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A. ROLL CALL 
 
The meeting of the Interim Finance Committee’s Subcommittee for Federal Stimulus 
Oversight was called to order by Chairwoman Smith at 1:40 p.m.  The secretary called 
roll; Senator Carlton served as an alternate for Senator Horsford.   
 
Chairwoman Smith noted that Senator Breeden and Assemblyman Conklin would join 
the meeting in progress.  She welcomed the public and the members to the meeting.  
She said funding was received for the state, local governments and nonprofits that 
benefited Nevada in a myriad ways.  She looked forward to hearing about how the 
money was benefiting the citizens and creating jobs.   
 
B. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 10, 2009, MEETING. 
 

SENATOR MATHEWS MOVED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE 
NOVEMBER 10, 2009, MEETING OF THE INTERIM FINANCE 
COMMITTEE’S SUBCOMMITTEE FOR FEDERAL STIMULUS 
OVERSIGHT. 

 
THE MOTION WAS SECONDED BY ASSEMBLYWOMAN LESLIE AND 
APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY.   

 
C. REVIEW OF PLANS AND SPENDING OF AMERICAN RECOVERY AND 

REINVESTMENT ACT FUNDS ADMINISTERED BY: 
 
1. Nevada Cancer Institute 
 
Chairwoman Smith welcomed Dr. John Ruckdeschel, Director and Chief Executive 
Officer, Nevada Cancer Institute (NVCI).  Dr. Ruckdeschel said he was pleased to 
present the various American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) grants 
the NVCI had been awarded.  He said his organization considered it a priority for its 
scientists to apply for add-on grants and supplements to existing grants.   
 
Referring to the handout, NVCI Awarded ARRA Funds (Exhibit C), Dr. Ruckdeschel 
said the NVCI was the official cancer institute for the state of Nevada (NRS 457.075).  
The NVCI considered it part of its mandate to look beyond day-to-day issues of science 
and patient care, and extend its projects to the community.  The NVCI’s mission was to 
reduce the burden of cancer in Nevada, the nation and the world through research, 
education and patient care.  Referring to page 3, Exhibit C, Dr. Ruckdeschel said the 
NVCI’s flagship building opened in the summer of 2005, and the NVCI had seen 
approximately 13,000 new patients, and conducted over 150 clinical trials since that 
time.  In January 2009, the NVCI’s administrative building was opened (page 4, 
Exhibit C), which would house a center for early detection and high-risk patients.  The 
NVCI’s new research building opened in October 2009, which was the single largest 
building dedicated to research in the state.   
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Dr. Ruckdeschel said the activities of the NVCI, including recruitment and building the 
campus, had been substantially advanced by philanthropy and by the investment of the 
state of Nevada.  He felt that the state’s return on investment had been significant, with 
over $11.5 million in research awards already coming into the NVCI.  He described the 
NVCI as a public/private partnership with the state.  Because of the formal affiliation 
agreement with the Nevada System of Higher Education (NSHE), NVCI was well 
positioned to bring federal funds to the state, which was a key part of its mission.   
 
Dr. Ruckdeschel said, to-date, a number of community grant programs had been 
applied for and funded (page 7, Exhibit C).  The NVCI had also applied for a number of 
research grants.  The NVCI received notification of a grant of over $10 million for further 
construction on its research facility.   
 
Cheryl Martin, M.S.N., A.R.N.P, O.C.N, Chief Operating Officer, presented information 
on community grant programs the NVCI had received through ARRA.  She said that the 
Employment Transition Program for High Demand Healthcare Workers in Las Vegas 
(also referred to as Plus One) was a three-year grant.  It was a highly competitive grant; 
there were 2,500 proposals submitted resulting in a 1.6 percent chance of being 
awarded the grant.  She said NVCI was one of 40 applicants in the nation to receive the 
grant.  The $3,262,676 grant was received by the NVCI on February 12, 2010.  It was a 
three-way partnership with the NVCI as the employer, the College of Southern Nevada 
(CSN) as the education entity and Work Force Connections as the third partner.  The 
primary goal of the program was to meet the high demand for employees as NVCI 
continued to grow.  The program would provide employment opportunities to many CSN 
graduates, and would allow CSN to recruit and support additional students into selected 
programs.   
 
Ms. Martin said the Plus One Program was both a nursing residency program and an 
allied health program, including radiation therapy, medical lab technology and health 
information technology.   
 
Ms. Martin said new nursing graduates were not able to find positions, even though 
there was a nursing shortage.  With the changes in the economy, experienced nurses 
were returning to full-time work, and retired nurses were returning to the workforce.  
Therefore the positions new graduates would typically fill were not available.  Some new 
graduates were waiting six to nine months to find a nursing job in the state.  Others 
have left the state to find work.  She said the nursing residency program matched the 
needs of NVCI.  The program created a new position of Clinical Nurse 
Educator/Program Manager, which would have immediate oversight in the training part 
of the program, but would also closely oversee the other three programs in which the 
students would learn to administer chemotherapy, manage chemotherapy side effects, 
and assess the ongoing needs of the patient.   
 
Ms. Martin said that upon graduation, eight to ten new nurses would be accepted into 
the one-year residency program with salary and benefits.  There would be close 
supervision in the clinical setting so that the nurses could acquire the 1,000 hours 
needed to be certified in oncology.  That would be very important in making the nurses 
more marketable for jobs.  
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Describing the second part of the Plus One Program, Ms. Martin said students with an 
associates degree would study in a high-demand area, and would be eligible for $2,500 
in scholarships.  Upon graduation, the students would apply for the 12-week paid 
internships at NVCI.  The Director would oversee the program, but experts in each of 
the areas would assist with the curriculum and teaching.  Upon completion of the 
12-week program, the students would be eligible for a certification exam, giving them an 
edge in the job market.   
 
Ms. Martin explained that Work Force Connections could provide support to students 
who might otherwise drop out of school or quit jobs because of difficulties with 
transportation; lack of equipment needed for school; clothing, such as scrubs and 
shoes; food; child care; or rent.   
 
Ms. Martin said the three-year outcome would be 30 novice nurses recruited for 
residencies, of which 24 would complete 1,000 hours in clinic and prepare for the exam.  
For the allied health students, it was expected that 120 would receive 
$2,500 scholarships, and another 100 would be recruited for the 12-week residency, 
with an outcome of 84 completing the residency.   
 
Ms. Martin said the grant was great for Nevada because it would train for very important 
positions needed at the NVCI.  It was a great win for NVCI, the school and the 
community because the students would stay in the city, and help increase economic 
benefits for the city.   
 
Ms. Martin said NVCI was also a partner with the Southern Nevada Health District in its 
receipt of a grant for A Smoke-Free Life program.  The program would create an 
addiction counselor position at NVCI to lead groups through a six-week curriculum in 
smoking cessation.   
 
Sheri Holmen, Ph.D., Assistant Professor, NVCI, presented information on ARRA 
research grants that she successfully competed for in the past year.  The Competitive 
Revision Research Grant was awarded in connection with an independently funded 
research investigator award from the National Institutes of Health, specifically the 
National Cancer Institute.  The $513,524 award was highly competitive and peer 
reviewed, and had less than a 10 percent chance of funding.  The award began in 
October 2009, and will continue through the end of January 2010.  The grant allowed 
NVCI to accelerate the pace of its research.  The project dealt with understanding 
melanoma formation and developing new therapies for advanced stages of the disease.  
This was very important in the state of Nevada where there was sunshine most days of 
the year.  This was especially true for younger people, because melanoma affected 
people in the prime of their lives.  It was not known to many, but melanoma was the 
leading cause of cancer death in women age 24-29.  This grant would allow the NVCI to 
address this problem.   
 
Dr. Holmen said that the NVCI received an administrative supplement of $208,080 to 
provide summer research experience for students and science educators.  This was a 
supplement to the independent investigator award from the National Institutes of Health 
for a project period beginning June 1, 2009, through September 30, 2010.  This was a 
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bit different in that it allowed research opportunities for students and community college 
faculty who did not have the opportunity for hands-on research.  The faculty would 
receive hands-on experience in the NVCI lab to take back to the classroom and pass on 
to students to prepare them for life in the workforce.  Technology has changed 
significantly since many of the teachers were educated many years ago, and this would 
give them exposure to the latest technology.  Both grants created new jobs and 
economic stimulus within the state.   
 
Finally, Dr. Holmen said a supplement from the IDEA Network of Biomedical Research 
Excellence (INBRE) of $340,000 was awarded to the University of Nevada, 
Reno (UNR), with James Kenyon, Ph.D., as principal investigator.  The NVCI was 
subcontracted for $172,215.  The project began on September 17, 2009, and ended 
September 16, 2010.  The grant created a colon cancer screening navigation program 
that educated people and provided screening resources.  The program focused on 
groups with lower screening rates in the Northern Nevada area.  There would be 
45 outreach sessions and 500 contacts in the first three months of the program, and 
100 contacts per month thereafter.   
 
Dr. Ruckdeschel said Susan Robinson, the NVCI staff person working on the colon 
cancer navigation project was present in Carson City and would be available to answer 
any questions of the Subcommittee.  He asked the Subcommittee if there were any 
questions about the grants or the efforts of the NVCI in that direction. 
 
Chairwoman Smith congratulated Dr. Ruckdeschel on the acquisition of the grants and 
the great work of NVCI.  She said the grants were obviously very competitive, and the 
results were impressive.  She said it was obvious to her when she toured the NVCI 
facilities that creating and retaining research positions was a major coup for the state, 
particularly in the down economy.  It was not easy to keep the caliber of employee that 
the NVCI needed in its facility.  She asked Dr. Ruckdeschel to describe the effect to 
NVCI if it did not have the ARRA grants.   
 
Dr. Ruckdeschel said the smoking cessation, training, and colon cancer navigating 
programs would disappear if the grants were not available.  He recalled there was a 
more extensive color cancer navigation program in the northern and rural parts of the 
state, but the program was cut back when the state funding ended.  There was no 
question that the funds were vital.  He explained that research funding has been very 
difficult to come by in the past five to ten years.  He said the United States Senate 
doubled the National Institute of Health budget, but there were cuts in the area of 
research ever since.  Having the research buildings in place helped offset those cuts.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether the funding was used to attract researchers and 
technical staff from out of the area that NVCI was unable to attract before, or whether 
the staff were already in place and were just retained with the funding.  Dr. Ruckdeschel 
said the ARRA funding brought new staff into Dr. Holmen’s lab, but much of the grant 
funding was used to maintain existing positions.  He said NVCI would hire a number of 
new personnel to maintain the programs; some would be from the local area and some 
from outside of the area.   
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Assemblywoman Leslie congratulated Dr. Ruckdeschel on the grant awards.  She 
asked for the total amount of the ARRA grants awarded to NVCI.  Dr. Ruckdeschel said 
a little over $4 million in ARRA funds have been awarded, and there was a grant of 
almost $15 million for enhancements to the research facility that was pending.   
 
Assemblywoman Leslie asked specifically about the funding for A Smoke-Free Life 
program.  Dr. Ruckdeschel said NVCI was a subcontractor on that grant, and clarified 
that the $14 million grant was awarded to the Southern Nevada Health District.  She 
asked if that funding would replace the tobacco prevention funding that was cut 
because of the budget crisis.   
 
Dr. Ruckdeschel did not think that A Smoke Free Life or any smoking cessation 
program was limited to one set of grants or legislative directives.  Stopping smoking was 
the one thing that would clearly reduce cancer across-the-board.   
 
Chairwoman Smith said that topic would be addressed on a separate agenda item.   
 
Senator Carlton asked if the nurses to be trained under the Plus One Program were 
asked to commit to remain in Nevada after the training.  Ms. Martin said there was no 
formal commitment required, but if the nurses found jobs in Nevada, they would 
probably not leave the state.  Ms. Martin said NVCI would have many jobs to offer the 
nurses who completed the program.  In addition, there would be local job opportunities 
for the nurses who complete the program.   
 
Senator Carlton noted that because there was no formal commitment, the nurses could 
leave the state for work after they were trained.  She asked why the colon cancer 
screening navigation program was offered only in Northern Nevada.  Dr. Ruckdeschel 
said the program was started at St. Mary’s Regional Medical Center in Reno for the 
northern region.  She thought that if the program was expanded, it would certainly be 
available to Southern Nevada.   
 
Senator Carlton asked how the NVCI was partnering with the community health clinics.  
Dr. Ruckdeschel said people who were relatively well-off, were more sophisticated 
about health care, knew when to get colon cancer screening and have overcome some 
of the social taboos about the screening.  Colon cancer screening rates were much 
lower in populations that were traditionally medically underserved for fiscal or social 
reasons, or due to geographical isolation.  The NVCI established connections with the 
community health centers and tribal councils to reach the people in those areas.   
 
Senator Carlton asked how NVCI determined which areas would be served.  
Dr. Ruckdeschel explained that the people running the program in Northern Nevada 
knew where the underserved population was located.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked whether the NVCI was prohibited from requiring the trainees 
to commit to continuing employment in the area.  She noted that in many other areas 
students who received funding were required to make a commitment to stay in the area.   
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Dr. Ruckdeschel did not believe there was a legal issue.  He said the jobs offered by 
NVCI would be better paid than standard nursing jobs because they required a higher 
level of skill.  He sensed that the recruits would remain in the jobs.  In the past, the 
problem was that there were not enough jobs in the area.  He said if the Legislature 
wished to require the recruits to commit to stay in the area, the NVCI would arrange 
that.  However, he felt the offer was attractive enough to keep the nurses in the area 
without a formal commitment.  
 
Dr. Ruckdeschel said that NVCI would open the first subspecialty training program in 
medical oncology for the University of Nevada School of Medicine on July 1, 2010.  
There was a backlog of people who have trained in Nevada who want to stay in 
Nevada.  He said that two-thirds of the applicants accepted in the first year, and 
expected over half of the applicants accepted in the second year, would be Nevada 
residents.  He thought it would be interesting to report one year from now how many of 
the nurses stayed in the area.   
Chairwoman Smith agreed it was a great opportunity for the students involved in the 
programs.  She would also be interested to see the data a few years from now.  She 
said there was much discussion about shortages and difficult to fill positions in the 
health care area.  She said the Subcommittee looked forwarded to hearing the results of 
the Plus One Program at a later time.  
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked Dr. Ruckdeschel, Ms. Martin and Dr. Holmen for their time 
and effort in presenting the information to the Subcommittee.   
 
2. Nevada Broadband Task Force, Connected Nations/Connect Nevada and 

Las Vegas-Clark County Urban League 
 
Maude Naroll, Chief Planner, Executive Budget Office, and staff to the Nevada 
Broadband Task Force said there was $7.2 billion in ARRA funds for broadband, 
divided between two federal agencies: the Department of Agriculture (USDA) and 
Department of Commerce (page 33, Exhibit A).  The USDA funds were given to the 
rural uti lities program called the Broadband Initiatives Program (BIP), which received 
$2.5 billion.  The Department of Commerce funds went to the National 
Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) Broadband Technology 
Opportunities Program (BTOP), which received $4.7 billion.  The funds were granted in 
two rounds.  Round one was in the fall of 2009, and round two applications were due in 
March 2010 and the awards would be given after May 2010.  The rural uti lities service 
BIP was focused on rural areas that did not have access to high-speed broadband.  The 
second round would focus on “last mile rural infrastructure,” which would go to homes 
and businesses.   
 
Ms. Naroll explained that the Department of Commerce program had four pots of money 
for broadband infrastructure, comprehensive community investment, sustainable 
broadband adoption and broadband data and development.  The Department of 
Commerce program would work to get broadband service to consumers in unserved 
and underserved areas, educate the community about broadband, provide training 
equipment, and provide support for that training equipment.   
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Ms. Naroll said the Commerce NTIA BTOP would provide broadband to community 
anchor institutions such as schools, libraries, medical facilities, and public safety 
facilities.  Broadband would be made available to vulnerable populations such as 
low-income, seniors, the unemployed, and minorities.  Broadband would be provided to 
job creating entities in economic development areas.  Approximately $4.2 billion would 
be allocated by the Department of Commerce for round one broadband 
infrastructure/comprehensive community infrastructure, and approximately $2.35 billion 
would be allocated in round two (page 44, Exhibit A).  The round one priority was to 
serve underserved areas.  The round two focus was middle-mile infrastructure, with a 
“last mile” component to hook up directly to consumers.   
 
Ms. Naroll said the amount allocated to public computer centers was approximately 
$200 million (page 47, Exhibit A).  The goal was to expand public access to broadband 
in places such as libraries and education centers.  The Las Vegas/Clark County Urban 
League was awarded almost $4.7 million in round one for a public computer center 
project, and the Nevada Broadband Task Force supported that application.   
 
Ms. Naroll said at least $250 million would be put toward sustainable broadband 
adoption, such as education, awareness, training, access, equipment and support for 
vulnerable populations.  She said the Department of Commerce was required to provide 
state feedback for their three “open pots” of money for infrastructure, public computing 
centers and sustainable broadband.   
 
Ms. Naroll said the Broadband Data and Development Grant Program was funded up to 
$350 million.  The program would link state-level broadband maps to a national 
broadband map.  The draft map was due April 30, 2010.  For each state a single entity 
was designated to apply for the funding.  Nevada has designated Connected Nation, 
which had previous experience in preparing the maps in a number of states.  Connected 
Nation created a subsidiary for the project: Connect Nevada.   
 
Ms. Naroll said the Governor created the Nevada Broadband Task Force to work on the 
mapping and the feedback to the Department of Commerce.  The members of the task 
force represented rural health and hospitals, rural K-12, rural libraries, distance 
education, higher education, NDOT, telecommunications industry, cable, wireless, local 
government, economic development, city/county organizations, and the Nevada Native 
American community.  The task force reviewed the round one applications and gave its 
feedback to the Department of Commerce in October 2009.  The task force would meet 
again in April 2010 to discuss feedback on round two applications, which were due to 
the Department of Commerce on May 3, 2010.  She said that if time permitted, the task 
force would give feedback to USDA in April 2010 as well.   
 
Ms. Naroll said the task force would also help the state with data, mapping and 
planning.  The task force was a volunteer entity that would not apply for funding.  There 
were two members of the task force that applied for funding for entities in which they 
were involved.  The two members would recuse themselves when those applications 
were considered.   
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In response to questions from Chairwoman Smith, Ms. Naroll explained that the 
executive order to create the task force was signed in the summer of 2009 and the first 
meeting was in September 2009.  Ms. Naroll said Connected Nation was designated 
even before the task force was put together.  Chairwoman Smith asked if ARRA 
provided all of the funding for Connected Nation to do the mapping work.  Ms. Naroll 
replied that was correct.  Ms. Naroll explained that the Department of Commerce 
attempted to give one grant to each state.  Nevada already had a grant, and there was 
no guarantee that funds would be given to the state in round two.   
 
Chairman Smith asked for an example of the type of programs being proposed.  
Ms. Naroll reported that one application was from the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe to 
bring more broadband to the tribe, and there was an application for additional 
connections in libraries.   
 
Assemblyman Giocoechea commented that there were communities in rural Nevada 
that did not yet have power, which would be needed for Internet access.  He said 
several grants were submitted through the state office of the rural utilities services of the 
USDA, but were not yet awarded.   
 
Chairman Smith asked the agencies and staff involved to be cognizant of rural utility 
needs when looking for funding.   
 
Senator Raggio understood that the task force was created by executive order of the 
Governor to decide whether to support an application on behalf of the state.  Ms. Naroll 
said that was exactly what the task force was doing.  He asked if the task force followed 
up once the application was funded to determine whether the program was in 
compliance with the application.  Senator Raggio asked if the Urban League was going 
to report on how it used the $4.6 million grant.  Ms. Naroll said the task force was purely 
a consultant, and did not have the power of the granting organization.  She said that the 
task force asked the Urban League to give a presentation to the task force, but it did not 
happen because of scheduling problems.  She hoped the Urban League would come to 
a future meeting.   
 
Mr. Brent Legg, Director, Stakeholder Relations & Development, Connected Nation, 
introduced Shauna McCarthy, Stakeholder Relations Associate – Nevada.  He 
confirmed that the members in the Las Vegas location had been provided with the 
handout Connect Nevada, Broadband Mapping Initiative (Exhibit D).   
 
Mr. Legg said Connect Nevada was a subsidiary nonprofit of Connected Nation, a 
national 501(c)(3) organization with two primary offices in Washington D.C. and Bowling 
Green, KY.  Connected Nation’s mission was to support economic development across 
the United States by enabling the expansion of broadband availability, and by working 
to increase broadband adoption rates.  Connect Nevada partnered with the Nevada 
Governor’s Office and the Nevada Broadband Task Force to launch the broadband 
mapping initiative.  Connect Nevada was the recipient of approximately $1.4 million in 
federal stimulus funding from NTIA under the State Broadband Data and Development 
(SBDD) grant program.   
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Mr. Legg said the objectives of the mapping programs were as follows: 
 
· To form strong working relationships with all of Nevada’s broadband providers. 
· To support an environment of true public/private collaboration on broadband issues 

among all stakeholders. 
· To create the state’s first detailed maps of broadband coverage. 
· To utilize those maps to accurately pinpoint any remaining gaps in broadband 

availability. 
· To assess the level of connectivity currently provided by Nevada’s “community 

anchor institutions,” which NTIA defined as schools, libraries, hospitals, local 
government agencies and other institutions that provide services to communities 
across the state. 

· To assess broadband use among Nevada’s businesses and residents. 
· To identify barriers to broadband adoptions. 
· To support the work of the Nevada Broadband Task Force as needed.  
 
Mr. Legg said the SBDD grant program was a component of the recovery act stimulus 
funds that were directed toward the policy area of broadband.  Approximately 
$240 million was provided to fund the grant program.  The SBDD grant program 
provided funds to states to create broadband maps and maintain them for a period of at 
least two years, which could be extended to five years pending further funding 
availability.  Connected Nation was named by Governor Gibbons as the state’s single 
designated entity to receive SBDD grant funds.  The SBDD Act, which was passed by 
Congress separately from ARRA, provided the authority to the state’s chief executive to 
name the designated entity to carry out this work.  Connected Nation filed a grant 
application on behalf of the state on August 14, 2009.  According to program rules, an 
award decision was expected by September 30, 2009, but the award announcement 
was not received until December 22, 2009.  There was a substantial delay in the 
implementation of the project, which caused NTIA to move data delivery due dates by 
one month.  Mr. Legg said his organization was working on a very aggressive schedule 
to produce the maps.   
 
Mr. Legg referred to page 4 of Exhibit D, to a street-level map of broadband availability 
Connected Nation produced for the state of Minnesota.  The map was finalized on 
June 20, 2009, and was being updated under this grant program as well.  The color 
codes indicate the different types of broadband service that were available from the 
approximately 110 service providers.  Some example of the different types of 
broadband service were fiber; cable; digital subscriber line (DSL); fixed wireless; and 
mobile cellular wireless.  Unserved areas were also indicated on the map.  The maps 
were also available via interactive platform much like Google Maps.  Connected Nation 
launched a platform called Broadband Stat that would allow the public to view the maps, 
search for addresses, and identify unserved areas in detail.  Mr. Legg said page 5 of 
Exhibit D showed a screenshot of the interactive map deployed in Minnesota.  The map 
showed the extent of service in a rural Minnesota area by a fiber to the home service 
platform.   
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In addition, Mr. Legg said that the maps analyzed the unserved areas that existed 
across a given state.  The map on page 6 of Exhibit D highlighted the unserved areas 
across the state of Minnesota and overlaid the map with information on household 
density per square mile.  The map showed densely populated areas that were unserved 
by any type of broadband connectivity.  The same type of analysis would be produced 
for the state of Nevada so that the Legislature and the public would be able to see the 
household density and population density at the census block level of detail.  That 
would produce an analysis of how many households within the state remain unserved, 
broken down for each of Nevada’s 17 counties.  The map on page 7 of Exhibit D, 
showed the actual population of those unserved census blocks.   
 
Mr. Legg said Connect Nevada’s project team members were working diligently to 
contact Nevada’s 55 identified broadband providers via phone and e-mail.  The 
providers would be invited to execute a nondisclosure agreement that would protect 
proprietary data.  The nondisclosure agreement was required as part of ARRA.  Once a 
nondisclosure agreement was executed with a provider, Connect Nevada’s project team 
members would work with the provider to transfer the data in a usable format.  
Connected Nation’s GIS division would then process that transferred data to create the 
visual depiction of broadband service availability for each provider.  Each provider 
would have an opportunity to approve the map of its coverage area before it was added 
to the statewide map.  Once the map was complete it would be made available to the 
public via the interactive address-searchable online application, Broadband Stat, 
through the Connect Nevada website (connectnv.org).   
 
Mr. Legg noted that per the federal grant program rules, the census block-level 
information must be submitted to NTIA.  The maps would be continuously updated for a 
period of at least two years.  By September 2010 it should be know whether NTIA would 
obligate the remaining unspent funds toward the maintenance of these maps beyond 
the two-year period.  His organization would also engage in a very aggressive process 
to validate the coverage that was reflected on the maps.  The public was invited to 
provide feedback via the Connect Nevada website to identify areas that appeared to 
have coverage, but actually did not.  For example, if the broadband provider informed a 
citizen that it could not provide service to the household, and the map indicated service 
was available in the area, Connect Nevada would look into the inquiry and make 
corrections to ensure that the map was accurate.  No map would be 100 percent 
accurate, but this refining would make it a usable tool for the state of Nevada into the 
future.   
 
Mr. Legg said in terms of current status, there were 55 unique broadband providers in 
Nevada.  All 55 have been contacted.  To date 28 non disclosure agreements have 
been executive.  Only 6 of the 55 companies have refused to participate (page 10, 
Exhibit D).  Mr. Legg said his organization was working with Maude Naroll and others in 
state government and within the Broadband Taskforce to collect and assemble a 
database of community anchor institutions across the state, and assess the level of 
broadband connectivity provided to those institutions.  That was required as part of the 
federal grant program.  Connect Nevada requested to deliver the complete data set to 
NTI through April 30, 2010.  He said at the end of April 2010, the initial broadband map 
would be made available to the public via the Connect Nevada website.   

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/75th2009/Exhibits/IFCfederalStimulus/E040810D.pdf�
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/75th2009/Exhibits/IFCfederalStimulus/E040810D.pdf�
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/75th2009/Exhibits/IFCfederalStimulus/E040810D.pdf�


 

12 

Mr. Legg said that the Broadband Stat web application was a powerful yet user friendly 
and customizable tool that would allow state leaders and the public to do the following:  
 
· Search for and identify broadband service at a specific address, including available 

speeds and service providers 
· Understand and track broadband deployment over time 
· Analyze and prioritize unserved and underserved areas using population and 

household density information   
· Track ARRA-funded projects awarded to the state 
· Allow broadband service providers and the task force to build and evaluate 

scenarios to score and prioritize future infrastructure proposals if another broadband 
infrastructure grant becomes available 

· Allow the state to track broadband adoption rates and barriers to broadband 
adoption across the state as well.   
 

Mr. Legg demonstrated what the Broadband Stat application would look like by showing 
the state of Illinois map created by his organization.  He said the tool box options 
showed different kinds of coverage, for example: cable broadband; mobile broadband; 
DSL; fiber to the premises; fixed wireless; and unserved areas.  Illustrating the level of 
detail available on the map, Mr. Legg said that each of the colored census blocks shown 
on the map were unserved.  The number of unserved households within a census block 
was also available.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked for the amount of the separate ARRA grant that came directly 
from the U.S. Department of Commerce.  Mr. Legg replied the amount was 
approximately $1.4 million over the course of two years.  Chairwoman Smith asked if 
another grant would provide more broadband to the underserved areas, or more access 
in areas that were already served.  Mr. Legg said that was correct.  He explained there 
were two federal grant programs for broadband infrastructure: the Department of 
Commerce’s NTIA, which was the Comprehensive Community Infrastructure grant 
program, and the Broadband Incentive program which was administered by the USDA’s 
rural utility service. 
 
Chairwoman Smith said this was a very interesting topic, especially considering the 
wide open spaces in the rural areas where there were communities tucked away that do 
not have much access to broadband.   
 
Ms. Naroll expressed her thanks to Connected Nation and Connect Nevada for their 
help to the task force.  She said the website BroadbandUSA.gov had a link to the 
applications database.  She said applications that propose to serve Nevada include 
telemedicine applications (one from Nevada Hospital Association and another from a 
group called Max Care), an application for rural libraries, two applications for rural 
school districts (Lyon and Humboldt Counties), and two local government applications 
(the City of Reno and Clark County).  The Urban League had a round two application 
partnered with the libraries and schools, the College of Southern Nevada and 
Clark County for an additional 43 public computing centers.  Ms. Naroll said there were 
other applications that proposed to serve multiple states, but it was very hard to know 
how much would actually come to Nevada.   
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Ms. E. Lavonne Lewis, Chief Operating Officer, Las Vegas-Clark County Urban League 
said her group was an affiliate of the National Urban League, and was the designated 
community action agency for Clark County.  As such, the Las Vegas-Clark County 
Urban League offered a number of programs, including a family development program, 
which worked to provide emergency service to the community, including rental 
assistance, utility assistance, and job training.  A prisoner reentry program worked to 
reenter ex-offenders to society, find jobs, and reduce recidivism.  Read and Rise 
worked with parents in a number of schools and organizations across the community to 
improve parenting skills to enable parents to assist their children in educational 
endeavors.  The Youth Annual Active Learning Center was an afterschool program that 
provided enrichment activities in the areas of reading and math.  The 21st Century 
program was also an afterschool enrichment activity program in the areas of reading 
and math, and was located at both West Prep School and Ebenezer Church of God in 
Christ.  The program was funded by the state’s Department of Education, and over 
100 children were enrolled.  The Martin Luther King Senior Center provided services to 
those 55 years of age and older, which includes a free lunch every day, breakfast on the 
weekends, meals to take home, and socialization activities to keep the seniors active 
and involved.  The Pearson Community Center provided activities for individuals of all 
ages, and served as an event center for the people in the community.  There was an 
ARRA-funded program of $134,000 to install solar powered hot water heaters to low 
income homes.  The Plus Program was an ARRA funded employment and training 
program that also subsidizes on-the-job training.  The program would pay the 
employee’s salary up to $12.00 per hour while training.  The Women Infants Children 
(WIC) program provided nutritional supplement for pregnant women and children to 
age 5.   
 
Ms. Lewis reported that in March 2010 the Las Vegas-Clark County Urban League was 
awarded a grant for a public computer center in the amount of $4.7 million for 
three years.  The Access to Computer Technology and Instruction to Online Networking 
(ACTION), program supported broadband technology for the 21st century workplace.  
The purpose of the project was to increase the technology skill level of vulnerable 
populations in Southern Nevada to improve employability, usage and knowledge of 
computers, Internet techniques, and career enhancement abilities.  The grant provided 
for the creation of 29 computer learning centers and would create 30 positions.  The 
project expanded the capacity of 14 centers and created 15 new public computer 
centers in public housing, senior centers and community centers.   
 
Ms. Lewis acknowledged the contribution of the following partner organizations, without 
which the ACTION project would not be possible: The City of Las Vegas (8 sites); the 
Southern Nevada Regional Housing Authority (20 sites); Cox Communications, which 
provided connection services; Clark County Health District, which provided preventative 
health care programming; and the many other organizations that worked to make this 
happen.  The program was designed to lessen communication and information barriers.  
Computer classes provided basic technology fundamentals.  Courses included 
instruction in computer office technology, operation of computers in the workplace, word 
processing, spreadsheets, e-mail, data gathering, and general office and computer 
communication skills.  The program teaches people with no familiarity with computers 
how to turn the computer on, how to use the mouse, how to access the Internet, and 
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about the computer in general.  Computer training instructors would be experienced in 
computer technology education and classroom instruction.  Bilingual trainers (English 
and Spanish) would be sought to reach a larger segment of the community.   
 
Ms. Lewis also noted that the program would provide hardware and software for special 
needs populations so that people with disabilities would be able to use the facilities.  
The grant funding provided for the purchase of 196 new computer work stations, as well 
as printers, projectors and instructional material.  Additionally, 30 computer trainers 
would be hired under the grant.  Funding would also provide for monthly broadband 
service, and the purchase of learning software and community outreach marketing to 
get people into the sites.  The computer centers would help as many as 4,600 users 
weekly from the most vulnerable populations, including seniors, those in public housing, 
the unemployed or underemployed, young people, minorities, and those with limited 
knowledge of technology.  The Las Vegas-Clark County Urban League would launch a 
full-scale community outreach program targeting low income people for participation in 
the computer learning center program, and was committed to successfully implementing 
the project.  In partnership with Clark County and the Clark County Library in the second 
round of the application process, 45 additional centers would be added in some of the 
outlying areas of Clark County, including Moapa and Laughlin.   
 
Chairwoman Smith congratulated Ms. Lewis in obtaining the grant.  She asked if the 
32 percent match for maximizing the use of the funds was private money that was 
committed to get the grant, or money that needed to be added to the grant.  Ms. Lewis 
explained that most of the match came from the centers themselves.  The centers 
would be provided rent free by the city and the housing authority, which made up the 
majority of the match.  The remaining amount was from the reduced rate for broadband 
services provided by Cox Communication. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked for further information about the four minority-owned 
businesses that were to assist with the program.  Ms. Lewis said the four businesses 
have not yet been identified.  She was working with the Eddie Escobedo Middle/Sr. 
High School Computing Center, and the newspaper El Mundo, and would work to 
identify the other minority businesses that would provide services to the centers.   
 
Chairwoman Smith said it was important to demonstrate to our citizens in a transparent 
manner the effectiveness of the ARRA funding.  She asked if the information on how the 
money was being spent, and the effectiveness of the program, would be available on 
the Urban League website.  Ms. Lewis said the information would be available on the 
Urban League website (lvccul.org) and updated on a regular basis.   
 
Assemblyman Atkinson asked if there was a handout outlining her comments.  
Chairwoman Smith observed that page 61 of the meeting packet (Exhibit A) contained 
information about the grant.  In response to a question from Mr. Atkinson, Ms. Lewis 
said the grant would provide for 30 centers.   
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3. Southern Nevada Health District, Tobacco Control Program 
 
Dr. Lawrence Sands, DO, MHP, Chief Health Officer, Southern Nevada Health District, 
thanked the Subcommittee for the invitation to share information related to the recent 
grant award.  He said that in the fall of 2009, the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC) announced a new funding opportunity under ARRA called 
Communities Putting Prevention to Work.  The purpose of the grant was to support 
intensive community approaches to chronic disease prevention and control to reduce 
risk factors, prevent and delay chronic disease, and promote overall wellness 
(Communities Putting Prevention to Work Fact Sheet, Exhibit E).  In order to apply, the 
Health District worked closely with various community partners and stakeholders to craft 
comprehensive applications for the highly competitive funds.  As a result, on 
March 19, 2010, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services announced 
awards of more than $372 million to 44 communities throughout the United States as 
part of the Communities Putting Prevention to Work initiative.  The Southern Nevada 
Health District applied for funding under the large cities category, and received a 
$14 million grant over a two-year period for Clark County tobacco prevention 
enhancement project with over 84 percent of the funds going to community partners.   
 
Dr. Sands said, for the purpose of the grant announcement, the term “large city” was 
defined as the local health department that served a population of more than 
one million.  These awards were funded by ARRA with the intent of strengthening the 
nation’s health care infrastructure and reducing health care costs through prevention 
activities.  It was important to note that while the grant would be instrumental in 
preserving and, in some cases, creating jobs for the funded agencies, the main focus 
was to implement programs and activities aimed at preventing tobacco use in order to 
reduce overall health care costs.  Prior to receiving this grant award, the health district’s 
tobacco control program was funded by two primary sources: the CDC grant and the 
tobacco master settlement agreement.   
 
Dr. Sand noted that during the 26th Special Session of the Legislature, tobacco master 
settlement agreement funds for tobacco prevention programs were eliminated.  While 
this funding was critical for sustaining the health district’s tobacco use prevention 
efforts, he understood the difficulties facing the state, and realized that many vital 
programs had to face drastic reductions.  While this funding came at a crucial time for 
the program, it was important to understand that the Communities Putting Prevention to 
Work initiative was a very prescriptive grant award.  The health district and its partners 
were designated for funding to complete specific activities chosen from a prescribed set 
of evidence-based interventions provided by the CDC.  Partnering agencies and 
organizations were selected based on a proven capacity to focus on implementing 
broad-based policy changes needed to support the interventions that were chosen.  
Under these strict parameters, the money cannot be used to replace the lost master 
settlement agreement dollars, but would allow the health district to continue to provide 
important tobacco program services in Clark County over the next two years.  However, 
a focused set of activities was not a substitute for a comprehensive program.  Moving 
forward, it would be important for all of the public health authorities in the state, as well 
as the many partners, to work in collaboration with the Legislature to restore tobacco 
prevention funding.  The experiences of other states have demonstrated that reducing 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/75th2009/Exhibits/IFCfederalStimulus/E040810E.pdf�


 

16 

or eliminating tobacco prevention funding leads to increases in youth and adult smoking 
rates and increases in illegal sales of tobacco products to minors.  In the past few years 
Nevada has made significant strides to reduce tobacco use, which resulted in a decline 
in youth smoking rates from 30 percent to 14 percent, the third lowest rate in the 
country.  Sustainable funding was essential to ensure continued success in this area.   
 
Maria Azzarelli, Coordinator, Tobacco Control Program, Southern Nevada Health 
District, provided background on the tobacco issue by saying in 1999, prior to the 
availability of tobacco prevention funding, Nevada was considered the “smokiest” state 
in the nation.  Research showed that youth smoking rates were among the highest in 
the nation as well.  The public had been unaware of the dangers of second-hand 
smoke, and there was no culturally or linguistically-tailored tobacco control program.  In 
response, the health district developed a comprehensive tobacco program based on 
CDC best practices.  This was accomplished because the health district was the 
recipient of tobacco master settlement agreement dollars allocated through a 
competitive grant process statewide.  Throughout the past decade, the health district 
implemented evidence-based programs centered on the CDC’s four major goals as 
follows: 
 
· Prevent the youth initiation of tobacco products  
· Promote quitting among youth and adults 
· Reduce exposure to second hand smoke 
· Reduce tobacco-related health disparities in diverse communities  
 
Ms. Azzarelli said it was important to note that tobacco use was the single most 
preventable cause of death in the United States.  The tobacco industry spends over 
$113 million annually marketing their deadly products in Nevada alone.  Nevada’s 
healthcare cost directly attributed to smoking was $565 million annually.   
 
Ms. Azzarelli noted that before the ARRA funding became available, the health district 
had already begun the process of conducting needs assessments, identifying partners 
and developing strategic plans to become a local lead agency for distribution of tobacco 
funding.  She recalled that S.B. 340 of the 2009 Legislative Session identified the 
Southern Nevada Health District as the local lead agency for tobacco prevention in 
Clark County effective July 1, 2010.  Through the local lead agency model, tobacco 
master settlement funds were to be distributed by the health district to evidence-based 
programs within its jurisdiction.  As previously mentioned, during the 26th Special 
Session, funding for tobacco prevention programs using master settlement dollars for 
Clark County and statewide was eliminated.  However, in the lead agency role, health 
district staff had commissioned the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, to conduct a 
telephone survey of individuals and organizations that provided tobacco prevention 
services in Nevada to determine gaps in service areas.  Staff also conducted 
community input focus groups of diverse organizations, as well as a web-based survey.  
Once completed, staff developed a regional strategic plan based on these findings.   
 
Ms. Azzarelli noted that as for the requirements of the Communities Putting Prevention 
to Work grant application, the health district was required to identify partners to 
coordinate the implementation of policies, systems and environmental changes across 
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five evidence-based strategies identified by the CDC as follows: media outreach; 
access to tobacco products; point of decision information; price; and social support 
services (MAPPS).  She noted that page 8 of Exhibit E contained more detail on the 
components of MAPPS.   
 
Ms. Azzarelli said the health district reached out to all groups that were identified in the 
lead agency survey as providers of tobacco control programs in Clark County to solicit 
proposals that met one or more of the five evidence-based MAPPS strategies required 
by the CDC.  Some organizations submitted proposals while others opted not to 
because they did not have the capacity to work within the MAPPS framework required 
by the grant.  She mentioned that some organizations had policies that did not allow 
them to receive stimulus funding.   
 
Ms. Azzarelli reported that as a result of the concerted efforts, the health district was 
awarded $14.6 million for tobacco prevention.  Only Los Angeles ($16.2 million) and 
New York City ($15.6 million) received more funding than Clark County.  More than 
84 percent of the funding would go to community partners to develop and implement 
evidence-based programs under the guidance of CDC.  The CDC would provide direct 
funding to the health district’s tobacco control program, and while only 75 percent of the 
award was required to be disseminated to community partners, the health districted 
elected to distribute 84 percent of the $14.6 million identified in the project’s community 
action plan.  The remaining balance would be utilized for staff and operations at the 
health district.  Additionally, the health district was required to develop a leadership 
team to propel policy and environmental change initiatives associated with this project.  
A listing of the leadership team members was included on page 3 of Exhibit E.  The 
community action plan and the partner organizations identified in the plan were 
reviewed and approved by the CDC.  Although the health district was still in negotiations 
on the final budget, the CDC approved the following partners for funding:  
 
American Lung Association of Nevada 
 
· Clark County School District 
· Goshen Community Development Coalition 
· March of Dimes 
· Nevada Attorney General’s Office  
· Nevada Cancer Institute 
· Nevada Tobacco Users’ Helpline 
· Rescue Social Change 
· UNLV Nursing Division 
· A media firm that has yet to be identified 
 
Ms. Azzarelli explained that the grant required that funding provided to the Nevada 
Attorney General’s Office, the Nevada Cancer Institute and the Nevada Tobacco Users’ 
Helpline be used for operations in Clark County only. 
 
Ms. Azzarelli said the health district looked forward to working with the partners through 
this initiative, and to reduce the burden of tobacco use in Clark County, and in Nevada 
in general.   

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/75th2009/Exhibits/IFCfederalStimulus/E040810E.pdf�
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/75th2009/Exhibits/IFCfederalStimulus/E040810E.pdf�


 

18 

Chairwoman Smith thanked the staff of the Southern Nevada Health District for the 
presentation.  She congratulated them on applying for and receiving the grant, and 
noted it would help to assuage some guilt over having taken the tobacco settlement 
agreement funds during the special session.   
 
Assemblywoman Leslie asked Dr. Sands how many jobs were saved with the ARRA 
funds.  Along with that, she asked how the health district would ensure that the ARRA 
funds would not supplant what had been funded through the master settlement 
agreement.  She noted that some of the partners were the same partners funded with 
tobacco settlement funds.   
 
Dr. Sands said it was too early to assess how many jobs would be created as a result of 
the grant funding.  Once the work plan was completed there would be a better idea of 
the number of jobs created.  Regarding the funding, Dr. Sands said the grant award was 
very prescriptive.  It was not intended to fund a comprehensive tobacco control 
program, rather it funded a specific set of evidence-based activities.  It did not have the 
flexibility that the master settlement agreement dollars allowed to develop a 
comprehensive program with various community partners.  The reason many of the 
community partners were the same was that agencies were identified that were already 
engaged in tobacco control activities, or had that capacity.  In order to comply and be 
successful in competing for the grant, the health district had to work with partners that 
clearly had the capacity to support those interventions.   
 
Assemblywoman Leslie said she did not object to any of the partners.  She understood 
that the partners were performing very specific activities to comply with the 
requirements of the grant.  Dr. Sands replied that was correct.   
 
Assemblywoman Leslie asked if any other organizations within the state applied for the 
funding.  Ms. Azzarelli said that the Washoe County Health District submitted an 
application for Communities Putting Prevention to Work through the state, but not for 
the tobacco portion.  He added that it was not funded.   
Senator Carlton asked if more partners would be added to the list.  Ms. Azzarelli said 
the partners listed were approved by CDC per the community action plan provided by 
the health district.  The CDC reviewed the partners to determine whether they were 
adequate.  No additional money would be granted in the 24 month period.  At this point, 
there was no room for additional partners.   
 
Senator Carlton asked about the Goshen Community Development Coalition.  
Ms. Azzarelli said Goshen Community Health Development Coalition worked with many 
community members.  They were identified in the community action plan because they 
worked with a diverse community, particularly the African American community, the 
Hispanic community and smoke-free multi-housing.  They oversaw the activities of 
sister coalitions in Las Vegas as well.  The health district was an active participant in 
that organization.  In addition, the group was a recipient of substance abuse funding for 
the state, and had networks in place.  Senator Carlton asked for additional information 
about the organization and Ms. Azzarelli said she would provide that information after 
the meeting.   
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Senator Carlton asked if the Rescue Social Change partner was the media organization 
that would perform the outreach.  Ms. Azzarelli said the health district was under 
contract with another media firm, Virgin Advertising.  In discussions with the CDC, it was 
discovered agencies other than Virgin Advertising could potentially fill that role.  The 
health district was engaged in a request for proposals process to identify the media firm.  
She said that the Rescue Social Change group would perform some media outreach 
targeted to a specific population of youth and young adult, lesbian, gay, bisexual and 
transgender.  Rescue Social Change was a social marketing/social branding firm and 
would perform “social venue counter advertising” in bars, nightclubs and social events 
to counteract what the tobacco industry was doing in those areas.   
 
Senator Carlton asked if there was an education component other than the 
Clark County School District.  Ms. Azzarelli replied that the CDC was very particular 
about the education component.  The CDC was not interested in what the health district 
had done in the past, for example, presentations.  Rather, the CDC wanted 
institutionalization of tobacco prevention curriculum in the Clark County School District 
across all grade levels, K-12.  In addition, the education to be implemented was 
population-based intervention.  The education would come through the media 
campaigns, some of which would be pre-developed by the CDC, and some of which 
would be developed locally and tailored to the population.  The media campaigns would 
be in both English and Spanish.   
 
Senator Carlton was concerned about the school district component.  She said the Area 
Health Education Center (AHEC) had a program in every single state, and did an 
excellent job and had a proven track record.  She asked why they were not included. 
 
Ms. Azzarelli said as part of the local lead agency process, the health district reached 
out to its networks and assessed all the organizations doing tobacco prevention in the 
state.  She did not want to disparage AHEC, and said that the health district worked with 
them closely.  She recalled that AHEC did not submit a proposal in the area of tobacco 
prevention and control.  In this particular project, the health district was asked to identify 
partners that would be able to get the funds into action in the community immediately.  
Neither the health district nor any of the partners received a proposal from AHEC.   
 
Senator Carlton said the school district had performed tobacco prevention activities in 
the past.  Ms. Azzarelli said limited tobacco prevention education was provided to 
certain grade levels, but there was a lack of tobacco prevention education at other 
grade levels, according to the school district.   
 
Assemblyman Hardy asked if “Tar Wars,” a program in which family practitioners 
provided tobacco prevention information in the schools, would remain part of the 
curriculum.   
 
Ms. Azzarelli said she was referring to an evidence-based curriculum implemented by 
the teachers.  The Tars Wars program did not fit into the CDC MAPPS strategy.  The 
CDC required institutionalization through a unified school district, and that was what 
made the health district application competitive.  In many other places, the health 
districts fought to get into certain schools, but that was not the case in Clark County.  
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She said that the leadership team included the president of the Clark County School 
Board of Trustees.  She believed the Tar Wars was funded by tobacco master 
settlement agreement funds.  She did not know where the funding would come from 
after July 1, 2010, but it would not be funded by the Communities Putting Prevention to 
Work ARRA grant.   
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked the health district for the presentation, and congratulated 
them on the award of the funding.   
 
4. Department of Employment, Training and Rehabilitation 
 
Larry Mosely, Director, Department of Employment, Training and Rehabilitation (DETR), 
said that Deputy Directors Cindy Jones and Ardell Galbreth would testify from the 
Carson City location, as well as Paul Brugger, Management Analyst II, who would 
provide updated reports related to ARRA-funded programs.   
 
Mr. Mosely reported that the Governor signed an executive order to create a task force 
for agencies looking for opportunities to bring the workforce and economic development 
together.   
 
Mr. Galbreth said he would provide a brief overview of the ARRA funding related to the 
Workforce Investment Act programs.  There were two workforce investment areas 
within the state: Nevada Works, the Northern Nevada Workforce Investment Board, 
received $6.671 million, and Work Force Connections, the Southern Nevada Workforce 
Investment Board received $14.812 million.  The Work Force Investment Act funds 
activities, and one of the key features of the program was implementation objective, 
transparency and accountability.  DETR also sought to expedite the effective use of 
funds by leveraging the funds with regular formula grant money, which was the 
Workforce Investment Act formula funds.  Funding rollout was within 30 days of receipt 
of notification of obligation, which took place on March 19, 2009.  DETR served as the 
state oversight agency of the related ARRA funds and activities through contracts with 
local workforce investment boards previously mentioned.  The contracts were approved 
during a special meeting of the Board of Examiners on March 31, 2009.   
 
Mr. Galbreth indicated the funding allocation program, with the exception of 15 percent 
of the total allocation, was used for special statewide activities, employment and training 
projects, and monitoring and oversight of the particular funds for the local work force 
investment board. The funds were allocated to the Nevada Work Force Investment 
Board based on its proposal to the Governor’s Work Force Investment Board.  The 
Work Force Investment Board, through contracted services and training providers, were 
charged with frontline employment and training services and delivery.  The role of the 
Governor’s Work Force Investment Board was to serve as an administrative arm to 
oversee the effectiveness of the use of those particular funds.   Extra effort was made to 
build training and service delivery capacity by funding work force development activities 
connected with economic growth objectives via regional sectors and strategies.   
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Mr. Galbreth reported that the most significant planning effort was in the area of 
summer youth employment training.  Not since 1998 has there been a stand-alone 
training program for summer youth employment.  Studies have shown that youth 
involved in summer employment training usually found it beneficial in returning to work 
the following year.  Of course, those were skills that could be used throughout their 
lives.  In the summer of 2009, DETR’s Work Force Investment Act ARRA funds helped 
provide support to Project 5000 with the Southern Nevada Work Force Investment 
Board, or Work Force Connections.   
 
Chairwoman Smith recalled at the previous meeting, the members discussed the need 
for transparency as the grants moved from Work Force Investment Board to the local 
board and on to the sub-grantees.  She said it appeared that some progress had been 
made in that area, but it was still hard to track.  She asked how the public would be able 
to find exactly where that money was spent.   
 
Mr. Galbreth said that the DETR website showed the funding allocated to different 
agencies for particular employment training programs.   
 
Mr. Brugger said he was the Management Analyst for the Work Force Solutions Unit of 
DETR.  He would present DETR’s webpage (http://detr.state.nv.us/recovery) that 
contained information about ARRA funding that was awarded, the types of programs 
funded, the agency that received the funds, and the corresponding results.   
 
Mr. Brugger reported that the unemployment section of the webpage included 
information regarding the following topics: 
 
· Grants for additional money for unemployment recipients 
· Federal government funding of extended benefits 
· Administrative funding of $5.5 million for improvements to the system that provides 

unemployment compensation payments   
 
Mr. Brugger said the Workforce Investment Act section contained information regarding 
the following topics: 
 
· Additional $25 million to the local workforce investment boards to provide training 

and supportive services to adults, dislocated workers and youth to assist in entry or 
reentry into the job market  

· Summer employment opportunities for youth from May 1, 2009, through 
September 30, 2009  

· Registered apprenticeship programs to offer adults and dislocated workers a career 
pathway into specific fields  

 
In addition, Mr. Brugger said the Work Force Investment Act section contained the 
following list of services for displaced workers or workers who wanted to upgrade their 
employment, along with a list of locations at which the services were available:   
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· Tutoring and study skills training for youth that lead to secondary school completion  
· Alternative secondary school offerings for youth and adults  
· Summer youth employment opportunities  
· Paid and unpaid work experience for youth and adults  
· Occupational skills training, i.e. on-the-job training  
· Comprehensive employment guidance and counseling  
· Staff assisted job search and placement, including career counseling  
· Staff assisted job referral, job development and workshops  
· Training for ski lls and trades that are in demand 
· Supportive services and needs related payments 
 
Mr. Brugger said the link to successful programs provided information on people who 
were helped by the programs.  For example, Boulder City employed approximately 
50 youth for 7 weeks.  The Latin Chamber of Commerce provided 36 students with 
employment, career exploration and training.  The Summer Business Institute trained 
400 students who learned to make PowerPoint presentations and learned other 
business skills to take with them into the workforce.  The webpage showed that DETR 
paid $163 million to 120,000 unemployment insurance recipients.  The webpage told the 
success storey of teens getting a first-hand look at solar energy in action.  The youth got 
hands-on involvement in the activities, which would be beneficial to their long-term 
development.  He said Churchill County Juvenile Probation youth were learning to build 
résumés and develop interviewing skills to prepare to be productive members of 
society.  He emphasized these were real people, not statistics.  Lastly, the Youth 
Resource and Career Fair gave many young people a chance to learn about job search 
skills, résumé preparation and job improvement skills.  In addition, the young people 
met lots of prospective employers.   
 
Mr. Brugger said there was a section of the website pertaining to DETR activities related 
to ARRA, which gave taxpayers a list of where the dollars were spent, including the 
name of the project, the number of youth served, the age range, and the amount 
allocated.  Similar information was available for adults and dislocated workers.   
 
Further Mr. Brugger said the page included a list of the Governor’s reserve awards.  He 
explained that an entity would approach the local work force board or the Governor’s 
Work Force Board to request specific funds for specific projects.   
 
Chairwoman Smith said she appreciated the demonstration and said it would be helpful 
to the Subcommittee members to peruse the information.  She was glad that the 
process went a step further.  She noted the funding was taxpayer dollars, so the 
programs should be accountable by the state government.  She would like more 
information at the level of the nonprofit that was granted the funds.  She did not want to 
look for the individual nonprofit websites to find that information.  She asked if there was 
a plan to add that level of accountability. 
 
Mr. Brugger replied that there was a plan to display that level of detail, but the 
information would lag because it must first be obtained from the local work force boards 
and sub-grantees.  As that information was available it would be posted to the website.   
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Chairwoman Smith asked if there would be links to the nonprofits’ information.  
Mr. Brugger said that could be done, or another column could be added to show how 
much had been expended.  Chairwoman Smith said, in addition to the amount 
expended, she would like to know the number of jobs created, and how many were 
trained.   
 
Mr. Galbreth said that information was collected and presented in a quarterly report that 
showed how many were trained and how many of those people received jobs.  He said 
that report would be made more visible on the DETR website so that the user would not 
have to go through a number of links to get the information.   
 
Chairwoman Smith commented that small business owners were irate that one of the 
work force investment boards had used the funding to start a competing business within 
a nonprofit.  The small business owners, who offered t-shirt screening, were offended 
by the fact that they were struggling to stay in business, yet funds were given to an 
entity that would become its competitor.  In fact, she worked with a group that used the 
nonprofit’s t-shirt screening services for a conference rather than giving the work to 
another local small business.   
 
Mr. Galbreth said the youth employment and training program through Nevada Works 
provided entrepreneurship training for young people.  The youth were tasked to develop 
a business plan with products and services to be used in a business operation.  He did 
not know the amount of funds attached to that particular project, but he would get that 
information.  
 
Chairwoman Smith said it might make more sense to place those students in existing 
businesses for training.  The trainees would have the real life experience of working 
everyday in the business.  She asked that the local work force investment boards be 
mindful to not take work from small businesses.   
Chairwoman Smith thanked Mr. Brugger for his presentation, and asked Mr. Galbreth to 
continue to the next topic.   
 
Mr. Galbreth reported that the most recent grant received was the State Energy Sector 
Partnership (SESP) grant.  In the summer of 2009, a grant initiative team was put 
together by DETR to coordinate a grant application to benefit the state in the areas of 
work force development, while seeking to fulfill Nevada’s work force demand.  A grant 
solicitation was published by the U.S. Department of Labor calling for proposals and 
applications to deliver employment and training services in the areas of green and 
renewable energy.  DETR staff, along with some of its key partners, put together a grant 
proposal that received a high rating for approval by the U.S. Department of Labor, and 
was awarded $6 million.  The purpose of the grant was to establish sector strategies 
that target energy efficiency and renewable energy industries, and to engage in 
strategic planning processes that align the Governor’s overall work force vision, the 
state’s energy policy and local and regional training initiatives that lead to employment 
in targeted industry sectors.  In addition, the grant was to be used to develop a 
statewide energy sector strategy through a comprehensive partnership and 
development of a sector plan.   
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Mr. Galbreth said the grant initiative team started by building on what it already knew: 
there was a need to align Nevada’s work force with the skill sets needed by business as 
mandated by S.B. 239, which established a Governor’s Work Force Investment Board’s 
Green and Renewable Energy Sector Council.  Grant award noti fication was received 
on January 20, 2010.  Some strengths of the proposal were that the Legislature had 
mandated the establishment of sector councils in green and renewable energy prior to 
the application for the grant, and partnerships and potential projects were already 
identified.  The Green and Renewable Energy Sector Council was charged with 
informing the Governor’s Work Force Investment Board of green and renewable energy 
businesses having the greatest likelihood of meeting sector and regional work force 
development economic goals.  Although not all inclusive, the role of the Governor’s 
Work Force Investment Board Green and Renewable Energy Sector Council included 
the following: 
 
· Engage with green and renewable energy leaders in seeking to define and address 

work force challenges 
· Identify the need for skilled workers 
· Align such skills with the work force demand 
· Promote collaboration among competitors and stakeholders 
· Engage or encourage the private sector to invest in solutions that address their 

needs in green and renewable energy skills 
· Formulate input to ensure Nevada’s long term competitiveness of green and 

renewable Energy regional sectors 
· Contribute to Nevada’s economic vitality and health   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked if the $6 million grant was for the training component and 
Mr. Galbreth said that was correct.  The grant was for $6 million to build the training 
capacity in the state of Nevada.  The funds were targeted to provide training in the first 
year to 851 individuals, in the second year to 1,119 individuals, and in the third year to 
624 individuals.  The goal was to place at least 2,129 individuals in jobs during the 
three year period.  Just as important as connecting people to jobs, was to connect them 
to jobs that paid sufficient wages as outlined by the Governor’s Work Force Investment 
Act strategic plan.   
 
Chairwoman Smith observed that the programs seemed to overlap with other 
weatherization programs already in place.  She asked how the training related to the 
S.B.152 programs. 
 
Mr. Galbreth said the grant funds could be leveraged with S.B. 152 by offering 
supportive services.  For example, S.B. 152 allowed strictly for training.  However, the 
ARRA grant could offer individuals participating in that training supportive services as 
well.  It was not anticipated that any individual being trained through the weatherization 
program would also receive training under the ARRA grant.  
 
Chairwoman Smith asked where the money would actually go.  Mr. Galbreth said the 
money would be allocated to the local work force investment boards, which would 
contract with training providers and service providers in accordance with the grant.  
Mr. Galbreth said the handout titled State Energy Sector Partnership Grant (SESP) 
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(Exhibit G), illustrated how the funding would flow.  For example, after receipt from the 
U.S. Department of Labor, the money went to the state of Nevada.  DETR, as the 
administrative arm in partnership with the local work force investment boards, identified 
community-based and faith-based agencies that would provide client identification, 
recruitment, intake process, and provide front line services to the adult dislocated 
worker, and youth.  
 
In response to a question from Chairwoman Smith, Mr. Galbreth said it was anticipated 
that the program would be launched when the local work force investment boards 
received the funding on July 1, 2010.  He explained that there would be no further grant 
process because the partners were included in the initial application.  
Chairwoman Smith asked that the Subcommittee members be provided with the list of 
partners, and Mr. Galbreth said he would provide that information.   
 
Senator Carlton said she sat on the Green Energy Sector Council, yet she was 
confused by the information presented.  She understood that the money would be used 
for training.  She noted on page 64 of the meeting packet (Exhibit A), it was estimated 
that more than 3,000 participants would enter into the training with a completion rate of 
2,781.  Mr. Galbreth said the money was for training, but there were also funds for 
supportive services to help those that entered the training complete it.   
 
Senator Carlton asked how much of the grant would be spent on training, as opposed to 
supportive services.  Mr. Galbreth said approximately 5 percent of the grant was for 
supportive services, and the rest of the grant was for training, program management 
and oversight.  Senator Carlton asked if the training was for weatherization.  
Mr. Galbreth said the training was for other green and renewable energy, such as 
retrofitting and photovoltaic training.  He said the types of training were listed in the 
grant application, which would be provided to Subcommittee members.  Senator Carlton 
asked whether DETR planned to use the ARRA funds under the collaborative rules of 
S.B. 152.  Mr. Galbreth said that was not the plan for this particular grant.  He explained 
that S.B. 152 was for weatherization as well as other energy components.  This 
particular grant may be leveraged with those funds, but typically, the work would be with 
partners, such as Southwest Gas, NV Energy, and others that have not yet been 
identified.   
 
Senator Carlton said she was confused because the grant was applied for with partners 
through the collaborative, and the councils were used to get the grant, but now that the 
grant has been given, those partners would be given money, but would not get training 
under S.B. 152, which was the original intent of doing the training.  She believed there 
was a disconnect between the two programs and did not understand why S.B. 152 did 
not apply, because this was a training grant. 
 
Mr. Galbreth said that S.B. 152 funds were granted by the U.S. Department of Energy 
(DOE), whereas the partnership grant funds were from the U.S. Department of Labor.  
The training requirements were different for the two grants.  For example, funding under 
S.B. 152 was strictly for weatherization training.  With the ARRA grant funds, any green 
or renewable energy training project might be considered.   
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/75th2009/Exhibits/IFCfederalStimulus/E040810G.pdf�
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Interim/75th2009/Exhibits/IFCfederalStimulus/E040810A.pdf�


 

26 

Senator Carlton said she thought it was a poor choice not to apply S.B. 152 to these 
funds to offer good training for these employees so they could get good jobs for the 
future.  She thought the agency was choosing not to comply rather than finding a way to 
comply. 
 
Mr. Galbreth said there were sufficient individuals trained under the weatherization 
program for S.B. 152.  Currently, there were not enough jobs to place every individual 
that was trained in the weatherization program.  He said that DETR wanted to make 
sure that these funds, as well as any other funds, were providing the training that people 
needed to be placed in jobs.   
 
Mr. Mosely concurred with Mr. Galbreth and added that DETR’s initiative brought funds 
into the state that crossed a broad range of requirements in the green and renewable 
energy area.  It was far broader that S.B. 152.  He supported S.B. 152, and played a 
major role in its enactment during the 2009 Legislature.  However, DETR was also 
looking at other options to bring industry to the state that were outside the bounds of 
S.B. 152.  It was important to train to the specific requirements of the industries being 
brought into the state, as well as the corporations currently in the state, because that 
would result in the trainees being hired to perform jobs.   
 
Cindy Jones, Deputy Director, DETR, as well as the Employment Security Division 
Administrator, said she would briefly touch on three areas.  Through ARRA, DETR 
received a little over $5 million to support employment and re-employment services 
offered through the Nevada Job Connect system.  DETR was able to use this funding to 
hire an 12 additional people, which would enable DETR to serve 10,000 people over the 
approximately 19 months of funding who would have otherwise had to wait significantly 
longer to receive services.  The Employment Security Division provides core 
employment and training services, such as basic labor exchange services, where 
workers come into a Job Connect office seeking assistance in gaining employment, 
leads to employment or referrals to job openings.  The reemployment services portion of 
that funding was specifically targeted to providing reemployment services to those 
collecting unemployment insurance benefits.  Under the program, DETR called 
individuals receiving unemployment insurance benefits to ensure they were aware of 
the services that would help them obtain employment more quickly.   
 
Ms. Jones said the positive outcome of the reemployment services was that people 
were expected to collect unemployment insurance benefits for a shorter period than 
they would have had they not participated in the program.  DETR projects that it will 
save about one-half week’s worth of unemployment insurance benefits per participant.  
It was more difficult to place people in this economic downturn than under previous 
downturns.  However, in the most recent quarter, there were some successes where 
those who participated in the program collected unemployment insurance benefits for 
an average of three weeks less than those who had not participated in the program.  
That demonstrated significant trust fund savings.  Through the life of the program a 
minimum of $2.3 million in trust fund savings is projected based on the investment of 
$1.6 million federal dollars.  This was not as high a return on investment as had been 
seen in better job markets, but it was certainly a good return on investment, and she 
was hopeful that DETR’s achievement would improve.   
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Ms. Jones said through the additional $25 per week that claimants receive, $166 million 
had been infused into Nevada’s economy.  She said that ARRA had also funded other 
unemployment insurance benefits.  Through ARRA, the federal government had been 
paying for 100 percent of state extended benefits, which were typically 50 percent 
funded by the state trust fund and 50 percent funded by the federal government.  That 
infused $94 million into Nevada’s economy.  Through the federal extensions of 
unemployment benefits, over $500 million was infused into Nevada’s economy.  Since 
July 1, 2008, through the variety of unemployment insurance programs administered by 
the division, approximately $2.8 billion was paid to Nevada workers who have found 
themselves unemployed through no fault of their own.  Given those numbers, it was 
easy to see why the Nevada unemployment insurance trust fund would be in trouble.  In 
state benefits alone during that period, $1.6 billion was paid out.  At this point Nevada’s 
unemployment insurance trust fund was about $345 million in the hole.  That would 
continue to grow throughout the year until such time as benefits paid out were less than 
the taxes collected to support those payments.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked if there were any changes anticipated from the federal 
government regarding the interest payments.  Ms. Jones said the interest-free period 
extended only to the end of this calendar year.  She was hopeful that the interest-free 
period would be further extended for at least one more year.  She reported that the 
Department of Labor expected more than 40 states to borrow a total of approximately 
$90 billion.  She hoped some sort of federal relief would be offered – at least the waiver 
of interest payments.  She said this would be the first time Nevada was required to pay 
interest in the history of the program.  The state had only borrowed funds one other 
time, and that was in the 1970s before interest was charged.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked if there was a reason for hope.  Ms. Jones had heard positive 
things, but did not expect action to occur until closer to the period when the interest 
waiver ended.  She would not expect anything sooner.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked if any infrastructure funding had been expended.  Ms. Jones 
replied that the infrastructure funding for the unemployment insurance program had 
some hallmarks of what was called “Reed Act” funding that could be held indefinitely.  
One difference between infrastructure funding and Reed Act funding was that it could 
not be used to pay unemployment insurance benefits.  The Reed Act funding received 
after 9/11 had long since been used to pay unemployment insurance benefits, except 
for the portion that was reserved for the unemployment insurance modernization 
project.  Those funds could be held indefinitely.  DETR was uti lizing the funds to invest 
in its infrastructure, and had no current need to use the funds for administration.  
Because of the volume of claims, DETR was earning sufficient administrative funding 
for salaries and operations.  As projects were completed, DETR would return to the 
Legislature or the Interim Finance Committee to ask for authority to expend funds on 
future projects.  DETR had targeting those extra funds to systems improvements, such 
as products and programs to protect the integrity of Nevada’s trust fund from those who 
would seek to defraud the system.  In addition, DETR was looking at opportunities to 
invest in imaging technology.   
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Chairwoman Smith asked if any of the Reed Act funding could be offset by ARRA 
funding, then used to pay claims.  Ms. Jones said that was not allowed.  
 
Chairwoman Smith asked about plans for repayment of the Trust Fund.  Ms. Jones said 
it was tough to know how much the state would end up owing.  DETR expected the debt 
to be approximately $700 million to $1 billion by the end of 2010, depending on the 
unemployment rate.  The unemployment rate had not been rising as quickly as in the 
past.  The tax structure was set through a regulatory process with the input of a 
nine-member Employment Security Council appointed by the Governor.  The council 
receives public input, considers projections of revenue and expenditures and sets an 
average rate for the upcoming calendar year.  The plan was very flexible in that 
businesses could ask that rates not be raised now, with the understanding that in the 
future there would be more interest expense, or a higher tax rate.  She said it was 
complicated in that if the trust fund loans were not repaid in a timely manner, the federal 
government paid them for the state through raising the rate charged to employers for 
federal unemployment tax.  At this point, it appears that the state would be unable to 
avoid a tax increase by the federal government, even if taxes were raised to the 
maximum allowed.  DETR expected the federal tax to rise in about three years, and that 
increase would pay the state’s loans.  It was difficult to have a strategy without knowing 
what would happen in the claims environment and whether there would be federal relief.   
 
Assemblyman Goicoechea said he was concerned about owing $1 billion, resulting in 
an increase in the federal unemployment tax rate (FUTA).  Ms. Jones said the FUTA 
offset was a 6.4 percent tax on the first $7,000 wages earned by a worker, but it was 
offset by the state program that paid up to 5 points for the state unemployment tax rate 
(SUTA).  The SUTA offset the FUTA 5.4 percent against the 6.4 percent.  Employers 
currently paid 0.8 percent for FUTA.  If there were outstanding trust fund loans 
two Januarys in a row, the offset would be reduced, and the tax would be increased 
from 0.8 percent to 1.1 percent.  The following year the tax would rise another 
0.3 percent, and the rate formula would become more complex after that. 
 
Assemblyman Goicoechea asked if there was a cap amount.  Ms. Jones thought the 
cap was 2.7 percent.  Assemblyman Goicoechea noted that the state could pay 
2.7 percent on top of the 5.2 percent, and the SUTA, which could be as much as 
5.4 percent.  Ms. Jones said the maximum tax rate an employer could pay was 
5.4 percent, but the state was required by the federal government to have an 
experience rated tiered system.  All employers could not be in the 5.4 percent tier; some 
would have to be in the lower tax brackets.  Without any statutory change, the highest 
the rate could be raised without exceeding the cap was somewhere in the 4 percent 
range.   
 
Assemblyman Goicoechea said the $1 billion would have to be paid back out of the 
4 percent maximum.  Ms. Jones said that typically, unemployment insurance programs 
were funded by employer payroll taxes, but there have been occasions where states 
contributed general funds toward the debt or the interest.  She noted that Nevada’s 
General Fund was not in a position to lend a hand at this point.   
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Assemblyman Goicoechea was very concerned that there could be a 4 percent rate 
increase if the state was in arrears the second consecutive January.  Ms. Jones agreed 
that could be the case.  She said, historically, after previous recessions, there were 
periods where the average tax rate in Nevada rose about 3.2 percent or 3.7 percent.  
She explained that the state has enjoyed an extremely low unemployment insurance 
rate over the past 20 years due to the booming economy.  She expected an increased 
tax burden for the employer community, absent some sort of federal relief, because the 
benefits must be funded by federal law.   
 
David Schmidt, Economist, DETR, said there were a couple of possible maximum tax 
rates that could apply.  If the state met certain criteria toward regaining solvency in the 
trust fund, the tax rate could be capped after two of the 0.3 percent increases.  He 
believed the cap on the FUTA would then be 1.4 percent.  If the state had not made 
sufficient progress toward restoring solvency, the federal government would continue to 
decrease the offset until there was no offset.  Taxes could rise to the maximum FUTA 
rate of 6.2 percent.  Depending on the rate of change, that could take place over as 
many as ten years or longer. 
 
Assemblyman Conklin understood that the funds borrowed were repaid out of the trust 
fund, but the interest must be bore separately.  Ms. Jones said Mr. Conklin was correct 
that regular tax collections cannot be used to pay the interest.  She said DETR was 
preparing to put forward a bill draft request on the issue.  She said the assessment 
would have to be through a different tax mechanism, or in some states, general funds 
might pay those interest costs.  Ms. Jones said it was scary to put a number on the 
record, because none of DETR’s projections for this recession have held true.  
However, if tax rates stayed the same, DETR’s projections held true, and there was no 
additional waiver, the first interest payment would be about $60 million, due in the fall 
of 2011.   
 
Assemblyman Conklin said there were discussions in Congress about the extension of 
the unemployment benefits, and in the 2009 Legislative Session the state and federal 
government worked together to extend the benefits, although they were paid, for the 
most part, federally.  Some triggers were put into place so that if the federal government 
extended those benefits, the state could continue to offer them as well, because it was 
revenue and expense neutral to the state.  He thought that would expire on 
December 31, 2010.  He asked for the status.  
 
Ms. Jones said the State Extended Benefit program was typically paid for 50 percent by 
the state trust fund and 50 percent by the federal trust fund.  That optional trigger 
allowed the state to move the maximum benefits from 13 weeks to 20 weeks.  There 
have been a couple of extensions since the December 30, 2010, expiration date.  
However, as of April 4, 2010, the federal legislation that supported all of the federal 
extensions, including the State Extended Benefits program and the Federal Additional 
Compensation (FAC) program had expired.  Because there was an objection in the 
Senate, another extension was not approved prior to the Easter break.  She hoped that 
when the Senate returned on April 12, 2010, work on the extension would move quickly.  
In addition, it would have to be retroactive to cover the two-week gap in coverage of 
those programs.  If there was no extension, 7,000 claims each week would be impacted 
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adversely.  If the legislation expired, an individual in the middle of one of the four federal 
extensions would finish that extension, but would not have access to the next extension.  
It would mean that the claimants would not receive the extra $25 per week.  In addition, 
it would move the trigger date back to the original date, reducing the program from 
20 weeks to 13 weeks and requiring the state to pick up 50 percent of the cost.   
 
Assemblyman Conklin asked if 7,000 employees would lose the benefit on a weekly 
basis unless an extension was approved by Congress and Ms. Jones replied that was 
correct.  Assemblyman Conklin noted those individuals would be removed from the 
unemployment statistic, but they were still unemployed.  Ms. Jones explained that the 
unemployment statistic was more than the number of individuals collecting 
unemployment insurance benefits.  Rather, it included all individuals seeking work.  The 
employees that lost the benefit would still be included in the unemployment insurance 
rate as long as they actively sought work.  She explained that the current 13.2 percent 
unemployment rate meant about 189,000 Nevadans were out of work, but 
unemployment insurance benefits were paid to about 140,000 per week.  Not everyone 
was covered by the unemployment insurance program.   
 
Assemblyman Conklin was concerned about the 49,000 people who were unemployed 
and had no resources.  He hoped there were other programs within the state to help.  
Without action by Congress, more people would be shifted from unemployment to other, 
more expensive, state programs.  That would have an impact on the economy, because 
people receiving unemployment insurance benefits would spend in the local economy.  
The money would continue to create private jobs and generate sales tax.   
 
Mr. Mosely said that Assemblyman Conklin was correct.  When an individual’s 
unemployment benefits ran out, the very next step was social services, which resulted 
in an increase in the use of food stamps and other programs.   
 
Ms. Jones said that federal studies showed that for every dollar of unemployment 
insurance benefits paid out, between $1.63 and $2.15 of economic activity was 
generated.  She reiterated that $2.6 billion was paid out in the previous 21 months, 
resulting in over $5 billion added to Nevada’s economy.  She said that illustrated why it 
was an important safety net for the state’s economy.   
 
Chairwoman Smith hoped that there would be some action on the matter that could be 
reported at the next meeting of the Interim Finance Committee.   
 
Chairwoman Smith said she was concerned about the banking issues related to 
unemployment insurance.  In the interest of time, she would speak to Ms. Jones about 
that after the meeting.   
 
Chairwoman Smith thanked the DETR staff for the information.   
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5. State Energy Office 
 
Jim Groth, Director, Nevada State Office of Energy, said overall more than $47 million 
was issued, approved and provisioned through the NSOE, by the Department of Energy 
as of September 9, 2009.  He would report on the status of the following four program 
areas:  
· School Energy Efficiency Program 
· Revolving Loan Program 
· Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant (EECBG) 
· Energy Efficient Appliance Rebate Program 
 
Mr. Groth said the School Energy Efficiency Program, dealt primarily with K-12 schools 
in Nevada.  The 17 school districts have received $441,000 each, with an additional 
$1 million from SEP ARRA funding to both the Washoe County School District and the 
Clark County School District.  All school districts have signed sub-grant agreements.  
Two districts have already awarded contracts, and four jobs were in process between 
the Washoe County School District and the Clark County School District.  The rest of 
those contracts should be consummated between the May to August 2010 timeframe 
for which this program was originally slated.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked if the school districts were using their own public works 
departments rather than the state’s.  Mr. Groth said that was correct.  He explained that 
the money was actually sub-granted to those school districts, but the NSOE would pay 
invoices for materials and contractors, and perform the various reporting to ARRA.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked if the ARRA reporting required an accounting of energy 
savings from the projects.  Mr. Groth said both energy savings and job creation was 
reported.  He said the NSOE website would be updated to include these reports.   
 
Chairwoman Smith said she hoped the projects would result in costs savings across the 
state, because that money could be used in other places.   
 
Mr. Groth said that the schools were doing a fantastic job, along with the utilities, of 
parlaying $1.4 million into $3 million or $4 million on the solar rebates program.  The 
projects educated students on energy efficiency as well.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked if the school districts provided the ARRA reporting to the 
NSOE and Mr. Groth said that was correct.  She noted that of $34 million granted, just 
$277,000 was expended.  That was a concern because the public was waiting for the 
jobs to be created.  It appeared that the process was now moving along, and she 
appreciated that.   
 
Mr. Groth added that the $7.5 million state building retrofit program was worth mention.  
There were 133 state buildings on the nomination list, and projects were underway.  
This program was similar to the school program in that lighting, HVAC, and energy 
efficiency projects quickly stimulated the economy and created jobs.   
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Mr. Groth said environmental issues were addressed by the DOE through webinars and 
workshops, and there were no standing environmental issues at this point.  
 
Mr. Groth said the revolving loan program had $8.2 million specifically for renewable 
energy projects.  As the program went on, it might be amended to include energy 
efficiency projects.  He reported that on the day of the meeting the agency had received 
a $1.2 million application for a bio-digester plant in the Mason Valley/Yerington area.  
The request for proposal for the revolving loan program was sent out on 
March 16, 2010.  It would be a 3 percent loan program for projects costing from 
$200,00 to $1.6 million.  The intent of the revolving loan program was to put seed 
money out for projects that could be paired with other utility grants for solar, wind or 
hydro rebates.  For example, if a $1 million solar project was done in Nevada, the 
evaluation panel would look at the criteria for seed money, and would require recipients 
to quickly repay the loans on the contract between six months to two years.  He 
explained that rebates and energy savings would pay back the initial loan amount to the 
revolving loan program.   
 
Mr. Groth said there have been approximately two dozen requests from the private and 
public sectors – across the gamut of technologies of solar, wind, biomass – expressing 
interest in the program.  The five major project goals were job creation, levering 
additional funds, shovel-ready projects, fossil fuel reduction, and energy generation 
viability.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked if there was a cap on the loan amount.  Mr. Groth said the 
loan amount was capped at $1.6 million, with a repayment period cap of 15 years.  The 
applications would be evaluated with an emphasis on the timeframe of the amortization 
of the loans.  If the loans were paid back over 15 years, the program’s impact would be 
diminished.  This small block of money would be treated as seed money. 
 
Chairwoman Smith asked how the award recipients would be selected.  Mr. Groth 
replied that a committee including the Energy Commissioner and the Energy Director 
would evaluate the requests.   
 
Mr. Groth explained that the $8.7 million Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block 
Grant (EECBG) program was for the small rural cities and counties that did not receive 
direct DOE funding.  The program was administered through the NSOE.  The DOE 
approved all sub-grant applications in the January to mid-March 2010 timeframe.  The 
sub-grant award would be handled much like the school district award where 
contractors would be hired locally by the rural communities.   
 
In response to a request from Chairwoman Smith, Mr. Groth said he would provide LCB 
staff a list of the awards.   
 
Assemblyman Goicoechea asked if any of the grant amount had been awarded.  
Mr. Groth said no awards had been made yet that he was aware of.  The projects were 
just recently approved by the DOE.  Assemblyman Goicoechea asked if the bids could 
be advertised and Mr. Groth said that they could. 
 



 

33 

Mr. Groth said the appliance rebate program was a $2.4 million fund.  Across Nevada, 
61 retailers were to participate in the program that would begin on April 17, 2010.  The 
same appliance rebate administrator was selected that was used by approximately half 
of the states in the country.  There would be both a web and dial-in procedure for the 
rebates.  The rebates covered consumer appliances such as washers, dryers, 
refrigerators and dishwashers.  He expected approximately 14,700 retail costumers 
across the state to take advantage of the program according to the number of website 
visits and calls to the administrator.  An inefficient older appliance would be picked up 
by the retailer when the new product was delivered.  As an alternative, NV Energy 
offered a $30 credit to each customer if NV Energy picked up the older appliance.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked if the participating retailers were obligated to inform the 
customers about the rebate.  Mr. Groth said that was part of the contract for the 
participating retailers.   
 
In conclusion, Mr. Groth said the approximate $30 million for the four programs would 
be expended in the community by October 2010.  Then there would be follow-up with 
the counties on the projects.   
 
Chairwoman Smith expected that the report from NSOE in the fall of 2010 should be 
that most of the projects were completed.  Mr. Groth replied that was correct.  There 
might be some grantees that refused to accept the funding.  For example, there was a 
$770,000 program in which an electronic box was installed in the truck of the law 
enforcement vehicles to reduce the idle.  Some police departments did not want the 
product because they believed it would increase fuel consumption, and others in 
Southern Nevada were concerned that the boxes were not big enough to run air 
conditioning units.  He mentioned these issues to illustrate that some of the funds might 
need to be reallocated in the next few months if some entities did not accept grant 
funds.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked if Elko County had changed its stance about not accepting 
the block grant money.  Mr. Groth said that NSOE did not track that process.  He had 
heard that Lander County had an issue with performance contracting for energy 
efficiency at some of its facilities.  Assemblyman Goicoechea noted that the Lander 
County Commission met today.  He would report to the Chairwoman any problems 
raised at that meeting.  
 
Chairwoman Smith asked if the Investigator positions in the NSOE had been filled.  
Mr. Groth said eight positions were filled with ARRA funding.  There were two vacant 
positions: one clerical and another postgraduate public intern.   
 
Chairwoman Smith said she was glad to see some movement with the projects.  
 
Senator Carlton asked about item F on page 104 of Exhibit A.  Chairwoman Smith 
asked if Senator Carlton would speak to Mr. Groth on that topic after the meeting, and 
Senator Carlton agreed. 
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D. PRESENTATION ON INFORMATION AVAILABLE ONLINE AT THE STATE 
OF NEVADA’S WEBSITE (www.nv.gov) CONCERNING AMERICAN 
RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT FUNDING AND STATUS OF ANY 
FUTURE UPDATES TO THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT 
ACT REPORTING SYSTEM. 

 
Charles Harvey, Director, Office of the NV American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, 
said that on April 5, 2010, the new website was launched (nv.gov/recovery), with a 
focus on transparency.  The new recovery website provided citizens with up-to-date, 
and easy to access information.  The office was committed to making the recovery 
website a dynamic, user-friendly experience so that the citizens of Nevada could track 
stimulus money allocated to each state agency, all the way down to individual project 
descriptions, and the exact dollar amount spent.  He said there were many sources of 
stimulus information on the Internet, television and print.  Much of that data was 
inaccurate or incomplete.  His office worked closely with state agencies to provide a 
single-stop portal for relevant and accurate information for the state of Nevada.   
 
Mr. Harvey thanked Andrew Clinger, Director, Department of Administration, 
Dan Stockwell, Director, Department of Information Technology, and the staff of both 
offices, for their work in creating the website.  The redesign reinforced the standard look 
and feel of the website, and provided for the publishing of an array of useful information 
by grant recipients.  All state agencies that received ARRA funds were linked directly to 
the Nevadarecovery.gov website, which provided a consistent resource, tool and guide 
for navigating state stimulus projects.  Some of the changes were immediately visible in 
the form of new features and content.  Other changes were internal and would allow the 
state to maintain the site effectively and efficiently.  New notable features included the 
following: 
 
· A redesigned look and feel 
· Success stories highlighting the efforts of state agencies 
· Testimonials that reflected the human impact of ARRA funds in Nevada 
· Improved reporting of Section 1512 project data, which included new graphs, charts 

and tables 
· Mapping functionality provided by Recovery.gov.   
 
Those items, combined with many other benefits, would enable the state’s citizens to 
obtain a more complete picture of recovery act spending in the state.   
 
Joe Fix, Vice President, AERIS Enterprises, said he would present only the features of 
the new website that related to the overall goals and objectives of the redesign.  He 
encouraged the members to visit the website on their own as well.  Mr. Fix said that the 
main page showed charts related to the breakdown by agency of ARRA funding and the 
number of jobs created and maintained.  There was also a comparison of the different 
types of ARRA funding.  The charts demonstrate some common features throughout the 
site.  For the most part, they shared the same functionality.  The pie charts and graphs 
were dynamically generated in many cases.  As the user hovered over the chart, more 
information was shown.  The charts had a related table that could be sorted. 
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Mr. Fix said it was important to be able to maintain the site efficiently.  When new 
numbers were available, the information must remain consistent between the agencies 
and the federal government.  To support that, the charts were generated dynamically 
based on a consistent database of the ARRA numbers.  The numbers on the charts and 
the tables were in synch with the agency webpage and the federal ARRA numbers.  
There was also an area of the website to link to news stories about the ARRA funded 
projects.   
 
Mr. Fix said the major difference between the old and new websites was that the 
technique used to build the new website involved a content management system to 
allow nontechnical users to make updates quickly.  New stories and photos could be 
added quickly without technical staff involvement.  There were some changes that 
required technical assistance, but the bulk of the changes could be handled by 
nontechnical users.   
 
Mr. Fix said that the totals were in synch with the totals of the federal government on 
Recovery.gov, but that site was still showing information for the quarter ending 
December 31, 2009.  He said the state’s website would synch to the federal website, 
but would show the impact of the funds to Nevada.  He explained that the estimated 
amount was the amount anticipated to be received by the recipients in the state.  The 
other numbers were actual numbers tied to the federal website as of 
December 31, 2009, which would be updated soon.  The site showed a different view of 
the information to clarify and avoid confusion.   
 
Mr. Fix said that the federal reporting area of the website showed other ways to 
organize and view the data.  One key area was the recipient summary.  The federal 
website showed a different number, because it included non-state recipients such as 
cities and counties.  That view showed the breakdown reconciled with the federal 
numbers.  If a user was interested, they could look at the detail for specific awards.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked if non-state awards to local entities that were sub-granted 
would show the sub-grantee.  Mr. Fox said the links stopped with the local entity, but 
there could be a link to the sub-grantee.  Mr. Fix then showed a page that allowed a 
search for awards by description.  With the content management system, agencies 
could link sub-grantee information.   
 
Mr. Fix said that the homepage linked to the agency sub-sites that were consistent in 
look and feel to the main website.  The agency users had the ability to update the sites 
to provide additional recovery news and links to further detail.  That was a work in 
progress.   
 
In summary, Mr. Fix said the website was presented from a consistent database so 
there were no mismatched numbers.  The structure could be supported and maintained 
efficiently by nontechnical users in the agencies.   
 
Chairwoman Smith said the redesign was a great improvement.  It appeared that the 
website was provided by the deadline and within the budget.   
 



 

36 

Mr. Harvey said that was correct.  He added that his office received feedback over the 
past months from the public and state agencies and have incorporated some of their 
recommendations into the final product.   
 
E. PRESENTATION ON INFORMATION REPORTED AS REQUIRED IN 

SECTION 1512 OF THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT 
FOR THE PERIOD ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2009. 

 
Charles Harvey, Director, Office of the NV American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, 
said the data submitted in the federal Section 1512 reporting summary (page 131, 
Exhibit A) covered the second reporting period, the fourth quarter of 2009.  During that 
period, the state of Nevada successfully met its federal Section 1512 reporting 
requirements.  Section 1512 required recipients to file quarterly reports detailing funding 
received, expenditure of funds, and jobs created.  However, as the Subcommittee heard 
previously, there were many awards that flowed directly to recipients and were not 
captured by the state’s reporting system.  Some programs that provided a large benefit 
to the state were not subject to Section 1512 reporting, such as unemployment 
insurance and Medicaid.   
 
Mr. Harvey reported that, during the filing period, state agencies submitted over 
130 prime recipient reports and more than 300 reports on sub-recipients and vendors.  
The second federal reporting period was much smoother than the first filing period.  The 
reporting system had been improved so that it could handle more data, and the quality 
review processes were improved.  There was a great effort on the part of the state 
recipients to report complete and accurate data.  When it was discovered that data had 
been reported inaccurately, there was a prompt effort to correct the data.   
 
Mr. Harvey said some things about the second reporting period did not go smoothly.  
There continued to be varying interpretations of reporting guidance.  Some federal 
agencies continued to issue their own guidance that did not agree with Office of 
Management and Budget (OMD) guidance.  In addition, there was a last minute change 
in policy that proved to be troublesome, and there were some technical changes that 
caused a large number of awards to be duplicated in the system.   
 
Mr. Harvey said a summary of corrections made to Section 1512 data since the initial 
filing in January 2010 was included in the meeting packet (page 147, Exhibit A).  An 
overview of activity by agency for the fourth quarter of 2009 was presented on 
page 133.  There were 142 projects reported on, and the amount awarded was roughly 
$828 million.  Although job activity was currently reported on a quarterly basis, 
expenditure data continued to be reported cumulatively.  Of the roughly $360 million 
that was received over the period, state agencies spent almost $250 million, almost 
66 percent.   
 
Mr. Harvey said page 135 showed job creation by state agency.  This was an area in 
which there was a change in guidance as to how job figures were calculated.  Job 
figures were no longer calculated on a cumulative basis, which caused the numbers to 
drop significantly.  In the first reporting period, 5,079.98 jobs were reported as created 
or retained.  In the second reporting period, that number was 2,579.73.  To an extent, a 
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slower rate of growth in jobs was expected based on a significant amount of ARRA 
funds being paid out of the state fiscal stabilization fund last fiscal year.  It was also 
expected that activity would decrease for several programs during the winter months.   
 
Mr. Harvey thought it was important to point out that the state’s job figures differed 
greatly from what the federal government reported.  The state reported that 2,579 jobs 
were created or saved, but the White House Council of Economic Advisors estimated 
that Nevada created or saved 20,000 jobs.  The difference was due to the fact that the 
council took into account all recovery act funding in the state, not just funding that was 
subject to Section 1512.  They also count indirect and induced jobs, where the state 
counted only directly-funded jobs.  
 
Mr. Harvey said the table on page 136 (Exhibit A) illustrated that many projects were 
still in the early stages during this reporting period.  Of the 132 projects that were 
subject to Section 1512 reporting during the fourth quarter, 105, or almost 80 percent, 
were less than 50 percent completed.  He agreed with the Chairwoman’s previous 
comments that the numbers were expected to increase over the next several months.  
 
Mr. Harvey said that the meeting material also contained a list of the programs by state 
agency (page 139, Exhibit A).  Overall, it appeared that state agencies had intensified 
their efforts to put recovery act funds to work.  In the last three months of 2009, state 
agencies increased their expenditure of recovery act funds by nearly 50 percent 
compared to the 7 months prior.  That number was expected to increase over the 
current reporting period.  
 
In conclusion, Mr. Harvey said his office was committed to providing the most accurate 
information possible, and saw steady progress toward that goal.  The ARRA office 
continued to work with the OMB, the Recovery Board, and federal agencies to resolve 
issues and obtain clear guidance.  His office also worked closely with fellow state 
recovery offices to build on shared experiences and leverage best practices of others.  
The reporting period for the month of January 2009 would conclude on April 10, 2010, 
and the updated data would be reflected on the website.  
 
Chairwoman Smith asked about efforts to distribute transportation funding.  Mr. Harvey 
said that last month it was reported that all of the money had been obligated for 
transportation projects.  Chairwoman Smith asked if the state’s standing on national 
reports would have improved greatly because of that, and Mr. Harvey said he thought 
that would be so.  He noted that the data used for the national report lagged by a few 
months, but there would definitely be an improvement.  In response to a request from 
the Chairwoman, Mr. Harvey said he would provide information to the Subcommittee 
members comparing Nevada’s spending of ARRA funds with other states.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked Mr. Harvey if his office had worked with the agencies and 
local governments to find additional funding, and help them in the grant process.  
Mr. Harvey said that he took that role on for himself because he recognized that there 
was a disconnect.  He learned that some state stimulus directors around the country 
were visiting the rural areas to work with the local entities.  Mr. Harvey said he reached 
out to agencies in Southern Nevada over the last two months, and had begun to meet 
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with the rural communities to share information and form a partnership.  He said that 
was a work in progress.  He said there was a great need for leadership, especially as it 
related to grants management in the state.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked how the data for the reporting process was accumulated and 
compiled for the report.  Mr. Harvey said the information was flowed directly from the 
state agencies to the Office of the NV American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.  The 
Controller’s Office also received a copy of the information.  Chairwoman Smith asked if 
there were checks and balances in place to make sure the two offices were working 
with the same information, and that the agencies were not making mistakes.  
Mr. Harvey said the Controller’s Office and his office were looking for the best way to 
put proper checks and balances in place.  He said that he and Mary Keating, ARRA 
Reporting and Accountability Officer, Nevada State Controller’s Office, would meet in 
the next week to have further discussions and continue to increase the partnership.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked if the error rate was known, and how those errors were found.  
Mr. Harvey said a number of checks and balances had been put into place.  The 
agencies submitted the information from the 1st through the 10th of the reporting period.  
From the 10th through the 20th, the agencies had a change to perform a quality 
assurance process.  During that period, his office and the Controller’s Officer were also 
conducting quality assurance.  When an error was identified it was brought to the 
attention of the agency, which would then make a correction.  Chairwoman Smith asked 
Mr. Harvey if he knew which entities had applied for the grants, and he replied that he 
did.  Chairwoman Smith asked if there was a system to make sure that the entities that 
applied for grants complied with the required reporting.  Mr. Harvey said that such 
systems were in place.  He added that during the last 10 days of the month, the federal 
agencies performed a quality assurance process on that data as well.   
 
Mr. Harvey said, the policy research center, Good Jobs First, came out with another 
report in January 2010, that showed the state’s ranking changed from 38th to 25th.  He 
noted that was before the redesign was implemented.  Chairwoman Smith said the next 
ranking should be even higher, and asked when the next ranking would happen.  
Mr. Harvey said he would find out.   
 
The Chairwoman called for a recess at 5:20 p.m.   
 
F. INFORMATIONAL ITEM – REPORTS ON THE ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED 

WITH CARRYING OUT THE STATE’S MISSION OF CREATING NEW JOBS IN 
THE FIELDS OF ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY BY 
COMBINING JOB TRAINING WITH WEATHERIZATION, ENERGY RETROFIT 
APPLICATIONS OR THE DEVELOPMENT OF RENEWABLE ENERGY 
PLANTS, PURSUANT TO SECTION 9, SUBSECTION 8 OF S.B. 152 
(2009 Session).  

 
The meeting reconvened at 5:27 p.m. 
 
Chairwoman Smith noted that some of the information in the following presentation was 
required to be reported to the Interim Finance Committee at its upcoming meeting, the 



 

39 

S.B. 152 items in particular.  She said that since Senator Horsford was not at the 
meeting, and there were lots of outstanding issues, she would like to discuss the 
housing issues, and then continue the discussion further at the Interim Finance 
Committee meeting.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked for an update on some of the housing issues, including 
weatherization programs, the expenditure of money and the creation of jobs.  She 
recalled that the last meeting ended with concerns about processes and conflicts about 
inclusion and exclusion.  She asked for a statement from the Housing Division Director 
as to whether the parties had met to resolve some of the issues.  The details would be 
addressed at the Interim Finance Committee.   
 
Charles Horsey, Administrator, Housing Division said there was lots of misinformation 
about the weatherization program and that he would like to present the facts.  He said 
on March 28, 2010, the Associated Press reported that after a year of crippling delays, 
President Barack Obama’s $5 billion program to install weather tight windows and doors 
has retrofitted only a small fraction of the homes, and created far fewer construction 
jobs than expected.  For example, the state of California received $185 million in 
weatherization funding, but only created 84 jobs as of March 2010 with those funds.  
Nevada received $37.9 million, and has created 74 jobs thus far.  He noted all of the 
74 jobs were in agreement with S.B. 152.  For example, 51 of the 74 people were hired 
directly from apprenticeship programs and 23 jobs were created from collaborative 
nonprofits.  That meant of the 113 people working in the weatherization program, 
65 percent or 74 people, had been hired.  He noted that S.B. 152 called for 50 percent.   
 
In addition, Mr. Horsey provided a letter from the DOE (Exhibit F), that stated as follows, 
“Compared to the other 58 grantees, Nevada ranks 4th, behind only Idaho, West Virginia 
and South Carolina.” Mr. Horsey commented that none of those three states had 
S.B. 152, or any equivalent legislation with which to be concerned.  Again Mr. Horsey 
quoted from the DOE letter, “For the past three months Nevada has been exceeding 
their production quotas by 162 percent, 129 percent and 186 percent for the months of 
January, February, and March 2010.”  Mr. Horsey said the DOE’s deadline to fund the 
other 50 percent ($18 million) was July 1, 2010, but Nevada would get the funds on 
May 1, 2010, instead.  Mr. Horsey said that the weatherization program was far ahead 
of any expectation, performance measure or compliance with S.B. 152.   
 
Chairwoman Smith indicated that she was not concerned with what California was 
doing, but was focused rather on what happened in Nevada – the number of jobs being 
created, the promises made and whether they had been kept.  She asked whether the 
number of homes that were supposed to have been weatherized had indeed been 
weatherized.   
 
Mr. Horsey said 1,570 homes had been weatherized, or 80 percent of the 
DOE approved plan, which was far ahead of any schedule.  He said that last month one 
sub-grantee in Las Vegas weatherized over 500 homes.   
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Chairwoman Smith asked why the program had so many problems.  Mr. Horsey said 
the only problems were that the unions were initially very upset that the weatherization 
program would use nonprofits as the delivery system for the training.  If that approach 
had not been used, Nevada might have lost a significant amount of the funding to other 
states.  When the nonprofit collaborative and apprenticeship programs were ready, the 
weatherization program hired exclusively from those organizations.  The last 74 people 
that were hired were all in accordance with S.B. 152, meaning that they were either 
from the apprenticeship programs or the nonprofit collaborative, which was 65 percent 
of the 113 people working in the program.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked for follow up about the issue regarding the use of 
Manpower, Inc., a temporary staffing agency, and drug testing that was discussed at the 
previous meeting.  
 
Ardell Galbreth, Deputy Director, DETR recalled that that the question was about how 
individuals could get into the weatherization training program, and subsequently find 
employment.   
 
Chairwoman Smith recalled that the question was whether the trainees were required to 
undergo drug testing and whether the state was paying for the drug testing.  
Mr. Galbreth said that there was no drug testing or background check required for this 
training.   
 
Chairwoman Smith asked if a temporary employment agency was being used.  
Mr. Galbreth said that some individuals associated with the union were going through 
Manpower, Inc. to get employed with the contractors.  DETR was not utilizing 
Manpower, Inc. and has not in the past.  
 
Senator Carlton said she was very familiar with how the program worked in 
Southern Nevada, and thought that the trainees were given the knowledge and 
expertise to perform weatherization in other jobs in the future.  She was concerned that 
in Northern Nevada, there were no real jobs created.  She wondered if the trainees 
were getting the pay and benefits delineated in S.B. 152.   
 
Craig Davis, Manager, Weatherization System Program, Housing Division, said that it 
was verified that all of the contractors offered health insurance policies to their 
employees.  The wages were determined by the Department of Labor and the DOE.  A 
wage compliance officer verified in the north and south that the records were being kept 
and that wages were in line with what had been agreed to. 
 
Senator Carlton asked if there was a collaborative in Northern Nevada.  Mr. Davis said 
that Truckee Meadows Community College was a collaborative, and Associated 
Builders Contractors (ABC) in Reno was another.  He knew that both were currently 
training weatherization workers.  She asked if the training was done through an 
apprenticeship program.  She noted that ABC was a trade association rather than a 
collaborative.   
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Mr. Galbreth said according to S.B. 152, ABC was a collaborative.  Within the 
ABC bylaws was an associated labor management compilation.  ABC established a 
collaborative associated with a state-approved apprenticeship program.  By all 
accounts, in accordance with S.B. 152, ABC was eligible to provide training services 
under the bill.   
 
Senator Carlton said ABC was a contractor trade association, not a pool labor 
association.  ABC did not represent employees, rather it represented contractors.  It 
was not a joint labor and management, but was strictly a management group.  
 
Mr. Galbreth understood the question, but he noted that S.B. 152 did not clearly define 
“labor management” organization.  According to many of the workforce investment 
agencies, any agency that employed, trained and sought opportunities for businesses 
was considered a labor management organization. 
 
Assemblyman Conklin said the bill used language based on terms defined elsewhere in 
NRS.  He noted the term, “labor management organization” was used often.  He asked 
Legislative Counsel to determine whether a definition existed.  If not, he thought the 
term needed to be defined.   
 
Chairwoman Smith indicated that the Subcommittee also needed to determine whether 
a state-approved apprenticeship program was being involved in the process as required 
by statute.   
 
Brenda Erdoes, Legislative Counsel, Legislative Counsel Bureau, said she would like to 
review the Attorney General’s Office opinion and do additional research before 
responding to the questions raised by Mr. Conklin and Chairwoman Smith.   
 
Mr. Horsey said that DETR had met jointly with the Business and Industry Director and 
three Deputy Attorneys General, representing the Housing Division, DETR, and 
Business and Industry.  In that meeting, it was advised that the procedures used were 
indeed permissible and that the law had been followed.   
 
Chairwoman Smith said that was the question being explored.  She said that the 
Attorney General’s Office opinion and the Legislative Counsel opinion would be 
compared to what was done.  She said the training was vitally important, because it 
produced jobs for working people.  The Subcommittee wanted to make sure that the tax 
dollars were spent appropriately, quickly and in accordance with the law, so that people 
could get back to work.  She asked that the parties keep that in perspective during 
these discussions.  She was not happy that only 76 people were back to work, 
considering the amount of money allocated for the program.   
 
Tom Morley, Laborers AFL/CIO Local 872, said that his organization had several issues 
with the report provided by DETR.  He said the participants’ training was not approved 
by the State Apprentice Council (SAC).  This was an area of concern because the 
laborers had the only SAC-approved weatherization and energy retrofit program 
recognized by the state of Nevada.  More than 200 trainees have graduated to date.  He 
noted that Senator Schneider, Senator Horsford and Clark County Commissioner 
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Chris Giunchigliani attended the graduation of the first class in September 2009.  
Mr. Morley said approximately 25 percent of that graduating class was hired by 
contractors working for HELP of Southern Nevada.  Currently, 50 apprentices were 
working for HELP of Southern Nevada in the weatherization industry.   
 
Mr. Morley said the issue of waivers had been discussed and agreed to between 
Local 872 and DETR, and he was satisfied with that agreement.  He was concerned 
about the statement that CHR, Inc. and Easter Seals were SAC approved, because 
they were not.  He said that CHR, Inc. and Easter Seals were social services groups 
that never received SAC approval.  The groups claimed to be partnered with higher 
education, but that does not make them SAC approved.  For SAC approval, the entity 
would have to go before the SAC committee after the curriculum was approved by 
higher education.   
 
Mr. Morley explained that this was a serious concern because $800,000 of Local 872 
funds had been spent to start the weatherization program.  Easter Seals and CHR, Inc. 
claimed they were teaching weatherization, but their partnership was with 
AFSME Local 88, which trained journeymen in Building Performance, Institute (BPI) and 
Residential Energy Services Network (RESNET), not weatherization.   
 
Chairwoman Smith said there was controversy with the program.  The last meeting of 
the Subcommittee ended with some of the same questions.  She hoped that 
Mr. Morley’s concerns would be addressed before the next meeting of the Interim 
Finance Committee.   
 
Mr. Mosley said that DETR and Local 872 worked closely together through many of the 
issues.  However, there were some issues on which they disagreed.  Three Deputy 
Attorneys General reviewed the legislation and found nothing in S.B. 152 that required 
the nonprofit collaborate to be SAC approved.  He added there was no protest from 
Local 872 prior to or after the contracts were awarded.   
 
Robert Whitney, Deputy Attorney General, DETR, said he would like to echo 
Mr. Mosley’s comments that the nonprofits need not be SAC approved.  There was no 
need for a formal agreement with a labor management agency, or other affi liated 
agency.  Regarding Assemblyman Conklin’s question, Mr. Whitney said the Attorney 
General’s Office found no definition of “labor management agency” or “affiliate agency.”  
He said that during the 2009 Legislative Session, the question of the definition of 
“affiliate agency” arose, but was not concluded.   
 
Mr. Morley said that S.B. 152, Section 9.2, clearly stated that the training must be SAC 
approved.   
 
Chairwoman Smith said that the conversation would continue at the April 29, 2010, 
meeting of the Interim Finance Committee.  She said Senator Horsford would be able to 
join in the conversation and Legislative Counsel would have time to continue the work 
they had already begun.   
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G. INFORMATIONAL ITEM – RESPONSES FROM THE STATE DEPARTMENT 
OF EDUCATION TO QUESTIONS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE AT THE 
JANUARY 12, 2010, MEETING RELATING TO ALLOCATION AND 
ADMINISTRATION OF AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT 
FUNDING. 

 
Chairwoman Smith asked the Subcommittee members if there was any need for 
discussion on this informational item.  She noted that the Subcommittee would meet 
again to focus on the state’s Race to the Top application, which was part of the 
ARRA-funded program.  There were no questions or comments from the Subcommittee 
members.  
 
H. INFORMATIONAL ITEM – RESPONSES FROM THE NEVADA SYSTEM OF 

HIGHER EDUCATION TO QUESTIONS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE AT THE 
JANUARY 12, 2010, MEETING RELATING TO ALLOCATION AND 
ADMINISTRATION OF AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT 
FUNDING. 

 
There were no questions or comments from the Subcommittee on this informational 
item. 
 
I.  PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
There was no public comment. 
 
J.  ADJOURNMENT  
 
Chairwoman Smith reminded the members that the Subcommittee’s meeting schedule 
was interrupted by the 26th Special Session.  She would like to have the next meeting at 
the end of May 2010, after the state’s Race to the Top application was formulated.  
There would be several other items to be addressed at that meeting as well.   
 
There being no other comments, the meeting was adjourned at 5:56 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

       _________________________ 
       Becky Lowe, Transcribing Secretary 
 

APPROVED: 
 

_______________________________ 
Assemblywoman Debbie Smith, Chairwoman 

 
Date:___________________________ 
 
Copies of exhibits mentioned in these minutes are on file in the Fiscal Analysis Division at the 
Legislative Counsel Bureau, Carson City, Nevada.  The division may be contacted at 
(775) 684-6821.  
 


