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CHAIR NGUYEN:
| will open the hearing on Senate Bill (S.B.) 180.

SENATE BILL 180: Revises provisions relating to motor carriers. (BDR 58-963)

SENATOR EDGAR FLORES (Senatorial District No. 2):

| am here to present S.B. 180 along with my copresenters who have a slide
presentation (Exhibit C contains copyrighted material. Original is available upon
request from the Research Library.). We will be going into some of the data and
why this bill is important. | want to make sure that everyone knows that we are
working off of the proposed amendment (Exhibit D).

We've had the opportunity to engage with numerous folks who are in
opposition, and they've indicated their concerns to us. We understand, and we
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do not want in any way to impact small businesses without being very aware of
what that means to them. We did not make any of these decisions lightly. We
took a lot of feedback from them, and we think that this amendment addresses
most of their concerns.

| have close friends; [they are] two brothers who are truckers and operate a
small business with a fleet of one. | speak with them often. | took this bill to
them and asked, “What do you think?” They indicated that even with my
original bill as written, the majority or better of businesses were already at that
threshold of $1.5 [million] or higher. Also, larger companies of five fleets or
more were already at a threshold higher than that.

However, we do understand that not all small businesses are at that level.
Because of that, we felt this amendment would help alleviate some of these
concerns. We have a staggered approach which gives the businesses owners
time to make the necessary adjustments. | am a business owner, so |
understand any change, large or small, can be significantly difficult for a
business owner to implement if not given enough time to adapt. We believe this
amendment will address that concern. Our slideshow presentation, Exhibit C,
will go through why this is necessary and the specifics of what we are talking
about.

JAMIE COGBURN (Nevada Justice Association):
| am going to talk as | show some of the slides Exhibit C, but in essence | will
tell you, there are no small crashes when you are talking about large trucks.

This is not a cab; this is not the vehicle you and | drive—these are large
vehicles. Between 2011 and 2021, the number of fatal crashes involving large
vehicles doubled in Nevada. Nevada has the 13th highest rate of fatal large
truck and bus crashes as of 2021.

The reality is inflation has increased. The limits set by the federal government
are $750,000, and those limits have not changed for 40 years. When you look
at just basic inflation, our medical costs have gone up by about 15 times during
that same period; $750,000 in 1985 is $2.1 million in today's dollars. When
you are talking about large vehicles and large tractor trailers, you are going to
have significant medical bills because there will be significant injuries.
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A medical cost comparison: In 1980, the average per capita [medical bills] were
$1,100; in today's dollar, it is $15,700 per the Center for Medicare and
Medicaid Services (CMS). When you get into the cost that small companies are
going to have to bear, there is no doubt there will be a cost increase.

Trucking insurance makes up less than 5 percent of the operating cost of a
trucking company. It is less than 10 cents per mile, going from $750,000 to the
new modified limit that we proposed of $1 million for the first step increases
the insurance premium by about $1,000 per year per truck. So, we are not
looking at doubling [the cost]. We are not looking at a 40 percent increase.
We're talking about $1,000 per vehicle that is insured.

ALISON BRASIER (Nevada Justice Association):

This bill is pretty straightforward, but | want to walk through the bill and the
amendment. Section 1, subsection 2, paragraph (b) specifies that this applies to
vehicles over 26,000 pounds. We are talking about the larger vehicles that are
licensed for intrastate transport. These are the large vehicles making deliveries
within Nevada. As Senator Flores mentioned, the amended language allows for
a step-up provision every two years. Starting this January, it would be
increased to that $1 million threshold and then every two years until we get to
the $1.5 million threshold. There are about five years for companies to reach
that $1.5 million and to absorb those additional costs.

| want to point out that some of the pictures that Mr. Cogburn shared were
from a case that | handled. There were eight passenger vehicles involved, and a
semitruck on Interstate 15 in Las Vegas. There was a total of $1 million in
coverage to cover all eight of those vehicles. The medical bills alone were over
$1 million for the different drivers and passengers of those vehicles. The current
limits have been in place for 40 years. It is time to catch up with the times and
modernize those limits so that we can account for the increased medical costs
and acknowledge the large damages that do come along with these big truck
crashes.

CHAIR NGUYEN:

You said these limits have not changed in the last 40 years. Have there ever
been attempts to readdress this at any time during those 40 years that you are
aware of?
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MR. COGBURN:

The limits are governed by federal law. As we know, there's not much that
happens in Congress anymore, so everybody goes to the states. There are other
states currently working on this same initiative. New Jersey has passed the law,
and now they have limits of $1.5 million, but that is the only state that has
actually done it. And again, it involves intrastate, so its only within the state
itself.

SENATOR Buck:

My questions are along the same line as Senator Nguyen’s. Since the State
can't pass the interstate trucking insurance minimums, what is the rationale to
target just local Nevadan intrastate companies?

Ms. BRASIER:
Like Mr. Cogburn said, if we wait for the federal government to change these
limits, we might be waiting another 40-80 years for it to get modernized.

The approach we are looking at is that each state and state legislature decides
the appropriate limits for passenger vehicles and for other types of vehicles that
drive on its roadways. We are looking at what we need to do to protect
Nevada. As Mr. Cogburn said in his presentation, Nevada has the 13th highest
rate of fatal large truck crashes. It is something that needs to be addressed.
Whether other states feel the same urgency, we have to do something about it
in Nevada.

SENATOR Buck:

Is that the same for Nevada and just Nevada companies that are in these
accidents? How do the states around us compare? | am assuming there are a lot
of these [out-of-state] trucking companies that are driving across our State. Are
they involved in any of these accidents?

Ms. BRASHIER:

The statistic that we have is coming from the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration. | do not believe it breaks out where the truck originated from,
but it is [reported] crashes that happened on our roads in Nevada.

MR. COGBURN:
The other thing is, when you are talking about interstate commerce, which
obviously the federal government controls, those are usually much larger
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companies. For example, Target and Amazon have voluntarily already gotten
higher coverages. It is usually the smaller intrastate [companies] that may not
be to the level that is necessary considering the amount of medical costs and
other things.

SENATOR PAZINA:
You mentioned New Jersey, but what other states have raised the limit from
$750,000?

MR. COGBURN:

That is the only state. There are other bills being heard now across the nation
during their [legislative] sessions, but that is the only state that has actually
passed one that we know of.

SENATOR HANSEN:
Are the 49 other states still at $750,000?

MR. COGBURN:
That is correct.

SENATOR HANSEN:
So, we'll be one of only ... there will be 48 [states still at $750,000] if we pass
this amount?

MR. COGBURN:
We would be a leader in that category.

SENATOR HANSEN:

What is the minimum insurance required for ordinary drivers in Nevada? If |
remember right, it was $25,000 or something like that. Okay, so there's
thousands of wrecks in Nevada every year, and somehow, we keep that
minimum at rock bottom so people can at least afford it.

But here, we are going to single out Nevada truckers exclusively because they
are still competing with the interstate guys that are coming through. [We will]
force them to double their insurance coverages yet expect them to remain
competitive in that market. Just to me, it seems like a crazy carve-out where
you are literally doubling the amount for a Nevada-only company, while allowing
their [out-of-state] competitors to maintain the federal level of $750,000. How
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do you justify that, and expect them to remain competitive against their
interstate competitors?

MR. COGBURN:

They are interstate, so the interstate companies already have higher limits. A
Walmart has hundreds of millions of dollars in coverage. What we are concerned
about ... and there is no doubt it is going to raise costs and it is a valid concern,
which is why we worked with stakeholders to stagger the step up. We are
talking about a $1,000 increase on a premium, so about $15,000 to $16,000
for the premium for a year for a vehicle. We think that is a small cost when you
are talking about significant injuries, damages and death. We just value lives
ahead of everything else.

SENATOR HANSEN:

Okay, fair enough. But that kind of assumes that those of us that disagree with
that [increase], and maintain for everybody else that drives automobiles, the
$15,000 to $20,000 or whatever it is—that we do not appreciate lives? Believe
me, | am very concerned about all lives.

| am really concerned that we are singling out one very unique group —the truck
driving companies in Nevada. And the idea of being sued like Walmart—which is
giant and one of the biggest corporations in the world ... Walmart is targeted by
lawyers because it has deep pockets.

There are a lot of the other interstate companies that are going to maintain the
$750,000. That gives them a competitive advantage inside Nevada against
Nevada companies, as the Nevada companies are going to be forced to pay
double what everybody else pays. Instead of $750,000, you are going to force
them to have $1 million or $1.5 million in coverage, and that gives them a
substantial competitive disadvantage.

Your argument is that we think everybody on the road who gets in an accident
should have those kinds of coverage. | do not believe that the bulk of the
wrecks in Nevada are strictly involving interstate or intrastate trucking. The
millions of miles traveled by people like me, who do not drive big trucks but
regular pickup trucks and have minimal insurance coverage, is probably greater
than the percentage of [commercial trucking miles].
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Do you guys actually have a breakdown as to how many of these accidents are
caused by Nevada-based-only companies? She [Ms. Brashier said] no, but that is
who we are targeting in this particular piece of legislation.

SENATOR FLORES:

The larger philosophical question is, do we think $750,000 nationwide is
sufficient to address the very serious situations that erupt when there is one of
these incidences where a trailer is involved and, unfortunately, we have five or
six individuals that are injured?

It is our position that $750,000 is not enough in general. However, as the
Nevada Legislature, we can only address what is within our jurisdictional lines.
The next question we asked was, if we have a lot of people from out of our
State coming in and driving through our jurisdiction, are they over the
$750,000 limit? Yes, we believe the majority, if not all of them, are over the
limit. Then the only question is, who are the only individuals that we can
regulate that are within our State that are likely not within that $750,000? And
even in that question, when we spoke with truckers, a lot of them told us they
are already at the $1.5 million or higher, but there are some that were being left
out.

What we are saying is, what is the gold standard for trucks that are coming into
the State, the gold standard of small businesses that are in the State. And the
gold standard for me. They're all well above that limit already. We wanted to
make sure that if we are going to implement anything, we make sure that these
individuals have come up and are that same level.

It has been alluded to in conversations that unfortunately, when there is one of
these accidents, it [the monetary damages] may get upwards of
$1.5 million. We are concerned that the $750,000 just does not adequately
address the amount of harm that will be involved.

We were very sensitive to small businesses. | agree with you that there may be
a small business that is only one trucker. | said | know two brothers that run
one truck up and down Southern Nevada. Even in that scenario, when | talked
with them, they said that they were at that threshold for their own safety and
for their business.



Senate Committee on Growth and Infrastructure
April 2, 2025
Page 10

Because if anything happens to that truck, their whole business model shuts
down because they have one, maybe two [trucks]. They need to make sure that
they have the coverage that they need so they can get back on the road
immediately—to feed their families. For purposes of their safety on the small
business side, it is also a good practice.

| think it was one of those where we had to balance the two. With this
staggered approach and giving them until 2030 to be compliant—where we are
talking about approximately $1,000 more per year—we think this is a
reasonable approach.

We're open to work with this committee now and with the opposition if they
think that we can still tweak it just a little more. But at the end of the day, the
philosophical question is, is that sufficient coverage? We believe it is not. The
majority of the industry is there. We just want to make sure that the folks that
we are missing kind of raise the standards so that we are there.

SENATOR HANSEN:

| got it and | appreciate that. But if in fact they are already doing it, then there's
no need for the regulation. | also have to debate the point that the federal
government is terribly behind and can't keep up and poking fun at the fact that
they stay at $750,000. By your own admission, 49 other states have also
apparently been failing to keep up, and don't have the ability that we do to be
on the cutting edge.

It indicates to me that there is not really that big of a problem at $750,000. If
we pass this, then only Nevada and New Jersey would have that level of
mandatory coverage. If in fact you guys out there that are truck drivers and are
already buying that [increased coverage], you should not have any opposition to
the bill because you are just doing what is already being done. But there's a lot
of opposition to it because, in fact, it does make a substantial difference.

THOMAS MORLEY (Teamsters Local 631):

Teamsters Local 631 is in support of this bill. In an effort to save time, may |
have everybody who is supporting it from the Teamsters please stand up. And
there we go.
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PAuL ENOs (Nevada Trucking Association):
| am the CEO of the Nevada Trucking Association, and we are here today in
opposition to S.B. 180.

We do believe that the federal government is the appropriate place to regulate
minimum insurance. The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA)
looked at that back in 2014 and found that 99.7 percent of all claims were in
that $750,000 level. Now, | grant you, that is an older data set, but that is the
most recent one we have. The last time the FMCSA looked at this was in 2022,
and they said they could not find any comprehensive data to support a position
to raise those [levels of minimum insurance]. We do agree that federally is a
better place to do it.

When you look at the number of crashes that have occurred in Nevada from
2018 through February of this year, you have 5,702 truck crashes. Of those,
about 30 percent were Nevada trucking companies. Out of those that were
intrastate Nevada-based trucking companies, you have 7.38 percent. So, from
the beginning of 2018 to the end of February of this year, 421 were involved in
crashes.

When | look at what we are trying to do, and who we are impacting in terms of
the truck crashes, they are a very small part of the problem. | do not think the
crash data indicates that the folks we are targeting in this bill are an issue.

Insurance costs and availability is a huge deal to my members. | have had
members leave the business because they've had 30 percent insurance rate
increases in a year. It is something that | think all Nevadans are feeling. We are
feeling it even harder in the trucking industry.

| hate to say it, but Nevada is a more litigious state than other states our size.
There is a lot more litigation that goes on in Nevada compared to states like
Nebraska, Utah and Oregon, which are similar in size. In 2023, 180,000 new
civil lawsuits were filed [in Nevada] compared in Oregon, 113,000; Utah,
81,000, and Nebraska, 62,000.

It does increase insurance rates because we are in a litigious environment here. |
do not disagree with that. | will say if we do want to raise minimum insurance
rates, that this should be something that happens at a federal level, which is the



Senate Committee on Growth and Infrastructure
April 2, 2025
Page 12

appropriate place. It should be done [based] on data, and not be an arbitrary
increase that we just pick out of the air.

CHAIR NGUYEN:

You indicated that you thought it was appropriate for the federal government to
set those limits. But in other areas, including individual levels, the federal
government doesn't set our rates. We choose to do that by state, so | think that
is in the purview of the state. Why do you think it is different that we should be
giving the authority over to the federal government instead of taking care of it
on our own?

MR. ENOS:

Because trucking by nature is interstate commerce. Even though you may be an
intrastate company operating only in Nevada, the freight that you are going to
be hauling is typically interstate. Congress has taken the purview that they are
there to regulate interstate trucking, and the points that Senator Hansen made
are absolutely correct.

You have a tremendous amount of trucking companies out there. In Nevada,
70 percent of the accidents are with interstate trucking companies that are not
based here. So that does put Nevada businesses at a competitive disadvantage,
having to have a disparate insurance rate. Because truckers deal with these
invisible lines across the country, | do think that [the federal level] is the most
appropriate place to regulate the industry.

SENATOR HANSEN:

Well, there is an elephant in the room, you might say. As | was driving down
here, one in three billboards had to do with attorneys telling ... one of which
advertises exclusively for truck driving accidents.

All the people in this room who drive an automobile, if you have been paying
any attention to the cost of your auto insurance in the last few years, it has
gone through the roof. We are helping to pay for all that billboard stuff. But a lot
of that [expense] is clearly based on being litigious. If we increase this to
$1.5 million, that is simply dramatically expanding the size of the deep pockets
that are available for a lawsuit, and that is the real goal.

In my opinion, it is not public safety and saving everybody's lives, because if
that was the case, we'd be changing the dollar amounts on the 90 percent of
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the people that drive on the road in regular automobiles from $15,000 or
$25,000, or whatever the amount is. Has anybody done a study? Because you
mentioned significantly lower rates in other states where they have some sort of
cap on the percentage that an attorney can get in one of these types of
lawsuits.

MR. ENOS:

| am not aware of any contingency fee caps in those states. But | will say that
in some of those other states, the tort environment is dramatically different.
Nevada is a state where local legal advertising—you mentioned those
billboards—$223 million was spent last year in Nevada. That information is from
ATRA [Digital] and | will provide that to the committee.

CHAIR NGUYEN:

| would take Senator Flores at his word that he was bringing this bill because he
wants to protect citizens that are injured in accidents. It is not to line the
pockets of anyone else, but to really address some of the increased medical
costs that he indicated in their presentation Exhibit D initially.

SENATOR HANSEN:

| apologize for that, and | do withdraw [my earlier comments] for Senator Flores.
However, for some of the other people, specifically the Nevada Justice
Association, | do not withdraw that.

CHAIR NGUYEN:
Like | said, | will take the Senator at his word. This is his bill. It was his
presentation.

JOsH GRIFFIN (Nevada Subcontractors Association):

We are here in opposition to S.B. 180. Subcontractors, as | think you all know,
the small and medium businesses are the heart and soul of the residential
construction industry. They employ tens of thousands of Nevadans, and these
are the companies that do the plumbing, electrical work, painting, landscaping
and all the things that go into building a home.

For these Nevada businesses, commercial vehicle insurance is already quite
high. Requiring motor carriers who transport freight to carry higher insurance
coverage will not only make this insurance more expensive, but it will also make
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the cost of transporting goods and equipment all around Nevada more
expensive.

I'm just thinking about the conversation about Nevada taking the lead on an
increase like this. It is an interesting question and maybe something that we can
talk about after the committee [meeting]l. What does that do to the insurance
carriers? Are the insurance carriers going to continue to provide [the same]
levels of insurance? In some cases, the limitation of insurance carriers ... | am
not saying that is what this bill does, but if that were an outcome, it could also
increase those costs. These are increased costs for food, goods, housing, and
all things that are a cost for Nevadans. So that is why the subcontractors stand
in opposition to this bill.

Nick SCHNEIDER (Vegas Chamber):

We are in opposition today to S.B. 180 as drafted. The amendment helps
greatly with some of our members in the mining industry, and we do appreciate
the work that is being done to address those concerns. We are still working on
receiving feedback from some of our members regarding the amendment as a
whole and look forward to continuing those conversations.

LEA CARTWRIGHT (American Property Casualty Insurance Association):

| am here today in opposition to S.B. 180 on behalf of the American Property
Casualty Insurance Association, which is the primary national trade association
for home, auto and business insurers. They did submit a letter [of opposition]
(Exhibit E).

Just to ditto several of the points made by my colleagues earlier.
Senate Bill 180 would require [Nevadal intrastate truckers to carry more than
twice the [amount] of insurance required at the federal level. This would be
difficult to find as it is not really written that way. You would likely have to
have two policies to get to that amount. It would just be a more of a barrier for
those who are looking to enter this kind of profession.

| think it was mentioned by my colleagues earlier that this would result in higher
costs of goods because those costs get passed on to consumers. Keep an eye
on that one.
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LucAs FOLETTA (Nevada State Tow Association):

We are also in opposition to the bill for many of the reasons Mr. Enos and
others have described. | want to address a couple of statements made by the
presenters that | think are, at best, unsupported. | think the notion that
Congress has done nothing, or taken no action in this area, is not exactly right.

Over the last several years, there have been a number of pieces of legislation
introduced by members of Congress to do this very thing, and, in fact, to
increase the liability limits substantially more than are being proposed here. It is
true that those bills have not passed, but | do not think it is fair to characterize
Congress as being subject to inaction on this point. It is apparently the fact that
there's just not consensus on the policy change.

It is important to point out that, with respect to so-called interstate commerce, |
do think that is sort of a dubious proposition. It is a very different thing to
exercise police power to require, as a public safety measure, a certain amount
of insurance to be carried by a licensed vehicle driver than to require the movers
of freight, which is business and commerce, to have a higher level of insurance.
You learn in the first year of law school, it does not matter if all you are doing is
moving something around inside the state or growing corn inside the state. It
touches and concerns interstate commerce regardless, and that is what this
does here.

| think the assertion that somehow insurance costs are only at most 5 percent
of an operator's cost is not true, based on information | have from the operators
that | work with. It is also kind of dubious to claim that larger insurance carriers
and interstate carriers already have this level of insurance so there's no problem
there.

Most carriers in the State already meet this threshold, so there is a small
number of people who are going to have to come up to this level. That could be
true, but | do not know what the source of those statements are. Their validity
is, | think, somewhat in question, and | think they are fairly convenient
statements of fact. At the very least, these statements should be looked into,
and perhaps the sponsors or proponents can provide some data to support
those statements.
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DANNY THOMPSON (Snap Towing):

| am here today as the co-owner of Snap Towing in Henderson, and our
insurance costs are through the roof. | can't imagine passing an increase along
to the consumer now in an already tight market. It is forcing a lot of companies
to go self-insured and roll the dice. We are opposed to the bill.

DouG BUsseLMAN (Nevada Farm Bureau Federation):

We are here today to express our opposition to S.B. 180. As we read the
language of S.B. 180, our farmer and rancher members hauling their own
products within the borders of Nevada would be required to have $1.5 million in
liability insurance when their vehicles have a weight rating of
2,600 [26,000] pounds or more.

Because of our affiliation with an insurance company, we asked one of the
agents who has a number of agricultural policies for more details about the
consequences for this type of requirement. We were informed that all of the
company's underlying policies have a maximum limit of $1 million per person
and $1 million per accident. The insurance rates would depend on the radius
and annual mileage, so the insured policyholder would have a variety of
different costs.

To get over the current maximum $1 million liability level, an additional policy
would need to be purchased through an umbrella liability policy. This would
increase all of the underlying policies for their autos, farm and ranch vehicles, to
the level that was required. The cost per vehicle, from this person is $45 to $55
per vehicle per year, which the agent said is fairly minimal.

But the catch is that the umbrella policy has to include all the vehicles, and all
the property insurance owned by the insured. If the customer was only insuring
the $1 million but then needed to add an umbrella, depending on their farm or
ranch operations—the number of vehicles, dwellings and numbers of acres of
their operation—it could cost $2,000 to $5,000 [more] per year.

[The insurance agent] also noted that the $1.5 million level seemed like an
unusual amount since the underlying policies would have to be in a $1 million
limit, and the umbrella policies are sold in $1 million increments. We do not see
a good reason for the changes that S.B. 180 proposes to make, and we are
opposed to the bill that would further burden our farmer and rancher members.
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MARY SNYDER (Snyder Livestock Company):

We are in Yerington, Nevada, and have been an ag [agricultural] producer in this
State for over 100 years. We're proud to be one of the centennial ranches in
this State. | am a fifth generation native of this State. | encourage you guys to
kill this bill. There is no way that farmers can continue to take the regulatory,
the labor burden, and the cost burdens and continue producing.

| read a number today. In California in the last few years, asparagus acreage has
dropped from 30,000 acres to less than 1,000 acres. | reached out to a friend
of mine who grows asparagus in the Central Valley and he said, yes, that is
true. We can't afford it anymore.

If you want to protect Nevadans, you need to protect the Nevada businesses
that employ the Nevada residents every day, and you need to start being a
leader in that protection. If you want to be a leader, be a leader in protecting
what has made Nevada great for so many years.

MicHAEL BAUMBACH (Nevada State Tow Association; Milne Towing/Cal-Nevada
Towing):

| am a member of the United States Tow Association, and | also represent Milne
Towing and Cal-Nevada Towing. | want to reiterate that the proposed insurance
limits are double what the federal requirements are. For our companies,
insurance is the second largest expense that we deal with. An increase in
insurance is massive. Carriers go out of business because insurance premiums
increase.

We talked to our insurance broker. We do not know what the specifics would
be, but they estimate this would cause a 50 percent increase in insurance rates,
year over year, which is enough to put our business out of business.

The step-up increase that they talk about still leads to a one-size-fits-all
approach for the problems that they claim are occurring. At the end of the day,
it is still going to lead to the $1.5 million after all the steps are completed,
which isn't proportionate to the size of the carrier anyway. This is going to
cause a pass-through of the charges to the Nevada consumer, which isn't going
to help businesses in our area. It is going to end up stifling business.

| would like to reiterate the point that insurance isn't typically designed to have
a policy for these amounts. That's why the insurance representative said that in
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order to meet this requirement, they will need to have a separate umbrella
policy. | would look into some of the accuracy of the information presented
before you, so you can make a more well-informed decision.

ISLENA GIRON (Giron Driving School):

| am the single owner of the Giron Driving School in Las Vegas. My school has
been teaching students since 1909. | am a single owner and required to have
$750,000 insurance. | oppose S.B. 180 because, if you raise the insurance
minimum to $1.5 million, | will be out of business. Please consider that this bill
will not favor small business and kill the bill.

SENATOR FLORES:

We are still open to working with anybody who would like us to consider any
additional amendments. We have notified a lot of the opposition in the room
today that we are willing to work with them. They've indicated that there is
nothing that they would be comfortable with. But we are open to working with
the committee and anybody in opposition.

Senator Hansen, | know the concerns that were raised were echoed by some of
the folks in opposition. | just want to make it clear that unfortunately, when we
are trying to regulate this area, insurance is the only way for us to address
safety conversations. There's no other real way for us to engage in this arena
without touching that subject matter.

We're sensitive to it because we realize that there are small businesses that are
concerned, and we do not want to minimize that. But when we have a safety
conversation, the only way we can address it is by focusing on these policy
limits. Unfortunately, when there is a fatal crash or a very severe car accident
involving one of these trucks, they are never small—and that is our biggest
concern.

You should reach out to everybody in opposition. Very few of them came in
opposition, with the exception of three folks that | counted, saying that their
members are not at this cap. We were cautious with our number. We could
have said let us throw $5 million out there because it just sounds right. We
think that $1.5 million was fair and that it addresses a lot of the concerns and
the level of damage, property and human, that occurs in one of these types of
accidents. We figured $1.5 million is where we could get there.
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We also looked at inflation. They said, how are we coming up with this inflation
number? We'd be at a much higher number but, because we are cognizant and
careful of small businesses, we wanted to make sure that we did not just follow
inflation. We could have just sat here, and that number would have made sense;
we all understand how inflation works. But we are trying to work with
everybody; we are trying to hit that middle ground, and this is where we landed.
We are open to continuing this dialogue with anybody on the committee or with
anybody in opposition.

CHAIR NGUYEN:
We will close the hearing on S.B. 180 and open the work session. We will begin
with S.B. 80.

SENATE BILL 80: Revises certain provisions governing motor vehicles. (BDR 43-
304)

JULIANNE KING (Committee Policy Analyst):
The first bill in our work session is S.B. 80. | will read from the work session
document (Exhibit F). The bill has one amendment.

CHAIR NGUYEN:
Next, we can have you address S.B. 181.

SENATE BILL 181: Revises provisions relating to higher education. (BDR 43-
787)

Ms. KING:
The next bill in the work session is S.B. 181. | will read from the work session
document (Exhibit G). The bill has one amendment.

CHAIR NGUYEN:
Next, we can go to S.B. 315.

SENATE BILL 315: Authorizes the Department of Transportation to enter into a
progressive design-build contract for a certain project. (BDR S-626)

Ms. KING:
The next bill in the work session is S.B. 315. | will read from the work session
document (Exhibit H). The bill has one amendment.


https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/83rd2025/Bill/11893/Overview/
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CHAIR NGUYEN:
Next, will be S.B. 320.

SENATE BILL 320: Revises provisions relating to crosswalks. (BDR 43-9)

Ms. KING:
The next bill in the work session is S.B. 320. | will read from the work session
document (Exhibit I). The bill has one amendment.

CHAIR NGUYEN:
We can go to S.B. 321.

SENATE BILL 321: Revises provisions relating to public utilities. (BDR 58-1078)

Ms. KING:
The next bill in the work session is S.B. 321. | will read from the work session
document (Exhibit J). There are no amendments to this bill.

CHAIR NGUYEN:
| am going to have you go back up to S.B. 85.

SENATE BILL 85: Revises provisions relating to public safety. (BDR 43-490)

Ms. KING:
The next bill in the work session is S.B. 85. | will read from the work session
document (Exhibit K). The bill has one amendment.

CHAIR NGUYEN:
And finally, we can go to S.B. 91.

SENATE BILL 91: Establishes provisions relating to the use of diacritical marks
in certain governmental records. (BDR 40-43)

Ms. KING:
The next bill in the work session is S.B. 91. | will read from the work session
document (Exhibit L). The bill has one amendment.
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CHAIR NGUYEN:
| would accept a motion at this time as a part of a consent motion, to amend
and do pass S.B. 181, S.B. 315 and S.B. 320.

SENATOR PAZINA MOVED TO AMEND AND DO PASS AS AMENDED S.B. 181,
S.B. 315 and S.B. 320.

SENATOR HANSEN SECONDED THE MOTION.
THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

* ¥ X * ¥

CHAIR NGUYEN:
Next, we will go to S.B. 321.

SENATOR PAZINA MOVED TO DO PASS S.B. 321.
SENATOR DONATE SECONDED THE MOTION.
THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

* K X ¥ ¥

CHAIR NGUYEN:
Next, we will move to S.B. 80.

SENATOR PAZINA MOVED TO AMEND AND DO PASS AS AMENDED
S.B. 80.

SENATOR HANSEN SECONDED THE MOTION.
SENATOR Buck:
| am going to be a yes today. However, | want to reserve my right for the later

vote on the floor.

THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

* X K * ¥
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CHAIR NGUYEN:
Next, we can move to S.B. 8b.

SENATOR PAZINA MOVED TO AMEND AND DO PASS AS AMENDED
S.B. 85.

SENATOR DONATE SECONDED THE MOTION.

SENATOR Buck:
| will be a no today on the measure.

THE MOTION PASSED. (SENATOR BUCK VOTED NO.)

* ¥ X * ¥

CHAIR NGUYEN:
Finally, we will move to our last one, which is S.B. 91 on today's work session.

SENATOR PAZINA MOVED TO AMEND AND DO PASS AS AMENDED
S.B. 91.

SENATOR DONATE SECONDED THE MOTION.

SENATOR BuUck:
| will be a no today. However, | reserve my right to change on the floor.

THE MOTION PASSED. (SENATOR BUCK VOTED NO.)

* K K * ¥

CHAIR NGUYEN:
That ends our work session. | will open the hearing on S.B. 395.

SENATE BILL 395: Revises provisions relating to autonomous vehicles.
(BDR 43-61)

SENATOR JAMES OHRENSCHALL (Senatorial District No. 21):
Nevada has long been a leader in autonomous vehicle (AV) innovation and was
one of the first states to authorize the testing and operation of AVs on public


https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/83rd2025/Bill/12701/Overview/
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roadways. Under our current law, fully self-driving vehicles can be tested and
operated without a human operator inside the vehicle, provided certain safety
standards are met.

While this approach makes sense for smaller personal vehicles, our current
framework does not distinguish between those smaller personal vehicles and
larger, more complex vehicles—such as commercial trucks, passenger shuttles
and buses. These larger vehicles present greater risks due to their size, weight
and occupancy levels.

A system malfunction in a 4,000-pound sedan is not the same as one in a
30,000-pound autonomous freight truck or a shuttle that might be carrying
10 or 15 passengers. As autonomous technology expands to larger commercial
vehicles and those carrying multiple passengers, new challenges and public
safety concerns emerge.

Senate Bill 395 addresses these challenges by establishing requirements for the
safe operation of such vehicles. Specifically, it requires that AVs with a gross
weight rating exceeding 26,000 pounds, or those with more than 2 axles
capable of transporting 8 or more passengers, must have a trained human
operator with a commercial driver's license (CDL) onboard. The operator must
be able to take immediate manual control in case of an emergency or system
failure. This safeguard reflects the increased safety responsibilities that come
with operating larger or multi-passenger vehicles and ensures immediate human
intervention is available when necessary.

Section 1 of the bill prohibits AVs from operating on Nevada highways, unless a
human operator with a CDL is present, under two circumstances: when the
vehicle has a gross vehicle weight rating exceeding 26,000 pounds or when the
vehicle has more than 2 axles that is capable of transporting 8 or more
passengers.

In both cases, section 1 requires the operator to be trained in how to operate
and shut off the vehicle, capable of taking immediate manual control in the
event of an emergency or system failure and seated in a position that allows
that human operator to act in an emergency situation.
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Section 2 establishes an effective date of this bill of October 1, 2025, and
provides for expiration on September 30, 2035. This allows time for the State
to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of these safeguards.

TomMmmy BLITSCH (Teamsters Local 631):

| am the Teamsters Local 631 secretary-treasurer and principal officer in
Nevada. We have five different Teamsters local unions: Local 631, Local 14,
Local 986, Local 2118 and Local 533. Teamsters in Nevada proudly represent
21,000 members and their families.

The International Brotherhood of Teamsters represents approximately 1.4 million
hardworking people in the United States, Canada and Puerto Rico, including
many in Nevada. They start their day behind the steering wheel or directly
interact with commercial motor vehicles as part of their job. | come before you
today in strong support of S.B. 395 relating to AVs.

Today you'll hear from Teamsters members and others who will express their
concerns with allowing unfettered and barely-regulated access to Nevada
roadways for large AVs. The Teamsters would like to provide our insight from
the federal perspective, which we believe clearly underscores the importance of
Nevada taking bold and meaningful action.

In speaking with our members, elected officials and the general public, we find
that many hold the basic assumption that the federal government, at least to
some degree, is regulating AVs. As a result, many believe that state legislatures
do not have to grapple with some of the bigger questions around testing and
deployment of these vehicles. Unfortunately, this federal oversight is simply not
taking place regarding AVs of any size. As such, the federal government has
failed Nevada and other states by both reserving certain safety authorities at the
federal level, while also failing to use them.

The Teamsters Union has continued to advocate for badly-needed safety
standards and oversight. At this time, ensuring safe operations of AVs falls
completely and totally on individual states. It is unfortunate that these are the
circumstances we find ourselves in. However, as a result, it is incumbent on the
Legislature to act accordingly and to take steps to protect Nevadans instead of
allowing our state roadways to become the “Wild West” test track for AVs.
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While we understand that some may want to allow for the use of new
technologies on our roadways—allowing unsafe autonomous commercial motor
vehicles to operate in Nevada—it only invites unnecessary danger and risks to
other drivers and pedestrians. Senate Bill 395 would ensure this does not
become the case as additional developers and operators seek to deploy vehicles
in Nevada.

| want to make something very clear to the committee, the Teamsters are not
anti-technology. This is a union that started with drivers of teams of horses and
embraced massive technological change shifting to motor vehicle at the turn of
the last century. We will be there for whatever the future of work looks like.
Teamsters’ members don't get to work behind a desk. The workplace is on the
road, and advancements in technology have made that workplace safer.

However, there are also commonsense guardrails that should be put up when it
comes to how AVs should be allowed to operate on roads next to unsuspecting
families. We strongly believe that S.B. 395, authored by Senator Ohrenschall,
represents a commonsense proposal which would alleviate many of the safety
concerns that are shared by members of the Teamsters union and the driving
public.

This proposal would require a human safety operator to be physically present in
a motor vehicle weighing 26,000 pounds, which is being tested or driven on
Nevada's public roads. It is a reasonable and necessary legislative solution. A
human safety operator who is physically present in the cab of a vehicle can
immediately respond and react in the event of a technological failure. Rather
than having to wait for a technician to respond from the company operating the
vehicle, a trained and properly licensed human safety operator can assess the
situation and hopefully prevent a technological failure from becoming a public
safety hazard.

| urge the members of this committee to take seriously the concerns that have
been raised by working Nevadans, and to realize that we have the opportunity
with this bill to provide a commonsense solution to a problem that is on the
minds of many Nevadan professional drivers.

MR. MORLEY:
Some bullet points and points of light: We would request that a human operator
remain in all AVs regardless of what level is proposed by the Society of
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Automotive Engineers [now known as SAE Internationall and the autonomous
level set by the Feds. A human operator of an AV must remain subject to DOT
CDL requirements, hours of service limitations and all other protections that are
fixed to non-autonomous CDL drivers.

In operations, we would request the safety and fitness electronic records
include the amount of SAE Level 4 and Level 5 vehicles in any use for one
particular carrier. This includes compliance, accountability and safety,
specifically and explicitly incident data involving an AV, which will be separately
categorized within the motor carrier MIS [Management Information System]
reporting. Carriers wishing to deploy AVs will report where they are in use and
what function.

JASON GATELEY (Teamsters Local 14):

| serve as secretary-treasurer of Teamsters Local 14 in Las Vegas. Teamsters
Local 14 represents over 5,100 members and their families. This includes many
whose workday begins behind a Wheeler [vehicles over 26,000 pounds] that are
CDL drivers—whether school bus drivers or general delivery drivers —throughout
the Las Vegas Valley.

Public polling has shown that the average American does not feel safe having a
driverless vehicle sharing the roads with their families. In state after state,
results show the drivers are uncomfortable with driverless compact cars and
even more uncomfortable with driverless delivery vans. In excess of 80 percent
are uncomfortable with driverless semitrucks and tractor trailers.

We represent over 1,500 school bus drivers for the fifth largest school district in
the nation who transport our students safely every day. And | ask the question,
who here would put their child, one of our most prized possessions, on a bus
without a driver?

JAY RANDAZZO (Teamsters Local 14):

| serve as a business agent of Teamsters Local 14, and | am a current CDL
holder. Teamsters Local 14 represents over 5,100 members, with the majority
holding a CDL. They include Southern Glazer's Wine and Spirits; Breakthru
Beverage; Pepsi; Reyes Coca-Cola [Bottling]; Clark County School District bus
drivers; Brady Linen [Services], and the list goes on.
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The big tech companies pushing for the technology tell us that their vehicles are
safe, and they are improving quality of life. Yet in San Francisco, Los Angeles
and other cities with widespread deployment of driverless passenger vehicles,
we have seen exactly what we all imagined would happen: gridlock, stalled
vehicles and accidents.

There have been over 50 documented cases in which AVs interfered with
members of the San Francisco Fire Department while they were in the process
of responding to emergencies, including a case in which an AV collided with a
fire engine that had its lights and sirens engaged. There was another in which
the AV drove through an active fire scene and drove over fire hoses.

| want to make something very clear to the committee. The Teamsters are not
anti-technology.

SENATOR Buck:
How many other states regulate this, in this way?

SENATOR OHRENSCHALL:

Looking at the National Conference of State Legislatures website, many states
have passed regulations. | do not have the exact number in front of me as to
regulations like this. Many states have passed varying laws of different
character. What we have tried to do with Mr. Morley's help, and with Mr. Blair
trying to work with stakeholders, is to try to narrowly tailor this—so this
doesn't prohibit a passenger car from being fully autonomous. [If] the DMV says
it is okay to be on the roads, then that's the current state of the law. It does
not prohibit a taxi or a rideshare from being fully autonomous.

We've tried to limit this to where | believe there's the most danger to the public:
to trucks of 26,000 pounds or more, and shuttles that have two axles and are
capable of carrying eight or more passengers.

We have narrowly tailored it and set an expiration date of September 30, 2035.
The way technology is moving now with nanocomputing, it could be that in
2035 things have gotten so advanced, that there isn't this fear. By then the
testing will have happened and we will have seen that this is as safe as we had
hoped it would be.
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| think it is prudent as policymakers to put a little brake on this and to have a
little more human backup if there’s an emergency. Certainly, if in ten years the
technology has advanced to a point where we see how good this is and it isn't
needed anymore, this does expire.

SENATOR Buck:

If | could do follow up, | think of AVs as driverless, and | know that there was
some testing period in that. So why even call them AVs if you are going to have
a driver in there?

SENATOR OHRENSCHALL:

Because, if S.B. 395 passes, that human operator will be there for backup. It
will still be an AV, but they'll be there if something malfunctions. | am hoping
that, as technology evolves in the next five or ten years, these AVs will be so
good that there will not be any malfunctions—that we will not get the little
hourglass on our computer or server failed or anything like that, and that will be
something that is just unheard of. But between now and then, it is good policy
to have that human operator that can take control. | think a lot of our airplane
pilots use autopilot, but we have that human pilot there, and this follows in that
same vein.

CHAIR NGUYEN:

| know a lot of these companies have come and invested a great deal in our
State to bring in these AVs, and most of them are smaller vehicles. But | have
been in enough of them to see that most of them are EVs, and the reality is that
an EV is really, really heavy. The weight limits that you indicated in your bill,
was there any reason? Were they similar to traditional trucking.

| have a Ford F-150—union-made here. It is my personal vehicle. It is an EV and
it weighs almost 6,700 pounds. | am wondering where the weight limit came
up, and how that was determined to make its way into this bill.

SENATOR OHRENSCHALL:

I might phone a friend with one of my experts here from Teamsters, but
certainly the analysis | have done is that the 26,000 pounds. ... the intent was
to try to exclude box trucks, and to capture the large, tractor trailers, those
kinds of transport vehicles. But it will exclude the Amazon vans, FedEx and UPS
box trucks. This bill [will not] cover those but cover the very large vehicles. As
to the question about the new EV trucks, | do not have an answer to that. | am
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not sure if they weigh more. | am not sure if anyone else does, but | can
certainly research that.

MR. MORLEY:

| am not sure what the weight is of one of those EV trucks. However, the
federal [U.S.] Department of Transportation requires a CDL after 26,000
pounds, and we just decided to mirror what the feds had already established.

CHAIR NGUYEN:

| kind of figured that is what it was. | was thinking about the weight of my own
vehicle, and | was wondering if some of these more personal vehicles might get
wrapped up into this inadvertently because of the weight of these batteries. |
was curious to see if there were any considerations.

| have no idea how heavy some of these vehicles are. | know that there are
some currently operating that can fit six to eight people in them that are
operating on our streets. | do not know if they have the same kind of weight, or
if they are in that area that might be covered. If you do come up to the table
and you have some information on that, | think it would be helpful as well.

SENATOR OHRENSCHALL:

| just wanted to clarify that the 26,000-pound trigger applies to the trucks, the
gross vehicle weights, which would mostly be the trucks and not to the
passenger shuttles, the eight or more passenger shuttles with two axles.

MR. BLITCH:

To reiterate what Mr. Morley said, we based the weight on the requirement for
a commercial driver’s license (CDL). The intent of this is not to affect your Ford
F-150, because obviously you are in the truck. To just be transparent, these are
big trucks that are pulling one, two or three trailers down two-lane highways
from Las Vegas with no human being in the vehicle.

CHAIR NGUYEN:

You mentioned during your presentation a couple of times about concerns with
vehicles stalling out in other places or interference with emergency vehicles in
some other jurisdictions where they have some fully AVs. Are those fully AV
passenger vehicles? Or were those vehicles like you are seeking to have these
protections placed on?
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SENATOR OHRENSCHALL:

Unfortunately, | do not have that information. | have tried to find it, and maybe
some other presenter has that and can get it to the committee but unless
someone else has that who spoke earlier ...

MR. BLITCH:
They are of the commercial variety.

CHAIR NGUYEN:
They are autonomous, like trucks that are currently on the roads? What
jurisdictions allow for those trucks to be on the road?

MR. BLITCH:
Our neighbors to the west, California.

CHAIR NGUYEN:
Is that the only jurisdiction that currently allows for it?

MR. BLITCH:
| could not give you specifics on that. There are other states that ...

CHAIR NGUYEN:

| know that when—at least since | have been in the Legislature —I| have heard
different variations of protections and things that we put in place around AVs as
they are moving towards full autonomy—I| guess, even with our passenger
vehicles. A lot of times people will point to self-driving Teslas but it is still
against the law, at least in our State, to allow your Tesla to drive you. You have
to still be in the vehicle, and you have to be in the driver's seat and in control. |
know there are protections. Were there any thoughts about putting further
protections in the law around commercial vehicles?

SENATOR OHRENSCHALL:

Well, certainly there are protections in S.B. 395 with the backup human
operator. If the Legislature decides to pass this and if the Governor signs it, this
bill will ensure safety for the next ten years with these very large vehicles. So
certainly, that is the policy that | hope is enacted. It would protect our
constituents—the professional drivers on the road. Are there other options
there? There certainly could be, and | have tried to listen to anyone who's had
concerns about the bill.
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CHAIR NGUYEN:

Do you not have the same concerns about our passenger-type cars that are on
the roads operating in that space? | know we put a great deal ... it has come up
every single legislative session that | have been here, where we put protections.
We have further defined that scope and given predictability to companies that
want to engage AVs on our roadways to make sure that we don’t have some of
the problems that they've experienced with our neighbors to the west. Could
we have added protections as we're moving towards vehicles that are bigger in
nature?

SENATOR OHRENSCHALL:

With S.B. 395, | was trying to strike a balance with the very large cars where |
feel is the most danger. | personally tend to be a worrywart, and | might think
that this is a good idea for every vehicle to have a human backup. But here | am
trying to narrowly tailor this bill to where | think there's the most danger to
public safety.

CHAIR NGUYEN:

We saw some pictures in the previous presentation about the severe damage
that happens with these big semitrucks, and how they are potentially more
devastating in nature if they do get into an accident as opposed to a passenger
vehicle. | understand the distinction.

Ross KINSON (President, Northern Nevada Central Labor Council; Teamster
Local 533):

Essentially, | am here to speak unapologetically in support of S.B. 395. The

stakes are too high to not do something in this space. Multiple times throughout

the presentation, it was said that this bill is not anti-technology. However, it is

pro-reality, and it is pro-safety and, ultimately, it is pro-worker. Those are

three things that, as a Teamster representative, | fight for every single day.

Autonomous vehicles may be the future. However, that future must include
trained professionals in the cab when we are talking about 40-ton rigs barreling
down our highways or vehicles transporting our neighbors and our kids. These
are simply stakes that are too high to ignore. Again, it is very important that we
take a long and hard look. | think that S.B. 395 answers some of those
guestions moving into the future about how we protect our public.
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If you are going to put that kind of weight and risk on the road, a qualified
driver should be behind the wheel. It is commonsense. It is not obstruction; it is
responsibility. And let me be blunt, without this bill we are opening the door to
pure chaos. We have seen that with our neighbors to the west. There has been
a lot of instances that we can point to where AVs do not know what they are
doing. Our fire crews and police crews are not able to get in and take care of
the situation. These folks [could] end up dying because AVs just do not know
what they are doing.

This bill draws a line, and it draws it with clarity. Technology can evolve, but it
doesn't get to steamroll our workers or endanger the public. For those reasons,
and those reasons alone, | urge you to support S.B. 395.

ToONY FREITAS (Vice President, Teamsters Local 14):

| am here in support of the bill. | have heard a common theme today in a
previous presentation for small business owners and safety for Nevada
residents. The driverless vehicles—AVs—they're not Nevadan, and they do not
keep our residents safe. Nevada likes to be known for a lot of things, and | do
not think we want to be known for the first state to allow an AV to kill a
resident here, so please support the bill.

TobpD INGALSBEE (President, Professional Firefighters of Nevada):

We obviously support this bill. Anything that has to do with public safety, we
try to take pride in because we are sworn to protect the citizens and the
millions of guests that come to our great State, and we're proud to do that.
Based on the size of these vehicles, the mechanism of injury is very high and
very dangerous. Because of that mechanism of injury, these are life-threatening
injuries and accidents that we are talking about here, so we support this bill.

Susie MARTINEZ (Nevada State AFL-CIO):

| am the executive secretary-treasurer of the Nevada State AFL-CIO. On behalf
of over 120 unions and 150,000 members, we are in full support of the bill. |
applaud Senator Ohrenschall for bringing this important legislation forward.

ANDREW RIVAS (Teamsters Local 533):

| am a political organizer with Teamsters 533. There were a couple of questions
asked earlier that | have the answers to. The AVs that shut down were
passenger vehicles in California. | talked to other political reps in the union in
Oakland, San Francisco and Sacramento. | also had the opportunity to speak to
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our senators and representatives in Congress about similar initiatives that we're
pursuing federally. Those vehicles shut down mainly because they are running
off of cell networks. When they lose signal, they shut down.

One of the most prolific events was after a concert where cabs all around the
venue shut down. The company said it was because everybody was trying to
get on Instagram to upload all of their pictures and videos and it sucked up all
the bandwidth.

Most AVs are going to be electric. It is just the nature of an EV. The way they
are designed, they have a much better electric infrastructure that helps support
all the cameras, sensors ... all of that is required.

Just last August, we had an electric semitruck at Immigrant Pass that shut
down Interstate 80 after it crashed with a human operator. | do not have the
details on that, but it shut down Interstate 80 for 15 hours while the truck
continued to burn because of the electrical damage to each cell. It took
50,000 gallons of water and 12 hours for the fire to die down enough that they
could remove the batteries from the vehicle. They still had to watch them for
another 24 hours to make sure they did not catch fire again.

When we say this is about public safety—this is paramount, especially in
Nevada and California where we have problems with wildfires. If we have an
electric semitruck that crashes out by McGill on [U.S. Route] 93 you are talking
about trying to send a fire response from Jackpot, Wendover and Ely in what is
essentially a giant 50-plus-mile-long canyon-like wind tunnel. | would encourage
the committee to pass this bill.

FRANCISCO MIRANDA (Teamsters Local 631):

| am a business agent with Teamster Local 631 and here in support of S.B. 395.
At the end of the day, our drivers—our Teamsters are professional drivers—
they're the captain of that ship. They're able to make judgments in a split
second if somebody is pulled over on the side of the road or it is an emergency
situation where they should not proceed.

And like you heard in past testimony, there were instances where these things
are blowing through fire hoses, going into active scenes and our professional
drivers would be able to distinguish anything of that nature really quick. And
that is why | urge the committee to support S.B. 395.
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BEVERLY WILLIAMS (Teamsters Local 986):

| am the Secretary-Treasurer of Teamster Local 986. When we asked the big
tech companies to explain how their AVs would respond in emergency
situations, all they had to say was that their vehicles would achieve minimal
risk, which generally means stopping where they are or, at best, pulling to the
side of the road. As a professional driver would tell you, simply stopping where
you are is not sufficient in mitigating risk or in keeping the driving public safe.
We urge you to listen to our constituency, or your constituencies in Nevada,
and to be in support of S.B. 395.

EYMHY GATELY (Teamsters Local 14):
| am a member from Local 14 and | come here before to you to strongly support
S.B. 395 relating to AVs.

TAMURA JAMISON (Teamsters Local 14):

| am with Teamster Local 14, and | am a business agent as well. | cover the bus
drivers and transportation for CCSD [Clark County School District]. It is very
difficult to listen to S.B. 395 having the AVs with a driverless driver to sit in
place of a human body. Imagine your child on a bus. A member of that
employment has spent a significant amount of training to keep the kiddos safe
on the bus. Then imagine that [driver] being replaced. It is very sad that it would
be this way. | am in support of S.B. 395, and | am asking you to take that into
consideration. We do not want our children to be on a bus, being transported
without having a human body there in case of emergency.

LANA McGUIRE (Teamsters Local 14):
| too agree with the sentiment of my fellow Teamster members. We strongly
urge you to support S.B. 395.

MARIA TERESA HANK (Transport Workers Union Local 556):
| am a member of Transport Workers Union of America Local 556, and |
strongly urge the committee to support S.B. 395.

GABE CHRISTENSON (SMART-TD):

| urge you to support S.B. 395. Just look how much technology has issues on a
day-to-day basis. In the best-case scenario with AVs, there's chaos with
blocking roadways, and at the worst-case scenario, there's fatalities involved.
We need to have a person behind the wheel to take over. This can be used as
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an aid to drive professional drivers, but we really need a person behind the
wheel.

KLARISSA-ANN PRINCIPE (Transport Workers Union-Local 577):
| am a union member of Transport Workers Union Local 577, and | strongly urge
the committee to support S.B. 395.

LINDA WARD-SMITH (American Federation of Government Employees):
| am a proud union member for the American Federation of Government
Employees, and | am calling in full support of the bill.

GARY WATSON (Teamsters Local 533):
| am the Principal Officer of Teamsters Local 533 in Northern Nevada, and |
strongly urge the committee to support S.B. 395.

Liz SORENSON (President, Nevada State AFL-CIO):
| am in strong support of S.B. 395, and | urge this committee to do the same.

ED GARCIA (Motional):

| am representing the AV company Motional. As most of you know, Motional
has a long-standing presence in Nevada. They have been testing and operating
in Nevada since 2016. | would first like to thank Senator Ohrenschall for his
openness in discussing his bill. Unfortunately, we were not able to resolve the
issues that we had, and we must come to the table here today in opposition to
his bill.

The reason Motional chose to locate and invest in Nevada is because of this
State's forward-thinking approach and hospitable regulatory environment.
Nevada was one of the first states in the nation to authorize autonomous
technology testing and development. And this Legislature's vision has
successfully positioned the State as a nationally recognized hub for AV
innovation.

Motion has several hundred employees in Nevada. They have invested tens of
millions of dollars in Nevada. Most recently, they invested over $20 million in
the Las Vegas Speedway to allow increased testing. This bill threatens to
undermine Nevada's long-standing leadership position in this world of AVs. It
would be a significant step backward from the progress we have made. The
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State's history of embracing transportation technology investments has fostered
economic growth, and this bill jeopardizes that progress.

In the interest of brevity, | would like to address the question posed by
Senator Buck earlier. | can answer the question of how many places this bill has
been enacted in other states in this country —absolutely zero. It is not as if this
has not been proposed. It's been proposed in multiple states, but this bill has
been enacted in absolutely zero other states. In fact, most recently it's been
vetoed by Governor Newsom twice in California. Those were driverless bills—
maybe they did not have a sunset, maybe there were other technical
differences—but these were to require a driver in [AVs] for trucking companies.
That's what they were intended to do.

Now a lot of folks have said, why does Motional care? Why is Motional
interested in these [bills] because they are just addressing trucking? The reason
| went through what Motional has done in the State is to show you what it says
to Motional when they've invested in the State. This would be the first state in
the country to impose this restriction on AVs. | do not think this is a place
where Nevada wants to be the leader in the nation, to be the first in the nation
adopting this, especially not in this time.

So S.B. 395 would reflect a concerning departure from the welcoming rational
AV policies that initially drew Motional to Nevada. This measure creates
uncertainty for the industry and risks future investment in Nevada.

SENATOR HANSEN:

We just had a hearing on a bill where we're going to double insurance rates for
truck drivers because they are unsafe. We have lots of accidents in Nevada and
there is a safety factor. | am highly sympathetic to the concerns about truck
drivers losing jobs as this technology goes forward. On the safety side, |
assume you guys have to have some pretty substantial insurance for any kind of
vehicle that is on an actual roadway.

What are the policies you are required to have, and have there actually been any
accidents since you are mainly focused on Nevada with these AVs? They
mentioned in the Bay Area there were problems with them interfering with the
emergency services and so forth. Nobody has mentioned any actual fatalities,
but they did mention several thousand fatalities over time with the types of
drivers we have now.
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Okay, we're worried about safety on the one hand, and we are going to make
insurances go way up because of drivers committing accidents. What is the
policy [cost] for an AV currently? And how many accidents have there been
involving human fatalities or even serious human injuries?

MR. GARCIA:

| can't speak to the large trucking because obviously my company is concerned
with passenger vehicles. This came up with the TNCs [transportation network
companies] in a lot of the discussions earlier in the session because they were
talking about their liability limits.

| can tell you, ours being AV companies, [policy costs] far exceed anything. This
legislative body put that in place several years ago, recognizing that this was a
unigue technology. Don't quote me on the number, but | believe it is something
like three times the amount that the normal human drivers are required to have
on their vehicles.

| can only speak to passenger vehicles, but we've driven millions upon millions
upon millions of miles. And those of you who are familiar, in Las Vegas you
have seen these cars all over.

We have never had a fatality. | verified this before speaking for our company.
We have never, in fact, had a major injury nor have we had a major accident.
There have been fender benders and things, obviously, as those things will
happen, but usually those are human drivers rear-ending the AV.

SENATOR HANSEN:

That's what | am getting at. It seems like you guys are actually substantially
safer. The whole technology, the whole Al world and everything, honestly
scares me. The world's rapidly changing, but my impression is the more we go
to autonomous, the safer things have become, not less safe.

WiLLIAM HORNE (TechNet):

TechNet is a national bipartisan network of technology CEOs and senior
executives that promotes the growth of the innovation economy. Today, we will
have to respectfully oppose S.B. 395.

Autonomous trucking technology offers critical benefits that Nevada should
embrace, rather than restrict. By reducing human error, such as fatigue and
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distraction, autonomous trucks can make our roads safer. These vehicles also
help alleviate supply chain bottlenecks by running around the clock and
delivering essential goods to rural areas more reliably. Moreover, studies by the
DOT indicate that autonomous trucking can create higher-skilled jobs, from
technicians to remote support operators, rather than eliminating positions.

Right now, the rest of the country is rapidly advancing in AV deployment and a
ban would jeopardize Nevada's standing as a leader in this innovation. For these
reasons, | respectfully urge you to oppose S.B. 395.

MR. ENOS:

| am the CEO of the Nevada Trucking Association, and we are here today in
opposition to S.B. 395. | want to make one quick point of clarification on the
26,000 pounds. Federal law recognizes 26,000 pounds, as up to
26,000 pounds is where you have to have a Class B driver's license. At
26,001 pounds, you then have to have a Class C driver's license. There are
different regulations between that one pound that may not mean anything, but |
have now seen it in two bills. | think this is inconsistent with federal law and
how we usually define it.

That said, | am not unsympathetic to our drivers. Our drivers are our best
assets; we absolutely rely on them. They have a tremendous amount of skill,
and we do not see this technology as something that is going to necessarily
replace drivers. We see this as a technology that is going to enhance safety and
save lives. When you think about a truck that is designed to stop when there's
an obstacle in front of it ...

| think about some of the federal laws that exist. There is one where the driver
is required to be in the truck in case it stops to put out safety triangles. That is
still in federal law; they had an opportunity to change that, but it was not
changed. A driver is still going to need to be in the cab.

We have a $35 billion annual issue in our American supply chain with cargo
theft. How are you going to do that without a person? | do think that there are
some operational and federal regulatory things that are going to protect the
drivers. That said, | was really proud when Nevada was the first state in the
country to have the Freightliner Inspiration truck. We have seen other states
take that number one status away from us in this automated area—Ohio, Texas
and Arizona.
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| do think that this would put Nevada at the back of the pack instead of the
front. Another thing that concerns us is when you are dealing with interstate
commerce. It is a challenge having Nevada as that one state where you have to
do something differently.

We would not be looking at this technology if it did not save lives, if it wasn't
about safety. When you look at the NTSB saying human errors are a factor in
94 percent of all traffic accidents, that's a substantial number. Think about the
number of people that could be saved if we had this technology widespread. It
is almost the same number of people who die each year from breast cancer. It
would be absolutely phenomenal if we were able to cure that.

| look at this technology not as something that is going to be less safe; it is
something that is going to be employed and deployed to improve safety. So, |
would hate to see a bill like this moving forward that would stifle safety here in
the Silver State.

LAURA NOWLAN (Nevada Hispanic Business Group):

| have been in the staffing industry for the last 18 years in Las Vegas, and the
way | am looking at it is based on workforce. We already have an issue with our
workforce. We do not want to be like we are with education, so low as a state.

| think that being more of a leader in technology and in Al is the best way for
our State to move forward. | am here to oppose S.B. 395. | do not think it is a
good direction for us; it really is going to slow us down. If you are saying the
bill is good until September 2035, ten years—oh my God—Al has already
changed rapidly. This is going to put us in a bad place as a state, so please
consider not passing this bill.

WISELET RouzARD (Americans for Prosperity Nevada):

| am the deputy state director, and we urge you to oppose S.B. 395. | was in
Arizona, and | had a chance to experience the Waymo vehicles. They are
autonomous, have no driver and it was pretty cool. It whipped a U-turn and its
sensors actually picked up a car that was crossing in the intersection about to
run the red light. | could not have figured that out, but the algorithm system did.

| also had the privilege to attend a conference where | reluctantly spoke to the
bill sponsor who helped pass that bill. He gave me some great insight. Since
Waymo has been in Arizona, their accident ratio has been tremendously [low]
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and they outperform drivers right now. Also, insurance costs throughout the
state have been a lot more mitigated because they have these vehicles out in
the roadways.

But in terms of our organization, we find that AVs are the future. There's no
going around that. We look forward to ensuring that Nevada is not a state
where investors are looking at our State and saying “Nope.” We want
investments to come in and create great quality jobs.

If you look back at the history of the switchboard operators, there was a lot of
fear in regard to those transitions as technology started emerging. But they also
found the 2 percent of the workforce that it did account for transitioned pretty
smoothly to more qualified jobs. We believe this type of technology is going to
ensure that in Nevada.

Lastly, in terms of the framework, we do ask to work with the bill sponsor in
ensuring that we adopt a more free-market, hands-off approach. Regulations
should be advanced cautiously, if at all. It is necessary for AV manufacturers to
enjoy the greatest flexibility possible, especially in the early years of
development. The U.S. approach to automobile safety has often taken this
approach, allowing manufacturers to self-certify so long as their vehicles meet
certain minimum requirements. Some of these requirements, like having a
steering wheel, might be outdated, but the overall approach is desirable.

So rather than trying to anticipate or dictate the technology, transportation
regulators should provide non-binding regulatory guidelines, including relying on
those developed by industry itself, in lieu of mandatory and prescriptive
requirements. If we create that environment, as you heard here earlier, we are
going to see Nevada flourish in diversifying our economy and ensuring that we
are one of the leading states when it comes to AVs and not one that people
object to.

We urge you to oppose S.B. 395 as it is currently written. We are willing to
work with the bill sponsor to bring more regulatory sandbox-type of apparatuses
that will welcome technology and ensure that we strike that balance between
safety and technology that we are unsure about.
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ROBERT SINGLETON (Chamber of Progress):

The Chamber of Progress is a tech industry association supporting public
policies to build a more inclusive society in which all people benefit from
technological advancements. | am unfortunately here today in respectful
opposition to S.B. 395, which would effectively ban the use of autonomous
trucks in Nevada.

We are strong supporters of autonomous trucking as an important solution to
the growing demand for timely shipping of agricultural goods and products.
Across the country, the trucking industry has experienced extreme turnover and
widespread job vacancies, resulting in significant delays in product shipments
and rising prices for basic necessities. Though exacerbated by COVID-19,
pandemic retention has always been an issue in trucking for decades. The
American Trucking Association reports an annual turnover rate close to
90 percent, and projects the nationwide shortage of truckers will double to over
160,000 job vacancies by 2030.

Autonomous vehicles offer a solution to help fill the gap left by a strained labor
market and high demand for timely shipping. The crisis facing the trucking
industry hasn't just resulted in delayed shipments, but also higher prices for
consumers. Beyond this, autonomous trucks can also reduce long-term
environmental costs and pollution. While trucks represent only 6 percent of the
vehicles on the road, they produce over 35 percent of the emissions and
transportation-generated nitrous oxide and 25 percent of the on the road
greenhouse gas emissions.

Since AVs can be programmed to optimize their routes and follow traffic rules
and speeds, autonomous trucks will ultimately use energy more efficiently. This
technology could be instrumental in achieving Nevada's goal to reduce
emissions by 45 percent by 2030. Mandating a human driver for autonomous
trucking is a step backward, hindering the progress of a technology that has the
potential to revolutionize transportation.

Requiring a human driver undermines the efficiency and safety advantages of
AVs while increasing operational costs and limiting the widespread deployment.
Senate Bill 395 would effectively stall the deployment of this technology
designed to improve fuel efficiency, reduce greenhouse gas emissions and
strengthen supply chain resiliency —causing Nevada to miss out on its full
benefits. For these reasons, we urge you to oppose S.B. 395.
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One last thing, just on the safety piece of this, it's been proven time and time
again that humans have difficulty multitasking, focusing on more than one input
at once. Computers do not suffer from this. Additionally, you only have two
eyes and they face the same direction; AVs have eyes facing in many different
directions and they can see well beyond the visible spectrum and react much
quicker than you can.

MR. SCHNEIDER:

For the sake of brevity, | will go ahead and just echo the comments of those
who have testified before me. We share the concerns about this being a
hindrance to innovation within the AV space.

JOSEPH HiLL (Retail Association of Nevada):
For the sake of time, we would also like to echo comments made in opposition.

LARRY COONS (Waabi):

Waabi is an autonomous trucking developer. We currently operate in Lancaster,
Texas, but we have plans to expand domestically. | am here today in opposition
to S.B. 395. During my 32-year career, | spent 13 of those years as a truck
driver. | transitioned to leading the AV fleet operation.

| know the safety challenges that drivers face because I've lived them. | also
know the Silver State because | grew up in Chair Nguyen's district. It was there
that a trucker took me off the streets and taught me grit and the value of hard
work and the importance of safety and accountability. Safety is exactly why |
believe in this technology.

Human errors are behind 90 percent of truck-related crashes and often from
fatigue, distraction or impairment. Autonomous trucks don't get tired, they
don't text and they don't drive under the influence; they follow traffic laws
precisely, every mile, every time. States that support AV development can
expect to see fewer collisions and more efficient freight movement. Deployment
is coming soon. Our trucks operate with layered redundancies and undergo safe
and rigorous testing to handle the complexities of the real world.

Senate Bill 395 would make Nevada the only state in the U.S. to adopt a law
that singles out autonomous trucks and prohibits driverless deployment. The
technology is already being tested safely, and deployment is coming really soon.
| urge you to oppose the bill so Nevada does not miss out on the safety,
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workforce and economic benefits that autonomous trucking can deliver. For
those reasons, | urge the committee to vote against this harmful legislation.

RENEE GIBSON (Autonomous Vehicle Industry Association):

The Autonomous Vehicle Industry Association (AVIA) consists of the world's
leading AV companies that are testing this technology across the country. In
Nevada alone, over 400 traffic fatalities occurred last year, and traffic deaths
were up more than 16 percent in the State in the first two months of 2025.
This reflects the pattern of increasingly unsafe driving that is occurring in
Nevada and across the country; this is an unacceptable status quo.

Now is the time for Nevada to support roadway safety solutions like AVs. The
AVs have built a significant safety record through more than a dozen years of
development and deployment, with AVIA members having driven more than
70 million autonomous miles on public roads. This safety record is supported by
data collected by the federal government, which requires AVs to report
incidents no matter how minor or who caused the incident.

Unfortunately, S.B. 395 will jeopardize the future of AVs in Nevada. In effect,
the bill would ban heavy-duty AVs by requiring a human observer in these
vehicles. The AV companies cannot scale their technologies with these
restrictions. As a result, this bill would all but guarantee that the AV trucking
industry cannot bring this lifesaving technology to Nevada at scale.

For more than a decade, Nevada has supported AVs under a legal framework
that establishes robust guardrails for AV operations, while enabling companies
to invest in the State and deploy their technology here. Now 24 other states
have joined Nevada in allowing driverless AV deployment and no state has
banned driverless operations. By adopting this bill, Nevada would become an
outlier and would effectively foreclose a safer future with autonomous trucks.
For these reasons, we respectfully strongly oppose S.B. 395.

SENATOR OHRENSCHALL:

| believe safety and innovation can be hand-in-hand. | believe that S.B. 395
strikes that balance by allowing for safety in this brave new world that we are
entering with AVs and allowing for innovation. | believe that it puts safety first
and does not compromise the growth of this technology.
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MR. MORLEY:

We did some research earlier this morning and the Pew Research [Center] has
done some polling nationwide, and 80 percent of the folks that were polled do
not support driverless vehicles.

MR. BLITSCH:

This bill is absolutely about labor. This bill is absolutely about safety. This bill is
about labor and safety in Nevada. | do not care what Gavin Newsom did in
California. We're not California; we are in Nevada and our bill is here. Maybe it
is getting confusing, but we're not trying to ban AV usage in Nevada. Some of
the testimonies seem like we trying to ban AV usage. No, we are just saying
somebody needs to be behind the wheel of these big rig vehicles in a
commercial setting—not in a Waymo or those other little contraptions [AVs]
that are on The Strip.

This is about safety. | started at United Parcel Service in 1992. | know some
things about trucking companies. | also know some things about big tech
companies. This labor that we're talking about is people's jobs, people who live
in Nevada. Hundreds and thousands of truck drivers’ jobs are at risk because of
AVs. These members have come to us, and they are going to their politicians
because there may not be something else for them to do at the end of the day.
Some of these may be truck drivers who are closer to retirement than the age of
18 to go to school to learn a new trade.

| am a 48-year Nevada [resident] testifying today on behalf of the safety of
Nevadans. | am testifying on behalf of labor and truck drivers. | am trying to
protect our State and the people in it.

CHAIR NGUYEN:
| will close the hearing on S.B. 395 and open the hearing on S.B. 355.

SENATE BILL 355: Revises provisions governing partial abatements of taxes for
certain renewable energy facilities. (BDR 58-939)

SENATOR JAMES OHRENSCHALL (Senatorial District No. 21):

| am pleased to present S.B. 355, which concerns tax abatements for renewable
energy facilities that incorporate agrivoltaics or ecovoltaic systems. There is an
amendment (Exhibit M).
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As many of you already know, agrivoltaics is a dual-use land system that
combines solar energy production with agricultural operations on that same
piece of land. This allows for activities such as livestock grazing, crop
cultivation and beekeeping beneath solar panels—creating a symbiotic
relationship where both energy and food production benefit. Solar panels
provide shade that can reduce water requirements for some plants and offers
protection at times for livestock and farm workers, while the vegetation beneath
helps lower panel temperatures, increasing their efficiency.

Ecovoltaics integrate conservation efforts with solar panel installations,
supporting activities like native species conservation, soil improvement,
brownfield remediation and the fostering of pollinator habitats. Agrivoltaic and
ecovoltaic systems contribute to environmental sustainability and biodiversity
while enabling renewable energy production. It is in the State's best interest to
incentivize the use of these systems.

This is where S.B. 355 comes in. This bill would exempt qualifying renewable
energy facilities for partial tax abatements of the local sales tax, use tax and
property taxes. To qualify, the facilities must dedicate at least 36 percent of
their total land area to agrivoltaic or ecovoltaic practices, or a combination of
the two.

Currently, renewable energy facilities may qualify for partial tax abatements if
they can demonstrate that their financial benefit to the State exceeds the loss
of tax revenue from the abatement, and the facility is consistent with the State
plan for economic development. Additionally, a renewable energy facility’'s
application for partial tax abatements must typically be approved by the board
of county commissioners in the county where the facility is located.

MicHAEL DELEE (DelLee Law Office, Inc.):

We've had some concerns expressed regarding another a slight difference in the
definition between this definition of agrivoltaics, and one in a very good bill
that is making its way through the Legislature. To address those concerns, the
amendment does try to harmonize the definition. It should be the same now in
the amendment that you have in front of you as in Assembly Bill 479.

ASSEMBLY BILL 479: Revises provisions relating to the taxation of agricultural
real property. (BDR 32-426)
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There is a little concern regarding the definition of beekeeping as being clearly
part of what we want to see in either agrivoltaics or ecovoltaics. That is the
concern generally around the country, and we want to make sure that is not
lost. As it moves forward in this bill, and any other bill, we want to make sure
that is included as a use for agrivoltaics in one form or another.

Another change: There have been some concerns coming to us from the
counties, and we are very sensitive to that. As you probably recall,
Senator Ohrenschall did have a bill last session that addressed some of the
concerns that chapter 701A of Nevada Revised Statutes was not sensitive
enough to county needs, and we anticipated a rollback, which as yet has not
materialized completely. But this [bill is] to try to actually get in front of that.

One of the other elements was a timing element which you'll see in section 5,
subsection 2, paragraph (d) Under existing law, it was 30 days from the time
the director notifies a county for the county’s to respond. To receive a notice
from the State and then respond back with appropriate input from local
communities within 30 days just isn't feasible for some of the more rural areas,
those where the county commissioners can and do defer to local communities
and their input. We are proposing to make that a 90-day response so there can
be the maximum amount of input from local communities.

Similarly, we have put in that the board of county commissioners are the ones
who will determine whether the appropriate percentages have been met. We
have been asked before where these percentages come from. We're working
with some of the folks in the industry that are doing agrivoltaics projects, and
it's been their position that somewhere between 30 percent to 40 percent is
their baseline. But we do not have a lot of engineering data to go by because
this is relatively new in the U.S. It is not new at all in Asia or Europe. We're
playing a little catch up with that.

SENATOR Buck:
Mr. DeLee, | was just wondering, what is your interest in the bill?

MR. DELEE:

| am a strong supporter of renewable energy. | remember all the way back to
probably 2009 and the EV bill. It is appealing to me to be involved with any
form of alternative and renewable energy, and it has been an honor to work
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with a lot of the folks in the community on this. Getting agrivoltaics to be a
recognized part in Nevada is important.

| have gone to different parts of the world, including meeting with—they do not
call it agrivoltaics in Japan, they call it solar sharing—coordinators in Tokyo on
that issue which is very important there. | have toured places in China to see
this develop. | have some farming property of my own ... part of my family. My
brother and | work and we are also quite intimately involved in solar. We see
how these are usually diametrically opposed to one another. In other parts of
the world and in other parts of the U.S., land is coming out of farming
production and going into solar energy production.

We feel it is a mistake and that the right way to do this is to combine the two
so that you get a benefit from the infrastructure that is brought in which is
considerable for solar development. You can use a higher-value crop, which
could include things like automation and taking advantage of the crop canopy
temperatures, to actually lower temperature where the solar panels are to
increase their efficiency.

With my own personal experience in being part of solar development, as well as
part of farming, it was somewhat natural to be a champion of getting this to be
recognized in Nevada as it is elsewhere in the country, but to have Nevada be a
leader in this area.

SENATOR Buck:

Would this project pass this abatement process? You are essentially kind of
picking winners and losers and kind of circumventing the process. What is so
special about this project?

SENATOR OHRENSCHALL:

Certainly S.B. 355, if it passes with the amendment, will promote agrivoltaics
and ecovoltaics, which is a combination of being able to harvest the power of
the sun—solar energy, clean energy —that does not have the carbon footprint of
fossil fuel energy. But it also allows for cultivated land, crops, livestock grazing,
beekeeping or ecovoltaics, where we try not to harm the natural environment
and not to disturb undisturbed lands. | believe that the two can be in harmony
and that this would promote that. That is my intent with S.B. 355.
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SENATOR Buck:
| like the end goal, but why not just go through the abatement process so that
way it is truly vetted?

SENATOR OHRENSCHALL:

With the amendment, | feel | have responded to some of the concerns of local
government in terms of trying to have the county commissioners be the
guardrail to make sure that that number is met as to how much of the project is
agrivoltaics.

This is an incentive and incentivizes the development of these projects, which
will benefit everyone, and they are good for the environment. They are good for
clean renewable energy.

VINSON GUTHREAU (Executive Director, Nevada Association of Counties):

We represent the collective interest for all 17 Nevada counties. | want to first
thank the sponsor. He did meet with us and always has an open-door policy on
issues that affect individuals for the legislation that he is introducing.

| just recently received the amendment and have not had a full opportunity to
digest it. | still think we have some issues. While there is an expansion of the
response time, which | think would help smaller jurisdictions, it also limits what
we can respond to. We are still opposed for a variety of reasons: it limits public
input, county oversight and it does circumvent the process. | think we will
continue to have some conversations around some of the language in this
amendment. We really appreciate it, but right now the Nevada Association of
Counties is opposed to this bill.

TAYLOR ALLISON (Lyon County):

We do appreciate Senator Ohrenschall’s efforts to return the county commission
to the decision-making process. However, we are going to have to continue in
opposition. While we are not opposed to ecovoltaics or agrivoltaics, we believe
that local oversight by the county commissioners is essential in evaluating and
citing any impacts of solar projects, including those that incorporate agrivoltaics
and ecovoltaics.

The BLM Western Solar Plan identifies almost 40 percent of the BLM-managed
land in Lyon County that is now eligible for solar applications. It is imperative
that local governments retain authority to assess how these projects align with
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local land use priorities and engage with the applicants to address community
needs, such as the preservation of critical natural resources and the customs,
culture and economy of our region, as well as the mitigation of natural hazards,
such as wildfire prevention and stormwater drainage.

MARK FIORENTINO (Nye County):

Senator Ohrenschall has always had an open-door policy. He did take the time
to meet with us and listen to our concerns. Unfortunately, the proposed
amendment doesn't address the heart of our concerns. | think the testimony
was that what we are trying to do here is to make agrivoltaics a recognized part
of renewable energy facilities. It is something that we should be considering.

To be clear, Nye County does not object to that concept, but this bill goes far
beyond making them part of the recognized facilities. It specifically exempts
those types of facilities from a finding that the financial benefit of the project
exceeds the loss in tax revenue. Under the current statutory scheme, if you are
a renewable energy project in a rural county like Nye County, the State has to
make a finding that the financial benefits outweigh the loss in revenue. The
county commissioners get the opportunity to make that same finding.

This bill takes that finding away at both levels. With respect to the amendment,
with all due respect, it does not address that concern. The amendment now just
says the county commissioners can keep control over the decision on whether
the projects are 36 percent agrivoltaics. It still takes away our authority, and the
State's authority, to determine whether they make financial sense. So
unfortunately, we too remain opposed but happy if we can find some
compromise that does not take away that authority of the counties to protect
themselves.

AHSHA TRIBBLE (Eureka County):

We are testifying in opposition to this bill as we cannot support a bill that
eliminates county input and development that directly affects the county.
Additionally, Eureka County has concerns that there appears to be several
loopholes in this bill that could allow for gaming agrivoltaics and ecovoltaics,
while not actually being integrated into the agricultural or ecological benefits.

We are now aware of the amendment that may address some of these
concerns. However, we cannot support S.B. 355 until the said issues are
resolved.
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SENATOR OHRENSCHALL:

| think the effort towards agrivoltaics and ecovoltaics has the chance to make
Nevada a leader in harmonious coexistence of solar energy production with
agriculture, livestock raising, beekeeping and sustainable environmental policy. |
am certainly willing to keep talking to all the stakeholders and see if | can
address their concerns. | had hoped that | had with the amendment, but | want
to keep working with them.

CHAIR NGUYEN:
| will close the hearing on S.B. 355, and we will move to public comment.

TRoY ARIAS (President, Automotive Services Alliance of Nevada):

| am the president of the Automotive Services Alliance of Nevada and owner of
AA DMV Services in Las Vegas. | am here today to ask this committee to give
S.B. 243 a hearing.

SENATE BILL 243: Makes various changes relating to motor vehicles.
(BDR 43-964)

This bill will codify us into Nevada Law and [enable us as] a registration services
company to continue to provide services to customers, including the most
vulnerable.

| represent over 140 companies in Nevada, and | have been operating legally for
decades. | am a second-generation business owner. My parents started the
business in 2001. In 2015, my dad passed and my brother and | took over the
company. We were able to retire my mom.

We are extremely dedicated to providing high-quality service to all consumers
and are proud of the communities we serve and represent. Please consider
giving S.B. 243 a hearing. It is our livelihoods, and 140 companies depend on
me being here. It is the future of our industry.

KRISTIE BALDASARRE (Done and Done DMV Service):

| am the owner and operator and have been doing this for 13 years. There are
three of us and we are family-owned and, operated. | was born and raised in
Las Vegas. | love this town, and | love the opportunity that | have to give back
to my community. We are a no-nonsense service, and we take this responsibility
very seriously. We have a revolving door of regular customers who love the
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service that we provide. They are thankful and they share their positive
experiences with their families. | would strongly encourage you to hold a
hearing for S.B. 243. This is the [Senate Committee on Growth and
Infrastructure] and | encourage growth.

DENISE BITTNER (B & L DMV Services; Nevada Tags and Titles):

We have been in business for over 26 years serving this community. What we
do, what all of the services do, is assist in helping customers who have a
difficult time going to the DMV or just understanding the paperwork or anything
else. Basically, though we service the whole community, we assist truckers and
any other business that has a fleet of vehicles. We strongly urge you to hear
S.B. 243.

JOHN KouTsuLis (DMV License Service):

| started my DMV registration service over 24 years ago, serving essentially all
of Nevada, but primarily the Las Vegas and Henderson neighborhoods. | am
partnered up with the largest dealerships in the State, including AutoNation, the
Findlay [Auto] Group, the Gaudin [Automotive] Group, the Towbin family of
stores and also Cardinaley Way [Mazda]. | also have a retail office that enjoys
residual business for my successful 24 years of servicing amazing clients.

| believe hearing and passing S.B. 243 would be one of the most successful bills
to ever go through legislation. You would have the residents, your constituents
and your voters happy that they can continue to utilize this amazing
convenience and free up much needed time—the time that every individual and
family needs during these times that seem to rob us of our precious free time.

No one forces our customers to use our services, but they choose to bypass
going to the DMV office to enjoy personal and professional services. This isn't
like getting your car towed and you are forced to deal with a company to
retrieve your car. This is a choice of convenience.

We can all go out to our local grocer and purchase lunchmeat and some bread
and make our own sandwiches. But many times, we make the choice to visit a
retailer like Jimmy John's, Jersey Mikes, and Jason's Deli for someone to make
our sandwich for us. We pay a price for that convenience, but we are happy to
pay that price for the convenience. If we did not like the sandwich or service,
we can choose not to go back to the establishment. Our DMV service is the
same concept as that sandwich shop and convenience.
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It's been said that taking away technicians from the window to service our
industry only backs up the general public servicing. We actually prove more
efficient since the work that we bring to the DMV is all the proper paperwork
filled out and ready to go. No running to the car, stalling the technician or
needing to go book another appointment because we do not have all the
documents needed for that specific transaction.

One step further, if we are given the ability similar to what AAA can do to
process registrations and titles, we now become a force multiplier for the State
for virtually no cost to the State at all. The new Rapid Registration still requires
a technician to process work sent to the DMV and an appointment by the client
to pick up completed paperwork. In reality, the DMV is still processing the same
number of jobs with the same number of technicians. But from what | can tell,
[there are] now longer transaction times. Trying to book an appointment online
still takes about a month to get in. Meanwhile, your DRS [Dealer, Rebuilder, or
Lessor's Report of Sale] expires and late fees accrue. With this bill passed, the
State now has a professional force ready to cut down those wait times and
make the residents of our State happy with the DMV, and the decision to
include us as a part of the team.

GARY BALDASARRE (GB Computers):

| am the owner of a small computer company, and my main clientele are the
people in my generation. As | talk with my customers, | get this fear that they
are not going to be able to navigate the new system that the DMV is trying to
put in place right now. We are all aware of what needs to be done and
accomplished. Many of the people that | work with and support do not have the
knowledge, the capability or the inclination to be able to use the new systems
that you are trying to put in place.

Having third-party DMVs makes it incredibly easy for them; they are able to
keep their cars available and within the law and regulations of the State.

JOSHUA KING (DMV Snap):

| am the owner of DMV Snap in Henderson, Nevada. | have been doing this for
about two years, although | was exposed to the industry over a decade ago.
What | can say is the public at large is extremely grateful for the service that we
provide. In my first look at S.B. 243, | see it as sort of a win-win for not only
the DMV but for our services as well. Being able to process plates and other
transactions within our offices is going to take that workload away from the
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DMV, enabling them to serve more of the public at large and opening up options
for Nevadans. | think it is definitely worth a hearing. | think that Nevadans in
general would definitely be in support of it.

MIRIAM JIMENEZ (Rapid Insurance):

| have owned Rapid Insurance, a third-party DMV service, for 13 years.
Currently, | have six employees. My business is woman-owned, minority-owned,
and family-owned. The reason | am here is to petition for a hearing of S.B. 243.
This bill is of great importance to our community.

For many small businesses like me, throughout the years we have complied with
various State petitions such as proper licensing, background checks and
obtaining bonds. We have become licensed, insured and bonded, and we are
well qualified. The approval of a bill like this would help us continue to serve the
Las Vegas community with completion of DMV services, as well as to maintain
and keep our small businesses afloat. Respectfully, | ask the committee to grant
a hearing for S.B. 243 as the future of my business depends on it.

DANIELA CHAVEZ (Coronado DMV Services):

| own my DMV service company that is women- and minority-owned. | hope to
grow my business in future years. | ask this committee to support a hearing for
S.B. 243.

JENNIFER WILLS (My Car Lady):

| have a registration service that has great value in our community. My
household is also multigenerational. This business not only supports my family,
but my parents as well. | also have two employees who work for me and this
business supports their families as well.

We have several repeat customers who appreciate our service, and right now
with everybody's changes in lifestyles and how busy they are, they do not have
time to go to the DMV. In Nevada, people have varying schedules of different
times and different work schedules; that's common in our community. Our goal
here is to give people back some of their precious time. We strongly encourage
a hearing for S.B. 243.

SHERI WILLIAMSON (Done and Done DMV Services):
| am also here to support S.B. 243 as a lot of families and people in the
community rely on our services.
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DANIEL CARRILLO-GIORDANO (Done and Done DMV Services):
| am in support of S.B. 243.

CAROLYN BARRAGATO (Done and Done DMV Services):

| work for Done and Done DMV Services, and | am here to support S.B. 243. It
is an essential need in the 24-hour city that we live in. A lot of people rely on
us, all of us, all of our services. | do support this.

EVGUENY SHAKIROV (Mobile DMV Services):

| am a small business owner, and | have owned Mobile DMV Services for almost
five years. | have worked in this industry for ten years. | represent my business
and over 100 businesses across Nevada. | am asking this committee to please
have a hearing for S.B. 243 because the future of my business and other
businesses like me depend on it.

This is an absolutely crucial bill for a lot of businesses. A lot of Nevadans use
third-party DMV services. | also want to say a big thank you to the Governor's
office for support for our industry through these difficult times. Our families and
current livelihood will be severely impacted if this bill fails. We really need your
support since our American dream depends on this bill. Our industry helps tens
of thousands of new audiences deal with DMV and to skip the DMV visit, and |
fully support it.

ABIGAL DiAz (Liberty VIP Services):

| am the owner of Liberty VIP Services, and | have been in business for
12 years. | support S.B. 243 because it is giving me the opportunity as a single
mom to provide for my children. Not only that, but | am also able to provide
jobs for my employees. | am also able to provide for the community and give
them different options. They are able to select if they want to use my service or
go directly to the DMV and conduct their transaction. | fully support S.B. 243.

Ms. GIRON:

| am a widower and the owner of the Giron Driving School. We have been in
business since 1998. | am a driving instructor, and | offer DMV services. |
support S.B. 243 so we can continue helping the community with our
registration business. It would be great if you consider this new bill and give us
the opportunity to continue serving the public.



Senate Committee on Growth and Infrastructure
April 2, 2025
Page 55

BRIAN FOSTER (THE DMV DUDE):
| own THE DMV DUDE service, and | am here to support S.B. 243 for DMV
registration services.

FrRANcCISCO ARIAS (AA DMV Services):

| am one of the owners of one of the DMV services here in Las Vegas. | have
been in business for 24 years with my brother. We are happy that we have
taken on these roles as entrepreneurs and business owners. | want to thank the
committee for taking take the time to listen to each one of us. It means a lot,
not just to me and my office, but to everybody that is sitting here and listening
to having an opportunity to have a hearing for S.B. 243.

Being a business owner for 24 years has been amazing. It has grown an
awesome passion within me to help the community. Just to share the people's
comments, it brings joy to me. It is a blessing to me well as for anybody that is
here on this call.

Everybody knows and has experienced what it is to help people that come to
our offices, especially when they do not know what they are doing. They just
want to get things done. They know | can get it done and they have the
confidence in me to do it for them. That just tells me that | have been doing
right by them. This opportunity has arisen for us, and | hope that you find in
your hearts to consider us having a hearing for S.B. 243.

Luls BLONDET:

| am here in support S.B. 243. There's a lot of us customers that depend on it.
The service providers can navigate the system quite well and they're available
any time you want. They are available during lunch and during breaks before
and after work. They know everything and they handle everything. So let's
reciprocate some of that [good] will by supporting S.B. 243. It is good for the
community, and it is good for us.

BRANDI KIMMETT:

| work for a DMV services company here in Las Vegas. | have been with them
for six years. This is my livelihood. If this bill is not heard and given the
opportunity to be heard, it will destroy not only the financial income | have
coming in to help support myself and my child, but it will destroy a lot of other
hard-working families out here in this community, along with the customers and
the public that are struggling to get into the DMV. It is way too hard for them to
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get in there, making an appointment only to be shut out and told that they are
missing documents and have to return and make another appointment to come
back a month or more later.

This opportunity to support S.B. 243 will give us an opportunity to continue to
help the public. It will help those people that are doing these jobs to continue to
have the opportunity to support themselves and their families. Please —we are
begging you—to consider this and give us the hearing that we deserve and help
and support S.B. 243.

MiICHAEL ARNOPP (DMV Solutions):

We've been in the DMV services business for about 16 years. | started the
business with a small goal, to provide a service for the community and to pay
for my daughter's college, but it has become much more than that. It is my
livelihood, and it contributes to my mortgage, my taxes; it puts food on my
table and so forth.

| really like what we are doing here. | think S.B. 243 is an excellent idea
because we just want to get a hearing on it and get the public involved as much
as we can. | am respectfully requesting this committee to please have a hearing
on S.B. 243 because the future of my business, and everybody else on the
phone, depends on it.

YOLANDA RODRIQUEZ (Fast DMV Services):

| started with one Fast DMV Services, and | have grown to three locations. |
have been in business for over 14 years, and | currently employ ten people. | am
calling because | wanted to see if you can give me the opportunity of a hearing
for S.B. 243. It will definitely impact the growth for us as a small and
home-owned business.

Most of the employees that | have are single moms, and they look forward to
continuing working because their schedules are really flexible. | hope that you
can give a chance to hear S.B. 243. That way it can help all our small
businesses. There are over 241 businesses in the Las Vegas area alone that will
be affected if this bill is not heard. Please, | ask that you have a hearing on
S.B. 243.
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LINOSHKA RODRIGUEZ:

| am calling in support to get a hearing for S.B. 243. | work for a DMV Services
company, and | have seen firsthand the positive impact it has on the
community.

RYLIE COLLINS:
| strongly support S.B. 243.

BLANCA OCHOA:

| am calling in support of S.B. 243 to please be heard. | am a Nevada consumer,
and | have used DMV services. | understand how valuable these services are to
the community. There are so many people in the community who really need
this type of service: construction workers, casino workers and people with
schedules that just won't allow them to make it to the DMV. Even when people
are able to make an appointment, many times they are lost because they are
just not able to get the time off from work. Please, | ask it as a Nevada
consumer in support of S.B. 243, please let this hearing go through.
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CHAIR NGUYEN:
We will close public comment, and this meeting is adjourned at 6:25 p.m.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED:

Paula Peters,
Committee Secretary

APPROVED BY:

Senator Rochelle T. Nguyen, Chair

DATE:
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