, and an experiment to 
see whether an infusion of resources lead to better results.  Those bills were 
debated and negotiated, and legislators left the Session satisfied that new 
dollars were being added into the education budgets.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley observed that Nevada had an economic downturn, 
and every single one of those programs that were negotiated and fought for 
were  slashed in round one of the budget cuts.  When times were lean, the 
Legislature eliminated programs that were just created.  
Assemblywoman Buckley maintained that cycle wasted taxpayer dollars, 
harmed children, demoralized teachers, and also demoralized legislators in their 
quest to improve educational outcomes for students.  Meanwhile, taxes 
earmarked for education were being diverted from education budgets.  In 
approved redevelopment districts, property taxes on the appreciated value of 
real property were being redirected from schools to the redevelopment agencies, 
according to Assemblywoman Buckley.  The Nevada Commission on Economic 
Development offered incentives to relocating or expanding businesses in the 
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form of abatements on the Modified Business Tax (MBT), sales and use taxes, 
and personal property taxes.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley acknowledged the redevelopment projects created 
value, but they also took funds from education.  She cited the 2009 education 
reallocations of $20,083,713 in Clark County, $3,220,377 in Carson City, 
$858,559 in Douglas County, and $5,203,464 in Washoe County and over 
$3 million in Commission on Economic Development Local School Support 
Tax (LSST) abatements in 2007.   
 
Assembly Bill 458 would create a K-12 Public Education Stabilization Account, 
commonly known as a rainy-day fund.  Money for the Education Stabilization 
Fund would come from two sources.  First, 50 percent of the unspent funds in 
the Distributive School Account (DSA) that would otherwise revert to the 
General Fund would go to the rainy-day fund, and second, an escalating setoff 
of redevelopment agency revenues from property tax for schools would be 
established to support the rainy-day fund.  The fund would accumulate until the 
balance equaled 20 percent of the prior year's total of statewide basic support, 
special education units, and the class-size reduction program. 
 
Assemblywoman Buckley elaborated that at present funds that remained in the 
DSA at the end of the biennium reverted to the General Fund.  She said that 
could be a result of school-related sales and property taxes collected in excess 
of the amounts budgeted, or the excess of budgeted funds resulting when 
actual school enrollment was lower than projected.  Assembly Bill 458 would 
require the deposit of excess DSA funds into the rainy-day fund for K-12 instead 
of returning those funds to the General Fund.  
 
Assembly Bill 458 would require that one-half of the excess funding be placed 
in the education rainy-day fund and the other half be placed in the Account for 
Innovation and the Prevention of Remediation.  Assemblywoman Buckley said 
that was the recommendation reached with the Fiscal Analysis Division.  
She said she wanted to ensure that the excess funding was put to the best use. 
  
Assemblywoman Buckley stated that redevelopment agencies were established 
in 1959 to remediate neighborhood blight.  Blight was found to be injurious to 
public health, public safety, and the welfare of the people in the community.  
Blight was often difficult to remediate because individual landowners lacked the 
incentives to improve or modernize areas.  Tax increment financing was one the 
resources made available to cities and counties to redevelop blighted areas.  
Local governments were authorized by statute to create redevelopment agencies 
and to designate areas for redevelopment.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley explained tax increment financing.  She said, first, the 
tax base had to be determined by the revenue generated from the assessed 
value of all the property located within the designated redevelopment area.  
That was the base value which was distributed to the various taxing agencies, 
the school districts, and indigent funds, as set forth in the statutes.  The tax 
increment revenue was any tax revenue resulting from an increase in the 
assessed valuation of the property located in the redevelopment area above the 
base assessed value.  Assemblywoman Buckley said the increase related to 
specific improvements and other increases in assessed value.  Tax increment 
revenue was redirected away from the school districts to the redevelopment 
agency.  
 
All 50 states had laws authorizing redevelopment, according to 
Assemblywoman Buckley.  Many of the states, however, had amended the 
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original legislation after determining how much money redevelopment agencies 
siphoned away from education.  South Carolina and Kansas now allowed school 
districts to opt out of participating in redevelopment.  Texas school boards 
could elect to contribute their property tax revenue to a redevelopment agency.  
Florida, Alaska, Maryland, and South Dakota shielded the school district's 
portion of property tax base from the redevelopment area.  Georgia allowed 
school districts to require that their portion of the tax increment be used to 
construct or maintain schools and for job training programs. 
 
States imposed size and other restrictions on redevelopment agencies.  Georgia 
limited the total amount of property value that could be included within a 
redevelopment district to 10 percent of the municipality's tax base.  Maine 
limited the total amount of property value that could be included within a 
redevelopment district to 5 percent of the municipality's base.  Minnesota and 
California required that the base assessed value of property in the 
redevelopment district included an inflationary increase based on the 
Consumer Price Index (CPI).   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley said eliminating neighborhood blight must include 
schools, and while it was important to eradicate the physical signs of 
neighborhood blight, it should not be at the expense of the education of children 
living in blighted areas.  Schools in blighted areas had fewer qualified teachers 
than non-blighted, wealthier schools.  Many students were lower income, had 
limited English proficiency, and came from deprived home environments.  
Assemblywoman Buckley maintained that inadequate education funding that 
limited access to programs that could improve the chance of success in school 
meant that redevelopment agency (RDA) remediation became merely cosmetic 
and did not improve the quality of life for children living in the midst of blight.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley, using Clark County as an example, pointed out there 
were no middle schools within any Clark County redevelopment district.  The 
Las Vegas Academy High School was the only high school within a 
redevelopment district and was a magnet school that was doing very well.  
Assemblywoman Buckley referred to page 8 of Exhibit C, which contained a 
chart of Clark County elementary schools inside and outside of the RDAs, and 
said it was apparent that schools within the RDAs needed the most help.  On 
page 9 of Exhibit C, Washoe County elementary schools showed the same 
results.   
 
Assembly Bill 458 amended the hold-back from RDA funds for affordable 
housing and introduced an escalating set-off to RDA tax increment revenue, 
redirecting those funds to the education rainy-day fund.  
Assemblywoman Buckley said by studying examples from other states, she 
arrived at the following proposal to fund the education rainy-day fund.  In year 
one there would be a 3 percent setoff, which meant that nothing would change 
in the first two years from a redevelopment agency perspective.  The housing 
set aside requirement was currently 18 percent for those jurisdictions over 
400,000 who had an affordable housing requirement.  In year 3 the setoff 
would be 7 percent, in year 5 the setoff would be 12 percent, and in year 7 the 
setoff would be 15 percent.  If the RDA setoffs caused the education rainy-day 
fund to exceed its maximum allocation, the spillover funds would go to the 
Account for Innovation and the Prevention of Remediation. 
 
Redevelopment agencies would be held harmless for preexisting obligations.  If 
a redevelopment agency had a preexisting obligation and compliance with 
A.B. 458 threatened the ability to meet that obligation, the RDA would be held 
harmless as long as there was a bond counsel opinion to that effect.  
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Assemblywoman Buckley said legislation could not impair existing bond 
covenants, so hold harmless had been built into A.B. 458.   
 
Assembly Bill 458 also stopped abatements of the Local School Support 
Tax (LSST) in economic development activities.  Assemblywoman Buckley 
emphasized that Nevada had to stop abating funding that was set aside for 
education.  She commented for those who opposed the bill that Nevada was 
46th nationally in per pupil funding.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley said the Governor announced that his proposal 
recommended additional salary cuts, and since two-thirds of all salary cuts went 
to K-12, that meant that K-12 was looking at over $1 billion in proposed cuts.  
Assemblywoman Buckley said she believed the Legislature was not going to 
approve that level of cuts to K-12, but she also did not believe Nevada could 
afford to give money away for school funding from the very sources that were 
adopted to fund schools.  The incentives would still be available in all of these 
funding areas.  The Nevada Commission on Economic Development might 
continue to offer an employer who relocated to Nevada, or who expanded, an 
abatement of local, non-education sales and use taxes and real and personal 
property taxes, but limited to no more than 50 percent of the amount owed and 
limited to no more than 10 years.  Tax incentives at the expense of education 
did not work, according to Assemblywoman Buckley.  Nevada's tax and 
regulatory climate was more favorable to businesses than most states, yet 
surveys of top business leaders seldom gave Nevada a top rating as a good 
place to do business, in large measure because of the poor education rankings. 
Assemblywoman Buckley said the state could not continue to fund education at 
20th century levels and expect to attract 21st century businesses.  If education 
was truly a priority of the Legislature, it could not continue to allow the 
diversion of taxes intended to support education, and a savings account had to 
be established to ensure stable funding levels for schools during economic 
downturns. 
 
Assemblywoman Smith commented that as someone who spent the bulk of her 
time working on the education budget issues, she appreciated what 
Assemblywoman Buckley was doing because the Legislators had been living and 
breathing this subject for over a year with the budget cuts.  She said she had 
been thinking about the adequacy study that the Legislature had previously 
commissioned that stated that Nevada was approximately a billion dollars short 
of properly funding education if students were to reach standard.  She said it 
did not matter what the times were, nor what the economic situation was, 
children had to be educated when they went to school.   
 
Assemblywoman Smith said she frequently heard that the schools needed to be 
operated like a business, but schools could not turn away children, schools 
could not decide to close, and unless the Legislature gave them permission, 
they could not cut back the amount of time they were spending to educate.  
She pointed out that enrollment could not be capped, and the schools could not 
charge more.  The children that came through the schoolroom doors were 
educated no matter what.   
 
Assemblywoman Smith said the other thing that was not talked about was that 
the standards were being raised.  No Child Left Behind standards were going up, 
while school funding was going in the other direction.  Assemblywoman Smith 
said she did not know how the state was going to continue to do what was 
needed if it continued doing an inadequate job of funding schools.  She said she 
had been hopeful four years ago that the school funding discussion would be 
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held under different circumstances, and instead of talking about survival, the 
discussion would be about providing an adequate education.   
 
Assemblyman Grady asked whether it was correct that four counties had 
redevelopment districts.  Assemblywoman Buckley responded that each 
Committee member had been provided with information on every redevelopment 
district in Nevada.   
 
Assemblyman Grady commented that the mayor of Sparks was in the audience, 
and he was anxious to hear the city's presentation regarding redevelopment 
districts working with schools.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley said she thought Sparks was probably the only 
redevelopment district that had done that, and she commended the city and the 
redevelopment district.  She said by and large the redevelopment agency 
testimony that was going to be heard was that the RDAs were doing a good job 
and could not afford to lose any funding.  Assemblywoman Buckley said her 
reply to that was everybody was doing more with less.  Nevada's teachers were 
facing uncertainty, and the schools were facing $690 million in proposed cuts.  
While the Legislature would like to restore every dollar, there were going to be 
cuts to schools.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley said Nevada needed to weather the short-term 
economic downturn, but it also needed to plan for the future.  If the state 
continued to fund programs in good times and slash them in bad times, 
Assemblywoman Buckley said "we will have failed as leaders."  She maintained 
the only way to stop "boom-and-bust funding" was through a budget 
stabilization fund.   
 
Craig Stevens, Nevada State Education Association (NSEA), testified in support 
of A.B. 458.  Mr. Stevens stated that the NSEA was in full support of the bill 
because it believed education dollars would be stabilized.  He said the education 
rainy-day fund would also increase the amount of funds available for Nevada's 
education system to aid in attracting and retaining educators. 
 
Anne Loring, representing the Washoe County School District, testified in 
support of A.B. 458.  She said the 1997 Nevada Education Reform Act 
specified that all children in Nevada would meet specific academic standards.  
Nevada was one of the last states to initiate standards' reform, according to 
Ms. Loring, but fortunately the state had begun the effort before the passage of 
No Child Left Behind.  Nevada led the nation, however, in providing much 
needed funding to help students and schools meet the standards.  Over the past 
12 years, the Legislature had provided remediation funding for students who 
failed to pass the high school proficiency exam and established and funded 
regional professional development centers to ensure that all of Nevada's 
teachers could teach to the standards effectively.  Incentives had been provided 
to lure the best teachers to Nevada and to entice them to stay and to encourage 
the best teachers to serve the neediest students, along with innovative 
programs to help struggling students achieve.  Ms. Loring stated that funding 
had been invaluable in improving student achievement in Washoe County.   
 
Ms. Loring commented that today school districts faced the prospect that all of 
the successes of the past 12 years were about to evaporate.  Almost all of the 
funding just described had been eliminated from The Executive Budget.  
She said that in less than 24 hours she fully expected to learn that the revenue 
story was far worse than even anticipated in The Executive Budget.  No one 
could have foreseen that there would be such a dramatic downturn.  Losing help 
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for struggling students, losing help for hardworking teachers, and losing 
incentives to attract and retain the best educators would turn the Nevada 
Education Reform Act into an empty process.  Ms. Loring said she supported 
Assemblywoman Buckley in her proposal to stabilize funding for education so 
that the downturns were not catastrophic drops.  She maintained the fund must 
be created to protect programs proven to improve student achievement so that 
in times of greatest need the resources would still exist to ensure that Nevada's 
students could graduate career and college ready. 
 
Mike Cate, representing the Academy for Career Education (ACE High School), 
testified in support of A.B. 458.  Mr. Cate said the construction industry was 
highly motivated regarding education in Nevada.  Over the past year, Mr. Cate 
said he had met with numerous business and community leaders about state 
priorities, and it was the overall consensus that education should be the number 
one priority for the state.  He said that if Nevada wanted to recruit and retain 
quality industry, then it must improve and support its most valuable asset, the 
education of the younger generation.   
 
Carolyn Edwards, Trustee, Clark County School District, Las Vegas, read the 
following statement in favor of A.B. 458 into the record:  
 

Good afternoon, Chairman Arberry and members of the Committee.  
For the record I am Carolyn Edwards, a Trustee representing 
District F of the Clark County School District.  Thank you for the 
opportunity to speak in support of A.B. 458.  
 
I want to thank Speaker Buckley for offering this very important 
piece of legislation.  The establishment of a stabilization fund for 
education is much needed.  If this fund were in place 10 years ago, 
K-12 education would not have had to make the draconian cuts 
asked of us last year for the next biennium, and the state's dire 
circumstances today would have been significantly ameliorated.  
Unfortunately, legislators 10 years ago did not have this vision or 
foresight.  You, our current legislators, can learn from past 
mistakes, and A.B. 458 demonstrates that.  An education 
stabilization fund will help to offset future downfalls in the 
economy and protect education.  This is good planning and good 
vision and offers education protections in the future.  I applaud this 
effort. 
 
There will be some who will speak to you today in opposition to 
this bill because of the redevelopment dollars that would be 
redirected toward this stabilization fund.  Redevelopment is a 
critical issue, and I applaud the state for providing avenues to 
renew blighted areas.  The question becomes at what cost.  There 
are a lot of things that are done at the cost of education.  Should 
this be one of them?  I submit that in these economic times we no 
longer have the luxury to divert education dollars to redevelopment.  
If our education system continues to sit at the top of every bad list, 
who will want to come here to redevelop anything?  Where will the 
educated, qualified work force come from to support the 
businesses and industry in the redevelopment areas?  The fact is 
redevelopment diverts operating and capital revenues from schools 
to redevelopment areas.  In Clark County, this amounts to about 
$30 million for operations and $4.7 million in capital funds 
annually.  That is almost $35 million a year.  At a time when the 
school district is facing a fiscal crisis that is eroding our education 
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system, these moneys could make the difference between offering 
or eliminating programs that will support a qualified workforce.  
Today, we are cutting programs that we know would help to 
graduate more students ready for higher education or a career 
path.    

 
While we recognize that redevelopment areas have been successful 
and that the community benefits from these programs, the cost to 
schools cannot be overlooked.  Assembly Bill 458 recognizes that 
point.  It begins to address and balance the two competing needs.  
These are desperate times and desperate times call for a 
reevaluation of past practices.  The practice of diverting education 
dollars to redevelopment areas needs to be revisited.  
Assembly Bill 458 does that and corrects the mistakes of the past.   
 
The education budget should not be the first place you turn to 
support other funding need, it should be the very last.  While there 
are tough budget choices to be made, it is neither responsible nor 
wise to gut education to fund redevelopment.  There needs to be a 
balance, and A.B. 458 seeks to create that balance.              
 
Thank you, again, to Speaker Buckley for having the courage and 
the vision to offer this legislation to address a critical need in 
education in the State of Nevada.  While it may be a hard pill for 
some to swallow, it puts us on the right track in elevating 
education as a high priority in the state.  I urge the Committee to 
fully support A.B. 458. 
 

Mary Jo Parise Malloy, President, Nevadans for Quality Education (N.Q.E.), 
Las Vegas, read the following statement in support of A.B. 458 into the record: 
 

Chairman Arberry, members of the Committee, for the record my 
name is Mary Jo Parise Malloy, President of Nevadans for Quality 
Education.  I am here to speak in full support of A.B. 458. 
 
Nevadans for Quality Education is a grass-roots community 
organization which focuses on the student in the classroom.  So 
you can say that I am here today on behalf of the over 400,000 
students enrolled in K-12 public education in the State of Nevada. 
 
Education in Nevada has never been adequately funded.  In 1994, 
Nevada was 14.2 percent below the national average in per pupil 
funding.  In 2000, Nevada was 20 percent below the national 
average.  In 2007, before we suffered through these drastic cuts, 
we were 29.5 percent below the national average. 
 
Adding to the education funding dilemma is the way in which 
education dollars are collected and distributed through the 
Distributive School Account (DSA).  People of this state have been 
duped into thinking that money collected in the name of education 
goes to funding the needs of our students.  Because the DSA limits 
the amount of per pupil funding, any additional revenue reverts 
back to the General Fund.  From 1979 to 2007, K-12 public 
education has lost over $800 million through reversion.   
 
Had the provisions of A.B. 458 been in place prior to the recent 
budget crisis, K-12 education would not have experienced the 



Assembly Committee on Ways and Means 
April 30, 2009 
Page 12 
 

drastic cuts of late.  Nevadans for Quality Education commends the 
Speaker for having the foresight that has lacked with previous 
legislators.     
 
Research from Stanford University indicates that people who are 
"not connected by 25" to education or employment are likely to 
remain disconnected throughout their lives, resulting in significant 
social and economic costs. 
 
Redevelopment is critical to the well being of our community.  
However, I question how diverting desperately needed education 
dollars to redevelopment improves the quality of life.  Our families 
are the backbone of this state.  Without the opportunity to receive 
a quality education, our students will never become productive 
members contributing to our communities. 
 
I am sure there will be those speaking today in opposition to 
A.B. 458 regarding redevelopment dollars being redirected to 
education, and I must say I find this disheartening.  Our local 
governments should support public education in every way they 
can without hijacking money that rightfully belongs to our students 
and not our counties.  In states where local government and public 
education have strong partnerships, education thrives. 
 
I am optimistic that the day will come whereby local government 
and public education will join together in doing what is best for the 
young and old, rather than participating in a competition for dollars 
benefiting a few and causing harm to many. 
 

Dotty Merrill, representing the Nevada Association of School Boards (NASB), 
testified in support of A.B. 458.  Ms. Merrill stated the NASB was the 
representative for Nevada's 17 elected school boards, and she pointed out that 
the most important aspect to everything that school board members, 
superintendants, and educational staff tried to do in all school districts was to 
improve student achievement.  The resources that were needed to improve 
student achievement would benefit from A.B. 458.  Ms. Merrill believed that 
both short-term and long-term improvements to student education could be 
made through the measures that were included in the legislative proposal. 
 
Lupita Hernandez, resident of Las Vegas, testified in support of A.B. 458 in 
Spanish.     

 
Assemblyman Denis explained that he had thanked Ms. Hernandez in Spanish 
for her testimony.   
 
Allison Turner, representing the Nevada Parent Teacher Association (PTA), 
testified in support of A.B. 458.  Ms. Turner said she spoke on behalf of the 
Nevada PTA and said it supported A.B. 458.  She said the position of the 
Nevada PTA was simple—taxes that were levied to support public education 
needed to remain with public education.  Ms. Turner maintained that even 
though K-12 education represented such a large part of the budget, it was still a 
relatively low-cost, minimal-impact benefit, not just for children and families, but 
for employees and employers.   
 
Juliana Ormsby, representing the League of Women Voters of Nevada, and the 
Women's Lobby, testified in support of A.B. 458.  Ms. Ormsby said the 
League of Women Voters of Nevada had long been committed to public 
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education, and it supported the legislation for all the reasons previously 
articulated.   
 
Jan Gilbert, representing the Progressive Leadership Alliance of Nevada, 
testified in support of A.B. 458.  Ms. Gilbert said that although she no longer 
had any connection to the public school system personally, she was a private 
citizen who still believed it was her responsibility to help provide a quality public 
education.   
 
Geno Martini, Mayor of Sparks, testified regarding A.B. 458 and read the 
following into the record: 
 

On behalf of the City of Sparks I would like to express concern 
over the redevelopment provisions of A.B. 458 in its current form, 
including proposed amendment 4656.  I also want to state, 
however, that Sparks understands and appreciates the intent of 
A.B. 458, and I can appreciate Sparks supporting A.B. 458 if it is 
modified to enable our redevelopment agency to effectively 
continue advancing our redevelopment plans, even at a reduced 
level, while also providing funding for the proposed public 
education stabilization account.  Sparks has accomplished a great 
deal through its redevelopment program.  As a lifelong resident of 
Sparks, I can testify that redevelopment has eliminated and 
prevented blight in our oldest neighborhoods; brought new 
development, business activity, and jobs to Sparks' urban core; 
created neighborhood, community, and regional amenities; resulted 
in the development of affordable housing; and paved the way for 
future private investment and growth in tax revenues not only for 
Sparks, but other government entities, including Washoe County 
School District and the State of Nevada.   
 
Sparks has two redevelopment areas.  The town center 
redevelopment area, which includes Sparks' original neighborhoods 
and our downtown.  Sparks had made substantial, though rarely 
easy, progress toward transforming its downtown and improving 
the surrounding neighborhoods.  Victorian Square, the heart of this 
redevelopment area, remains a work in progress.  I believe 
completing the Victorian Square project is vital to the city's future.   
 
Area 2 is comprised of three districts, the Marina District, where 
the Legends project is under construction, and the Oddie Boulevard 
and Conductor Heights districts.  While there has been a great deal 
of debate regarding the merits of the Legends, the truth is it will be 
several years before it can be fairly judged.  In the short-term, I can 
unequivocally tell you that it is an important source of jobs and one 
of the few bright spots in a very difficult economic environment.   
 
Based upon Sparks' analysis, the proposed redirection of up to 
15 percent of the agency's tax revenues for the state public 
education stabilization account would cripple Sparks' 
redevelopment programs, particularly in our town center 
redevelopment area, which will terminate in 2023, just 14 years 
from now.  It would also severely restrict Sparks' ability to utilize 
tax increment revenues created by the Legends project to revitalize 
the Oddie Boulevard and Conductor Heights districts of our second 
redevelopment area as provided in the redevelopment plan.   
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For those of you who live in the north, you are familiar with the 
Conductor Heights and Oddie Boulevard areas which are very 
depressed areas.  What we had planned on doing is taking money 
from the Legends, which is going very well, and putting some 
money into those particular areas.  I believe it would ultimately 
prove to be detrimental to the City of Sparks, our neighborhoods, 
and residents, if this occurs.   
 
In closing, I want to reiterate that while I must, of necessity, take a 
position in opposition to the current version of A.B. 458, Sparks is 
fully prepared to work with the bill's sponsors to develop 
amendments that enable us to continue pursuing our 
redevelopment program, while also providing funding for the 
proposed public (education) stabilization account. 
 

Assemblywoman Buckley commented that at a time when the public schools 
were being asked to do the same difficult job with less money, she wondered 
why the redevelopment agencies could not do more with less as well.  She said 
the amount being discussed for the next biennium was 3 percent, which 
increased to 15 percent by 2015.  She noted there was less money available for 
incentives, but there was no proposal to eliminate redevelopment.   
 
Mr. Martini responded that the City of Sparks had already cut over $14 million 
in the last eight months.  The city had laid-off 85 employees, including 
employees from the redevelopment area.  Mr. Martini maintained the 
City of Sparks was already doing more with less.  While Mr. Martini 
acknowledged Sparks could probably handle a little bit less funding, he pointed 
out the city had debt that had to be repaid. 
 
Assemblywoman Buckley commented that current debt would not be impaired, 
because that was changing the rules in the middle of the game, and she would 
not support that change.  She emphasized that school funding had to be 
stabilized.  The main reason business after business refused to come to Nevada 
was the public school system, according to Assemblywoman Buckley.  She said 
Nevada needed to stop the boom-and-bust cycle and the instability in our public 
school system. 
 
Mr. Martini commented that while he appreciated Assemblywoman Buckley's 
position, he believed the City of Sparks had done about as much as possible 
with layoffs and cutbacks.  He said $14 million worth of cuts out of a 
$60 million budget was doing more with less.   
 
Julia Ratti, Councilwoman, Sparks City Council, City of Sparks, commented 
regarding A.B. 458.  Ms. Ratti stated she represented Ward 1 in Sparks which 
was the heart of the city and included the two redevelopment districts, which 
encompassed a large portion of the ward.   
 
Ms. Ratti stated she had no argument against a school stabilization fund.  She 
said she believed there should be a school stabilization fund and that the state 
should be generously funding education.  However, she said her ward contained 
significant blight, and tools were needed to address that issue at the local level.  
Ms. Ratti said she believed it was the intent of the bill to keep those tools 
whole, but she wanted to bring to the Committee's attention that even with the 
new funding levels, in 2012 Sparks would have zero money to fund any 
meaningful redevelopment programs.   
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Redevelopment District 1 in Sparks was the oldest redevelopment district in the 
State of Nevada, according to Ms. Ratti, and was a redevelopment district with 
significant history.  The District already had commitments, and because it would 
expire in 14 years, was on a cash basis.  The District did not have the time to 
release bonds and was operating on increment financing. 
  
With the current analysis the City of Sparks believed it could keep the Legends 
project whole, but financial projections showed that Redevelopment District 1 
would be out of business in 2011-12 based on the new funding formula.  
Ms. Ratti explained that Sparks had put significant funding into the older 
schools in the redevelopment districts using redevelopment funding.  After 
September 11, 2001, when redevelopment funding was not available, the 
City of Sparks dedicated the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
funding to improvements at the older schools.   
 
Ms. Ratti commented that she wished she had more optimism that funding 
going into a broad-based education fund would make it to the older schools that 
were part of the redevelopment districts.  She said A.B. 458 should connect 
some of the funding that was being set aside from successful redevelopment 
projects directly to older schools and older neighborhoods.  She was not sure 
the stabilization fund mechanism would ensure that funding would be provided 
to the older schools where the need was the greatest. 
 
Assemblywoman Buckley responded that A.B. 458 would establish an operating 
education stabilization fund designed to stop cuts in operating funds, textbooks, 
and teacher's salaries, so it would not be remodeling any schools old or new.  
She said she did not understand how this bill would affect ongoing operations, 
but she would remain open to receiving any information regarding the matter 
from representatives of the City of Sparks.   
 
Armando Ornelas Jr., City Planner, City of Sparks, testified that revenues were 
down to where they were in 2000.  After September 11, 2001, there had been 
the spread of large-scale Indian gaming in northern California causing significant 
impact on gaming properties in northern Nevada and in the case of Sparks, 
specifically, John Ascuaga's Nugget.  Mr. Ornelas said Sparks' tax increment 
revenues declined from approaching 1.5 times debt service to just making debt 
service in the immediate years after September 11, 2001.  He said revenues 
had recovered somewhat and were back up to about 1.25 times coverage, but 
that probably was as well as revenues were going to do in the short term 
because of what was happening with property values in northern Nevada.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley interjected that everyone knew that, and there would 
be more declining property tax revenues over the next biennium; the state alone 
projected a $150 million decline in the next biennium.  While she understood 
that concern, she did not understand why taking 3 percent in the next biennium 
would stop redevelopment efforts in Sparks.     
 
Mr. Ornelas said Sparks had a few hundred thousand dollars above debt service 
to work with and 3 percent was workable, but if it were to move up to 
15 percent, the excess funds above debt service would be gone.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley said 15 percent did not begin until 2015 and asked 
whether that would end redevelopment efforts in Sparks. 
 
Mr. Ornelas replied that Sparks would eventually have nothing above debt 
service to work with in 2015, which was based on the city's analysis, including 
the assumption that values would increase over the next six or seven years.   
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Assemblywoman Buckley said she would look forward to receiving the 
information in writing, and she would give Mr. Ornelas the opportunity to 
convince her. 
 
Marvin Leavitt, representing the cities of Las Vegas and Henderson, said he 
would like to thank Assemblywoman Buckley for being willing to listen and for 
making some rather substantial changes in the bill.  He said he was happy to 
report that the bill in its amended form adequately protected debt and other 
obligations of the redevelopment districts in the state.  Mr. Leavitt read the 
following statement into the record: 
 

We understand the need to fund public education and the 
importance of that funding to the state and its citizens.  At the 
same time, we think there is an important part for redevelopment 
to play also in the economic growth and stability of the state.  
Eventually, as we all recognize, money for education in whatever 
form it takes is somewhat dependent on a diversification of the 
economy as well as growth in the economy.  We remain 
concerned, however, about the viability of districts in the long-term 
under the provisions of this bill.  We are currently facing a situation 
that I cannot remember having experienced in the past, and that is 
the situation where we see declining property tax values.  Of 
course property tax is the revenue source for redevelopment 
districts, and we anticipate that we are going to see some fairly 
substantial reductions, particularly from commercial property in the 
next fiscal year.     

 
I would like to address some of the effects of redevelopment.  We 
took a look, for instance, at some projects in Henderson in some 
detail to try to see what the effect was, and we discovered that 
there was $191,426 in property tax coming from these projects.  
Of that, $85,835 would have gone to the schools if the project had 
existed without redevelopment.  We also discovered that 
$557,353 paid by the projects into the sales tax coffers, the total 
of that amount, $300,970, was paid either as part of the state 
2 percent or part of the 2.25 percent that goes to the schools.  So 
you notice that what they lost, indeed if we could say the project 
would exist without the redevelopment, $85,000, but of course 
they gained $300,970 from the sales tax side of the equation.   

 
Now we also noticed that these businesses paid $399,283 to the 
business taxes, some of which went to the local governments, but 
most of which went to the General Fund through that mechanism.  
So even though we might say that the schools indeed lost $85,835 
from this project, between the state and the schools they 
essentially gained $300,970 from the sales tax and another 
$399,283 from the business tax of all of these projects that we 
have done the analysis on.   

 
We recognize that this bill is important, and it creates a 
stabilization fund for schools, and we do not object to a portion of 
redevelopment funds going to schools.  In fact, we have sort of a 
counter-proposal to make that I would like to discuss with you.  
Right now, in entities that are over 300,000, 18 percent of the 
monies in the redevelopment districts are allocated to affordable 
housing.  In entities under 300,000 that is not the case.  What we 
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are proposing is that we lower that limit to approximately 260,000, 
which would bring Henderson in so they would have an obligation 
on the affordable housing side.  At the same time, we are 
proposing that instead of paying 3 percent in the next fiscal year, 
that both Henderson and Las Vegas, those cities above that 
threshold, pay 9 percent to education out of their redevelopment 
funds and 9 percent to affordable housing.  That way schools get 
their money somewhat earlier, build up the fund earlier, and we 
have also computed that by adding Henderson to the mix, the total 
amount going to affordable housing is within $100,000 or so of 
being the same amount as currently paid by Las Vegas, even when 
paying at the 18 percent rate.  We feel that affordable housing, 
while we recognize that it is important, is not quite so important at 
the current moment with the depressed price of housing.  We 
recognize that some people are not even able to pay at these really 
low rates right now.  We feel that if we did that combination, we 
get money into the schools faster, and our concern is that the end 
of the time period when this thing is through, we have 15 percent 
going to schools, we have 15 percent going to affordable housing, 
we now have 30 percent of total redevelopment funds which are 
essentially siphoned off for something other than business 
development in the state.  In representing these two entities at 
least, we are willing to drop the threshold to 260,000, which 
would bring in Henderson, have the 9 percent immediately 
effective for redevelopment, and have 9 percent go to affordable 
housing.  We feel that is the contribution we are able to make to 
redevelopment and to education.  We appreciate the efforts of the 
Speaker and her courtesy to us.   

 
Assemblywoman Leslie commented that this was not her area, but she had tried 
to follow Mr. Leavitt's argument.  She asked for clarification that he was 
suggesting the housing money be put back into redevelopment and wanted to 
know that there would not be less money for affordable housing.  Mr. Leavitt 
replied there would not be less money for affordable housing with the plan he 
had laid out.  Assemblywoman Leslie requested Mr. Leavitt put the plan in 
writing. 
 
Assemblywoman Buckley thanked Mr. Leavitt for all of his technical support and 
remarked that he had helped to make A.B. 458 a better bill by making sure the 
debt language was correct.  According to Assemblywoman Buckley, the 
problem with that argument and proposal was that the whole purpose of 
redevelopment was to remediate blight for the benefit of the community.  
Affordable housing and housing in the community were just as important as the 
economic development projects.  The purpose of redevelopment was not to take 
vacant land and place something on it, it was to remediate blight.  
Assemblywoman Buckley said housing was an integral part of redevelopment 
efforts, which was why she had introduced legislation in 1991 with former 
Mayor Jan Jones of Las Vegas when she discovered Nevada was the only state 
in the country that did not have a housing set-aside.  She said she had toured 
redevelopment agencies in California as well as other states and found that 
someone needed to be shopping and attending restaurants or else a city ended 
up with beautiful looking buildings and no one in them.  She remarked that 
while she appreciated the offer of money for the education fund, she most 
respectfully disagreed with the entire concept.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley said her other closing comment was that while she 
supported redevelopment, some projects succeeded and some did not.  
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That was the nature of redevelopment.  She believed taking a small portion of 
redevelopment money to ensure stability in education was the right thing to do.     
 
Mr. Leavitt said in closing that Las Vegas provided money for affordable housing 
at 18 percent as part of its redevelopment.  He said he was now speaking for 
the City of Henderson which currently was not required to provide affordable 
housing but had provided money for affordable housing without being required 
to.  He said the concept was to add Henderson to the mix so that the combined 
9 percent for Henderson and Las Vegas equaled the same amount of money as 
the 18 percent did from Las Vegas. 
 
Lisa Foster, representing the City of North Las Vegas, testified regarding 
A.B. 458.  Ms. Foster said she wanted to talk briefly about the different 
amendments and where the City of North Las Vegas stood regarding the bill.  
The city had previously taken a position in opposition to the original bill, but the 
city had accepted the first part of the proposed amendment that 
Assemblywoman Buckley had submitted.  It could become difficult for 
North Las Vegas to maintain a redevelopment program in later years because 
North Las Vegas fell under the 300,000 population cap.  Ms. Foster said she 
understood this was an unprecedented budget crisis.  The City of 
North Las Vegas wanted to maintain a redevelopment program that worked, and 
Mr. Leavitt's proposal would not work for North Las Vegas.  Ms. Foster said she 
had been asked to speak for Boulder City as well, and the proposal would not 
work for Boulder City unless it was graduated up to 9 percent.  To immediately 
go to giving up 9 percent of the redevelopment revenues would be an 
unworkable situation for both cities, according to Ms. Foster. 
 
Larry Bender, Redevelopment Manager, City of North Las Vegas, testified in 
opposition to A.B. 458.  Mr. Bender said he would present a brief explanation of 
why the City of North Las Vegas was different from other communities in 
Nevada with regard to redevelopment.   
 
Mr. Bender stated that North Las Vegas had had a redevelopment agency for 
some time, but because of lagging property values for the last 10 or 15 years, it 
had only been in the last 4 or 5 years that it gained momentum.  Mr. Bender 
said North Las Vegas differed from other communities because its 
redevelopment budget as of July 1, 2009, was scheduled for a 15 percent 
decrease because of the decline in property taxes.   
 
The City of North Las Vegas redevelopment agency had no outstanding bonds 
or obligations.  Mr. Bender said unlike some other communities, the 
North Las Vegas Redevelopment Agency was a "pay-as-you-go" redevelopment 
agency, and consequently the formula being discussed today would affect it 
directly.   
 
According to Mr. Bender, the city was presently working on a 350,000 square 
foot regional shopping center in the heart of downtown North Las Vegas,   
located on 30 acres with a private sector investment of $100 million.  The site 
where Los Flores would be built was a blighted area.  The project would 
generate 399 construction jobs as well as 722 permanent jobs once it was 
open.  Mr. Bender said while people in North Las Vegas were sensitive to the 
problems in education, they were also sensitive to the problems in employment.  
Mr. Bender maintained that constructing a shopping center that was going to 
employ large numbers in an area that was largely Hispanic and low-income 
would do exactly what redevelopment was designed to do.   
 



Assembly Committee on Ways and Means 
April 30, 2009 
Page 19 
 
Mr. Bender said he understood the sacrifice that needed to be made by 
everyone to help education; North Las Vegas was willing to do that.  He said 
there was no problem with the 3 percent required in the year one budget, but as 
the rate in later years rose that was where the problem was.  He reminded the 
Committee that 3 percent sounded like a small amount, but in the case of 
North Las Vegas, it would be 18 percent when combined with the decrease in 
property taxes.   
 
Mr. Bender summarized that North Las Vegas was not opposed to helping 
education or opposed to limited amounts of redevelopment money redirected to 
school districts, but the concern was the later years and the decrease in the 
population threshold. 
 
Mark Lewis, Redevelopment Administrator, City of Reno, testified in opposition 
to A.B. 458.  He said the City of Reno fully supported efforts to fund education 
and also supported additional redevelopment agency (RDA) funds going into a 
stabilization fund.   
 
Mr. Lewis stated redevelopment had been critical to the success of Reno.  
Redevelopment attracted tourists and was a key component of both the local 
and state economies.  The only jobs in downtown Reno that had been created 
during the recession were created by redevelopment.  Mr. Lewis said a number 
of projects that had been under construction during the last 18 months had put 
local people to work.  A good example was the baseball park.  There had been 
over 1,200 local construction workers working in downtown Reno that would 
not have been there without redevelopment.   
 
Reno had an older redevelopment district in its downtown area, and Mr. Lewis 
said the bill, as presented, would have the same effect, as it would in Sparks, of 
stopping downtown redevelopment efforts.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley asked why other states could remove school funding 
from redevelopment and not fall apart. 
 
Mr. Lewis said there were some unique circumstances in Nevada, particularly in 
the older districts. 
 
Bill Lawrence, Acting Director, Office of Business Development, City of Las 
Vegas, said he appreciated the leadership of Assemblywoman Buckley in regard 
to A.B. 458 and the proposed amendment.  He noted that the proposed 
amendment included changes to subsection 4 of section 19 of the bill that 
would establish a hold-harmless for RDA indebtedness.  That amendment 
specified July 1, 2009, as the final date for the hold-harmless for debt 
obligations.  Mr. Lawrence explained that the city had conditional approval from 
the Department of Taxation for the issuance of a medium-term obligation of 
$15 million but noted the receipt of final approval and the debt issuance may 
not occur before that hold-harmless date.  He asked the Committee to consider 
that timing in any amendment to the bill. 
 
Chair Arberry closed the hearing on A.B. 458 and opened the hearing on 
A.B. 451(R1).   
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Assembly Bill 451 (1st Reprint):  Establishes a program for the issuance of state 

obligations to provide venture capital to certain minority-owned 
businesses in this State. (BDR 31-613) 

 
Chair Arberry stated the main objective of A.B. 451 (R1) was to put people 
back to work and help small businesses.   
 
Steve George, Senior Deputy, Office of the State Treasurer testified in support 
of A.B. 451 (R1).  Mr. George said the amendments suggested in Exhibit D 
were written after consultations with the Nevada Bankers Association to make 
the bill more understandable.   
 
Chair Arberry said the bill set aside bonds so that banks could work with the 
Treasurer's Office to enable small businesses to apply for reduced-rate loans 
through the Linked Deposit Program.  The bill was first presented in Government 
Affairs, which modified the bill to define a small business.   
 
Assemblywoman Gansert asked whether she had the correct concept that the 
state deposited $20 million with banks or credit unions, and those banks or 
credit unions were supposed to loan that money to small businesses.   
 
Mark Winebarger, Chief Deputy, Office of the State Treasurer, stated 
Assemblywoman Gansert was correct.  The bank would go through its normal 
lending processes and approve loans under those criteria.  When banks made 
those loans, the state would provide funds from the normal general portfolio, 
and the interest rate deduction that would be earned on the state's money 
would be passed through to the borrower.   
 
Assemblywoman Gansert asked who assumed the risk if the debtor did not 
repay the loan.   
 
Mr. Winebarger stated the lender assumed the liability.   
 
Assemblywoman Gansert asked whether Small Business Administration (SBA) 
loans were structured in the same way.  
 
Mr. Winebarger responded that there had been discussions with one of the 
banks in an attempt to link this program with an SBA loan, and it appeared the 
two programs would not work together.  He said possibly the two programs 
could be merged together into a better program, but currently they were two 
separate programs.   
 
Assemblywoman Gansert asked whether the criteria were substantially different 
between an SBA loan and the loan in A.B. 451 (R1) and, if they were, in what 
ways. 
 
Mr. Winebarger said he was not familiar with SBA loan requirements. 
 
Chair Arberry closed the hearing on A.B. 451 (R1) and opened the hearing on 
A.B. 111 (R1).   
 
Assembly Bill 111 (1st Reprint):  Revises provisions governing certain facilities 

for the dependent, medical facilities and homes for individual residential 
care. (BDR 40-99) 

 
Assemblywoman Kathy McClain, Clark County Assembly District 15, testified in 
support of A.B. 111 (R1) and stated the bill came out of an interim study on 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/75th2009/Bills/AB/AB451_R1.pdf�
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issues relating to senior citizens and veterans.  She said there had been two 
problems that were brought to her attention.  The first one dealt with seniors 
living in facilities that rented rooms to boarders other than seniors.   
 
Assemblywoman McClain explained that during the homeless "stand-downs" in 
Clark County, some of the unscrupulous group homeowners would collect the 
homeless and offer to rent them a room, knowing that they could go to 
Clark County Social Service and receive $400 a month rent.  
Assemblywoman McClain said she did not know how long the group 
homeowners kept these people, but they were taking them straight off the 
street and putting them in facilities that also had senior citizens.   
 
The other part of the bill concerned facilities that advertised assisted living and 
also more intensive care, such as additional personal care services.  
Assemblywoman McClain believed that the facilities needed to identify services 
more clearly so that prospective residents knew exactly what they were getting 
or not getting.  The fiscal note for the bill came from the suggestion that 
facilities obtain a special endorsement for the independent living part of those 
facilities.  Assemblywoman McClain said there was already language in statute 
that said prospective residents had to be notified of the difference between the 
two areas of a facility.  She said eliminating the endorsement requirement in 
A.B. 111 (R1) would eliminate the fiscal note as well as the two-thirds majority 
vote requirement because it would remove a new fee.   
 
Assemblywoman McClain said Section 5 of A.B. 111 (R1) was the key section 
that needed to be addressed because there had been some instances of 
homeless persons being placed in senior facilities in Clark County.   
 
Mary Keating, Administrative Services Officer (ASO), Health Division, 
Department of Health and Human Services, stated a fiscal note had been 
provided because it required the Division to perform the activities of 
endorsement, but if the endorsement was removed there would be no fiscal 
note. 
 
Assemblywoman Buckley asked whether a new group classification was being 
added, and Assemblywoman McClain replied that if you were a group home 
owner you could not rent to anyone that was not a specific type of resident per 
the license you held.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley asked under what guidelines facilities for individual 
home care currently operated.   
 
Assemblywoman McClain said the bill spoke to group homes with ten beds or 
less.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley said it could be explained to her later, but she wanted 
to make certain the bill did not add a new type of group home into the current 
scheme.   
 
That was not the intent according to Assemblywoman McClain.  She explained 
there were residential homes for two or less, group homes for ten or less, and 
group homes for over ten residents.  There were also larger facilities, and some 
of the larger facilities had graduated care.  There was concern that some 
potential residents did not understand what type of facility they were moving 
into, thinking they would be put into senior assisted living when it really was 
not assisted living.  Prospective residents would opt for senior assisted living 
because it was generally cheaper, thinking they were getting services that were 
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not actually provided.  The endorsement had been the idea of the Committee to 
allow prospective residents to distinguish between the different services 
provided.  There was already in statute a requirement to notify people what 
services they would be receiving if they were in the assisted living section as 
opposed to the more intensive care section.   
 
Assemblywoman Buckley asked whether the smallest individual residential care 
facilities were going to be required to get a bond and adhere to other 
requirements, the same as residential group homes and other larger facilities.   
 
Assemblywoman McClain said that requirement was addressed in A.B. 20 (R1).  
Assemblywoman Buckley asked whether A.B. 111 (R1) interacted with A.B. 20 
(R1), and Assemblywoman McClain replied it did not.   
 
Chair Arberry closed the hearing on A.B. 111 (R1).   
 
Assembly Bill 395 (1st Reprint):  Provides for workplace relations discussions 

and agreements for certain state employees. (BDR 23-1020) 
  
Mark Stevens, Assembly Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division, Legislative 
Counsel Bureau (LCB), explained that A.B. 395 (R1) would allow negotiations 
for workplace conditions for certain state employees.   
 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN LESLIE MOVED TO DO PASS AS AMENDED 
ASSEMBLY BILL 395 (R1). 
 
ASSEMBLYMAN DENIS SECONDED THE MOTION.   
 

Assemblywoman Gansert stated she would be voting no on the bill.   
 
Assemblyman Hardy stated he would be voting no, but reserved the right to 
change his mind. 
 
Assemblyman Goicoechea stated he would be voting yes, but reserved the right 
to change his vote on the floor. 
 

THE MOTION PASSED WITH ASSEMBLYWOMAN GANSERT, 
ASSEMBLYMAN GRADY, AND ASSEMBLYMAN HARDY VOTING 
NO.  (Assemblywoman Koivisto was not present for the vote.) 

 
Chair Arberry adjourned the meeting at 3:51 p.m. 
       

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: 
 

  
Linda Smith 
Recording Committee Secretary 
 
______________________________ 
Anne Bowen 
Transcribing Secretary 

 
APPROVED BY: 
 
 
  
Assemblyman Morse Arberry Jr., Chair 
 
DATE:  
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