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The Committee on Revenue was called to order by Chair Shea M. Backus at 4:03 p.m. on 

Tuesday, March 11, 2025, in Room 4100 of the Legislative Building, 401 South Carson 
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OTHERS PRESENT: 

 

Henry Rosas, Manager, External Affairs, United Way of Southern Nevada 

Tomas Hammond, representing Las Vegas Global Economic Alliance 

Olivia Tanager, Director, Toiyabe Chapter, Sierra Club  

Ali Caliendo, Ph.D., Founder; Executive Director, Foster Kinship 

Kichelle Coleman, Executive Director, Boys Town Washington DC  

Paul J. Moradkhan, Senior Vice President, Government Affairs, Vegas Chamber 

Vinson W. Guthreau, Executive Director, Nevada Association of Counties 

Joanna Jacob, Manager, Government Affairs, Department of Administrative Services, 

Clark County 

Kerry Rohrmeier, Director, Nevada Climate and Energy Strategy, The Nature 

Conservancy 

Kyle Davis, representing Interwest Energy Alliance 

Jessica Ferrato, representing Solar Energy Industries Association 

 

Chair Backus: 

[Roll was taken, and Committee rules and protocol were reviewed.] For those in the 

audience, today we may have members of our Committee stepping in and out as they have 

bill presentations going on in other committees. I know our agenda has Assembly Bill 70 

before Assembly Bill 226, but we are going to take those bills out of order this evening so we 

can get Chair Mosca back to her committee. We will start with A.B. 226, which revises 

provisions relating to economic development, then we will go on to A.B. 70, which revises 

provisions related to energy, and last but not least on our agenda we will have public 

comment here in Carson City, in Las Vegas, as well as on our telephone lines. I will open the 

hearing for A.B. 226. Welcome back to the Assembly Committee on Revenue 

Assemblymember Mosca. 

 

Assembly Bill 226: Revises provisions relating to economic development. (BDR 32-690) 

 

Assemblymember Erica Mosca, Assembly District No. 14: 

I do miss the Committee on Revenue. I like to tell everybody, every moment, so thank you 

for having me back to your Committee. Today I will be presenting Assembly Bill 226, which 

really just comes from my own experience as both a nonprofit founder and as someone who 

worked on helping gather the ideas on the Community Benefits Agreement last session when 

it came to the A's [stadium] [page 2, Exhibit C].  

 

This is my own bill. People have been asking me, Where does this come from? It comes from 

me. Today I am excited to go over the bill review, with a pretty big change in the amendment 

[Exhibit D]. It was actually not correct in the drafting process, plus getting even more 

feedback. So, know there is an amendment to the bill. 
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I have three pillars when it comes to my legislation this session: good governance, higher 

education, and workforce attainment, as well as community support [page 3]. For me, this 

bill really goes under the good governance pillar. Doing a lot of meetings and a lot of 

research, it was really interesting for me to understand there is not a standardized procedure 

for our tax-abated companies to report how they are supporting the community. There 

actually is a way companies can report an addendum that has corporate social responsibility, 

but there is not a typical way they would report it and come back. That is really what this bill 

is trying to do. 

 

On the front end, it is just a check box—and why? We did a lot of work to understand if you 

are a company trying to get a tax abatement, you may not know the community well enough 

yet. What we wanted to do is signal to all individuals and businesses coming here to try to 

get a tax abatement, we do expect they are going to give back to our community, not just an 

economic benefit, but with a community benefit as well—have a check box—then have them 

report within two years of receiving the abatement what their outcome was through 

a community benefits agreement, because the goal is they would work with the community, 

not to the community, to figure out, under their policy pillars, what would make sense to 

partner with and make sure they were supporting. 

 

As a nonprofit founder and former executive director, I understand budgets equal values 

[page 4]. I started a nonprofit organization when I was 26 with my savings. It was less than 

$2,000. I had to scrape by. I did not know anything. I did the 501(c)(3) application myself. 

I started a board. I went to students, parents, and families and said, "I am going to start this 

thing that we talked about for so long," and operated out of a school portable for a really long 

time. I was very lucky that after ten years, I was able to leave with the staff of six and 

$500,000 operating budget, which of course is nothing compared to our abatements, but is 

pretty good for an entrepreneur. 

 

I am someone who understands budgets and understands paying people. I always say 

I understand and wish I could have given all of my employees' 100 percent dependent health 

care, but if I paid for that, then I would have less programming for high school students. 

I understand the nuance of budgets. As someone who was a nonprofit person, we really only 

relied on individual donors, corporate donations, and foundation grants. While I was there, 

we had no federal money and less than $5,000 in state money once through a mentoring 

grant. I really think about how we can help nonprofits understand businesses and 

organizations that exist that might want to partner with them. That is another reason this bill 

came about. 

 

Last session, I helped with gathering thoughts and input from our members in national 

resource research on what a community benefits agreement could be [page 5]. Something 

I started thinking about, as a member of this Committee, is why this is not required for other 

companies? In the interim I had a lot of meetings, including with the director of the Office of 

Economic Development, Office of the Governor (GOED). I talked to a GOED board 

member. I talked to local governments, philanthropists, economic development, workforce 

groups, and nonprofits, to really understand what they understood about the process, what 
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they understood about the corporate social responsibility giveback, and what would they 

want to see. I think what really impacted my thoughts was chairing the Nevada Nonprofit 

Legislative Caucus this past year and a half. Many nonprofits do not quite understand how to 

interact with the Legislature, not just asking for money but how do you come up, how do you 

visit, and how do you testify? I thought this could actually be another way, under a good 

governance pillar, that we could help nonprofits understand how they could work with 

the Legislature. 

 

According to GOED, and I thank them for getting me these statistics, 304 companies have 

received an abatement since it started in 2012, with 12 this fiscal year to date [page 6]. 

Of course, there is a fiscal return on investment, and we really appreciate all their hard work. 

Like I said before, the corporate social responsibility is part of the application, but it is not 

required. It is not in statute. They did tell me they cannot remember a company that has been 

approved recently that did not include a corporate social responsibility, but as you can see on 

this slide [page 7], they are pretty different because it is not standardized. I put an example of 

some things that were in the A's Community Benefits Agreements versus some things that 

were in corporate social responsibility applications. I think they are all great things, and 

I appreciate these companies who want to come here to Nevada, who want to scale here in 

Nevada, and who want to help the community.  

 

All I am saying is under good governance, we probably should have a standardized process 

and a standardized way they could come back and tell us what the community benefits are 

they are giving in the community so the public can also understand there are some other pros 

that come; it is not just economic development, but there are other things coming [pages 8 

and 9]. Where I think it could help is when I think about nonprofits. If they knew that a 

company was approved and they had to create a community benefits agreement, if it was 

a business similar to their nonprofit or in the same type of category, you would now know 

you could probably approach that company and talk about similar values and whether there is 

a way to partner. 

 

The goal is to get back to the local community and report on it. Make it a check box because 

it is true if you have not been in the community yet, you really should not be coming to the 

community to tell them what to do. It gives them time to work with the community within 

two years, so we could see how well it is working next session. As a request from GOED, it 

does not impact the film industry. With that, I will take any and all questions [page 10]. 

 

Chair Backus: 

I noticed you were talking about business industries that receive tax abatements, but I assume 

you are also extending this requirement to those industries that may receive tax credits 

as well? 

 

Assemblymember Mosca: 

That is a great question, Chair. I have not thought about that. If it is under the same thing, 

I would assume so. If it is different, I would want to make sure, because I already have an 

amendment. I could talk to the stakeholders about that.  
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Chair Backus: 

I want to make sure I understand the amendment [Exhibit D]. I saw in your original bill, as 

drafted, there were a lot of details about what a community benefits agreement would entail, 

or what the applicant may put forth. Is all that language going to be stripped out? Is there a 

plan to define community benefits agreement somewhere in there? I think in one bill it is 

spelled out, maybe in the A's bill, but do you think you are going to put it into this bill 

as well? 

 

Assemblymember Mosca: 

What I am trying to do is work with the folks who are executing it. I would say it was not 

always the intention it was going to be so detailed. I think one reason the bill is so long, is the 

clawing back abatements based on if you did not do the community benefits agreement. 

I think this is a more pragmatic view—it starts from all the ones going forward. I think that 

will make stakeholders understand the purpose of it. I will look to see if it is already defined 

somewhere else, because if it is defined somewhere else, we will use that definition. If it is 

not, I will definitely talk to the stakeholders again, as well as talk to you when we are making 

the amendment, to see if we should add that. 

 

Assemblymember Considine: 

I know it says the bill excludes the film industry, but is that the film industry that is currently 

coming in? Is that the film industry forever and all time? Is that the film industry in whatever 

sort of elastic interpretation of what film industry is? 

 

Assemblymember Mosca: 

I know you all had a big hearing on this. It was explained to me it is just so different when it 

comes to the type of abatements, when it comes to both the film industry and the film tax 

abatements, that GOED's preference was it just not be included. For me, I put two years 

because who knows? There could be more bills in the future, so I could see how this is 

working out. It is not going to be included in this bill, but it does not mean it does not have to 

be included in a future bill. 

 

Chair Backus: 

As there are no further questions for Assemblymember Mosca, we will open the hearing for 

testimony in support of A.B. 226. Is there anyone here in Carson City wishing to give 

testimony in support of A.B. 226? 

 

Henry Rosas, Manager, External Affairs, United Way of Southern Nevada: 

The United Way of Southern Nevada is a nonprofit based in Las Vegas. Our organization has 

served the community for more than 65 years and knows that to build a strong community we 

do need strong private investment. Especially as our state's population and our economy 

continues to grow, we want to make sure we have those strong partnerships to build a more 

resilient and inclusive state. As we continue to work on increasing our private philanthropic 

efforts and grantmaking, we are confident this bill would push for a significant step forward 

for Nevada's nonprofits and the families we serve on a daily basis. We thank 

Assemblymember Mosca for bringing this bill forward and for your support. 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/REV/AREV448D.pdf
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Tomas Hammond, representing Las Vegas Global Economic Alliance: 

The Las Vegas Global Economic Alliance (LVGEA) is the regional economic development 

authority for southern Nevada. The LVGEA would like to thank Assemblymember Mosca 

for working with us on the bill, and we are here in full support of A.B. 226. 

 

Olivia Tanager, Director, Toiyabe Chapter, Sierra Club: 

We appreciate the bill sponsor for bringing this bill forward and are happy to support. I will 

say that generally we have concerns about tax abatements, but to the extent that Nevadans 

can benefit from the communities who are coming here and being present in our 

communities, we fully support that concept and support this bill. We urge your support 

as well. 

 

Ali Caliendo, Ph.D., Founder; Executive Director, Foster Kinship: 

As a nonprofit founder, we know how important it is to diversify our ability to continue to 

provide services. We echo what the United Way said, and we are in full support of this bill. 

 

Kichelle Coleman, Executive Director, Boys Town Washington DC:  

As a nonprofit organization, we are in full support of this bill. 

 

Chair Backus: 

I do not see any folks in Las Vegas this evening. Is there anyone on the phone lines wishing 

to give testimony in support of A.B. 226? [There was no one.] Next, we will go ahead and 

take testimony in opposition to A.B. 226 in Carson City. 

 

Paul J. Moradkhan, Senior Vice President, Government Affairs, Vegas Chamber: 

The Vegas Chamber has met with the bill sponsor and appreciates her efforts in the 

amendment [Exhibit D]. With that being said, with the amendment adopted by the bill 

sponsor, the Chamber would remove its concerns on A.B. 226 to the reasons the bill sponsor 

mentioned regarding the specificity and the claw back. With that, we would remove our 

position and appreciate her efforts with stakeholders as always. 

 

Chair Backus: 

We still do not have anyone in Las Vegas wishing to give testimony. Do we have anyone on 

the phone lines wishing to give testimony in opposition to A.B. 226? [There was no one.] 

Next, we will go to neutral testimony. Is there anyone here in Carson City wishing to give 

neutral testimony? [There was no one.] There is no one in Las Vegas. Is there anyone on the 

phone lines wishing to give testimony in neutral to A.B. 226? [There was no one.] With that, 

I will invite the bill sponsor back up to give any closing remarks.  

 

Assemblymember Mosca: 

I just want to thank this Committee and thank you, Chair. We will work on those two things 

and follow up with you. Thank you for your consideration and thank you to the nonprofit 

community for all you do and how we are working together to help everyone here with our 

economic development. 

 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/REV/AREV448D.pdf
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Chair Backus: 

I will close the hearing on A.B. 226 and open the hearing on Assembly Bill 70. 

 

Assembly Bill 70: Revises provisions related to energy. (BDR 58-454) 

 

Vinson W. Guthreau, Executive Director, Nevada Association of Counties: 

I thank you for the opportunity to present Assembly Bill 70 on behalf of Nevada Association 

of Counties (NACO), whose members are all 17 of Nevada's counties. Assembly Bill 70 

addresses two key components, at least from the local government perspective, regarding our 

renewable energy economy. While the state of Nevada and the country has seen massive 

investments in renewable energy projects, partially made possible through state tax 

incentives and in the ingenuity of the renewable energy industry, we have seen increased job 

growth in the renewable energy sector as Nevada works to meet our state's and our country's 

renewable energy goals. The model legislation before you attempts to address a couple of 

missing key components from the local perspective. 

 

There is an amendment [Exhibit E] I have submitted to the Committee. It is on the Nevada 

Electronic Legislative Information System (NELIS). I just want to do a little bit of clarifying. 

The formalized amendment [Exhibit E] contains a lot of green language in there, but it 

represents language that is new to the bill. There is also a supplemental document [Exhibit F] 

that shows the existing law that is now going to be included in the amendment. There is blue 

language in the supplemental piece that really shows the only part we are adding. Hopefully 

that makes sense. My attempt was to simplify and clarify it, but if I have confused it more I 

am happy to answer questions. 

 

There is really just a small piece of language we are adding. With your permission, I can 

walk through some of the key highlights of the new language. Like I said, most of it is 

existing law. We admit here at NACO we believe this represents a compromised piece of 

legislation. The Nevada Association of Counties has been working with industry, and also 

our members, to come to an agreement on something that helps provide input for counties, 

and also to cover some impacts to counties. Right now, we have a large breadth of 

applications before our local governments and there is no way for us to capture those costs. If 

I could, Madam Chair, I just want to walk through some of the key pieces of the amendment, 

if that works for the Committee. 

 

Chair Backus: 

Just like we did with Assembly Bill 226, I take it the amendment that is online in NELIS is 

going to be a replacement of what the proposed bill had entailed. You did the changes, like 

struck it out. If you can, it would be good to go through what the amendment is for each of 

us, in case people have not had a chance to look at that online yet. 

 

Vinson Guthreau: 

The amendment [Exhibit E] adds some existing law that is in Nevada Revised Statutes 

(NRS) 701A.365. Basically, all the way down to the amendment, where it starts in 

subsection 2, paragraph (c) [sic], there is a line that says, "notwithstanding the provisions of 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/83rd2025/Bill/11885/Overview/
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/REV/AREV448E.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/REV/AREV448E.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/REV/AREV448F.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/83rd2025/Exhibits/Assembly/REV/AREV448E.pdf
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this section (b), and unless the County has approved an alternative cost recovery mechanism 

or fee structure for such facilities," that is actually existing language. Right after that begins 

the new edition, "for any proposed facility for the generation of process heat from solar 

renewable energy." That identifies the facilities we are talking about, that this would apply 

to. I will make a comment about the initial sort of "notwithstanding the provisions of this 

section." I want to highlight that because it covers an area I think a lot of our stakeholders 

had questions on, and I think our members actually did, but it is around we are not trying to 

preempt conversations that happened at the local level. Every project by a developer in every 

county, in every local government, and in every community is different. Our goal is not to 

supersede any conversations that might be happening at the local level. 

 

Then it goes on to discuss what the trigger would be for the cost recovery, and that is the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process through the environmental impact 

statement. You can see the prepayment there, not to exceed amount, and then it goes on to 

mention the county may assess this to offset administrative and operational costs incurred by 

the county and its involvement in this process.  

 

I will make one note, and I am happy to work on language with the stakeholders that may 

come up with some concerns. Again, our goal is not to affect the abatement process. 

I understand the sensitivity around that from industry, and I also learned through this process 

and conversations with developers that is a little bit far down on the process. I think our 

members were interested in having that input discussion and that collaboration happen earlier 

in the process. Frankly, the abatement process is a little too far down the road. I think the 

projects end up being mostly done at that point. 

 

That is the amendment as it stands, and the new piece we are adding. Like I said, the rest of it 

is existing language. With that, I am happy to take any questions, and I am happy to address 

any questions around the amendment, but that will be what I would call a gut and replace of 

the existing bill that is out there. 

 

Chair Backus: 

I am trying to make sure I am wrapping my brain around what in essence NACO is wanting. 

I understand during our joint interim standing committee this summer we had some of our 

other economic development entities in rural parts of our state come forward and ask us to 

look into having localities or representation, so we will probably have a bill draft 

request (BDR) forthcoming this session to address that. When I look at what you are seeking 

to do under NRS 701A.365, it seems like it is specifically targeted to certain industries, and 

not to any type of economic development of an industry that may be applying for certain 

abatements, such as we have seen with distribution centers and the like. It sounds to me this 

is very specific to the energy sector.  
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Vinson Guthreau: 

That is correct. I just want to reiterate that our intention here at NACO, and from our 

members, is not to impact the already codified abatement process that is in law. This is really 

about a specific, new renewable energy economy, and the breadth of it, that we have seen at 

the local level. I think for all of its greatness and all of its benefits, it does have impacts to 

our local communities. This is really about mitigating some of those. One thing I will add, to 

answer your question, it is targeted at a particular industry, and it is to get at those impacts. 

It might be some of our smaller jurisdictions. They do not have the manpower to give these 

applications the review they need, and they are having to hire contractors they technically do 

not have a budget for, so we are just looking to be able to give those the attention they 

require, but also again not touch the abatement process on this particular industry. I hope that 

answers your question. 

 

Chair Backus: 

Are there any other questions from our members? [There were none.] You are getting off 

very easy. I thought we were going to drag out the time on this one. With that, we will invite 

folks up in Carson City to offer testimony in support of A.B. 70. 

 

Olivia Tanager, Director, Toiyabe Chapter, Sierra Club: 

I want to briefly testify in support of this bill. We appreciate NACO working on it and 

bringing it forth. Over the summer, in the last few months, we have been having 

conversations about the Western Solar Plan, which was done at the federal level, and impacts 

Nevada more than any state. Twelve million acres of federal land in Nevada are being 

opened up for solar development under the 2024 Western Solar Plan. Obviously, there is 

going to be a lot of solar that comes here, and we have some policy concerns about the 

Western Solar Plan that I will not bore you with in this Committee.  

 

Generally, we feel that counties should be able to benefit and have input on the development 

that is being brought forth to them, and because of where we are with solar development, 

because we expect the development to continue and to come here, we fully support this bill 

and hope you do too. 

 

Joanna Jacob, Manager, Government Affairs, Department of Administrative Services, 

Clark County: 

We are here in support of the bill as amended, just on the grounds that it gives the county 

input, and there is a lot of flexibility built into this for counties to create a structure that 

would work for them. We are in support of that and want to thank NACO for their work on 

this issue. 

 

Chair Backus: 

We will go to Las Vegas now. It does not appear anyone is there to offer testimony. We will 

go to the phone lines. Is there anyone on the phone lines wishing to give testimony in support 

of A.B. 70? 
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Kerry Rohrmeier, Director, Nevada Climate and Energy Strategy, The Nature 

Conservancy: 

I appreciate the opportunity to speak on behalf of A.B. 70, pertaining to the Governor's 

Office of Economic Development consideration of local governments' written comments on 

tax statements and renewable energy facilities. For years, The Nature Conservancy has co-led 

a Smart-from-the-Start renewable energy and transmission consortium and coalition. We 

routinely engage with agency stakeholders, the public, and decisions around renewable 

energy and transmission taking place in our state. With this, we support A.B. 70, because it 

provides counties one more step towards greater participation in decisions around what is 

happening in their local communities.  

 

Chair Backus: 

As there are no further callers, we will move to testimony in opposition to A.B. 70 here in 

Carson City. [There was no one.] There is no one in Las Vegas right now so we will go to the 

phone lines. Is there anyone on the phone lines wishing to give testimony in opposition to 

A.B. 70? [There was no one.]  

 

We will move to neutral testimony. Is there anyone in Carson City wishing to give neutral 

testimony on A.B. 70? 

 

Kyle Davis, representing Interwest Energy Alliance: 

We are here today neutral on the bill as introduced. We have had the opportunity to have 

a number of conversations with Mr. Guthreau and NACO, and we appreciate the opportunity 

to continue those conversations. We have not had a chance to review the latest amendments 

in detail and get information back from our members on the latest amendment before you 

today. It was a little bit tough to follow, but I think I have got the hang of it now. We would 

love the opportunity to be able to go back to our members, get some feedback on that, and 

continue to work with Mr. Guthreau to reach something we can all agree to. I think we are 

very close to language that will work for everyone. I do appreciate him putting it on the 

record that it was not the intent to affect the existing renewable energy tax abatement 

process. We certainly sympathize with the needs of counties to be able to participate as 

a cooperating agency in the NEPA process, and we think we can continue to work to get to 

language we can ultimately agree to. 

 

Jessica Ferrato, representing Solar Energy Industries Association: 

The Solar Energy Industries Association is the national trade association representing 

1,000 solar member companies across the country. We have been having conversations with 

NACO for weeks and months around this topic and we are here neutral on the bill as drafted. 

To echo my colleague's comments from Interwest Energy Alliance, we are still processing 

the amendment. I want to thank Mr. Guthreau for all the explanation on the record. It will 

help us explain this better to clients. We also appreciate the comments around not wanting to  
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have impact on the abatement process. We completely understand the counties wanting to 

have increased involvement as economic development comes to those areas and are looking 

forward to continuing to work on this bill, and agreed, I think we are very close to having 

something everyone is very comfortable with, but we are here in the process as neutral 

because that is what we thought about the original bill.  

 

Chair Backus: 

There is still no one in Las Vegas to offer testimony. We will go to the phone lines. Is there 

anyone on the phone lines wishing to give testimony in neutral to Assembly Bill 70? 

[There was no one.] With that, I will invite the bill sponsor back up for closing remarks.  

 

Vinson Guthreau: 

Thank you, Chair, for the indulgence. Just a couple of things. I want to thank the stakeholders 

for their feedback and input. We have been talking, and I appreciate the confusion around 

how I had to format the amendment, but also a gut and replace gets a little complicated. I am 

happy to continue those conversations with them. 

 

I do want to mention one thing for the Committee's knowledge. There is some precedent here 

in existing law around covering operational costs on energy projects under NRS 701.600 

through NRS 701.640, where there is a requirement to fund some operational costs and 

administrative costs for the Department of Wildlife when there are energy applications filed. 

It is not a new concept, and we look forward to having the discussions with the stakeholders. 

I just want to put that on the record for the Committee. 
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Chair Backus: 

With that, we will go ahead and close the hearing on A.B. 70. We will move on to public 

comment. Is there anyone in Carson City, Las Vegas, or on the phone lines wishing to give 

public comment this evening? [There was no one.] We will move to the very last item which 

is closing our meeting. We are adjourned [at 4:38 p.m.]. 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: 

 

 

 

  

Gina Hall 

Committee Secretary 
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District No. 14 

PowerPoint presentation 

titled, "Assembly Bill 226" 

A.B. 226 D Assemblymember Erica Mosca, Assembly 

District No. 14 

Proposed conceptual 

amendment 

A.B. 70 E Vinson W. Guthreau, Executive Director, 

Nevada Association of Counties 

Proposed amendment 

A.B. 70 F Vinson W. Guthreau, Executive Director, 

Nevada Association of Counties 

Supplemental document to 

proposed amendment 

 


