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SUMMARY OF MOTIONS PASSED
The following table provides a summary of the motions passed during the meeting.
December 6, 2013 Nevada Land Management Task Force
General Topic or
Action

Motions Passed

Approval of the
Meeting’s Agenda
November 1, 2013
Task Force
Meeting Minutes
Meeting
Adjournment

Chairman Dahl accepted a motion from the floor which was seconded to accept the
agenda for the meeting. The motion passed unanimously by a voice vote.
Chairman Dahl accepted a motion from the floor which was seconded to accept the
minutes from the November 1, 2013, Task Force meeting. The motion passed
unanimously by a voice vote.
Chair Dahl accepted a motion which was seconded by Commissioner Laurie Carson
(White Pine County) to adjourn the meeting.

Page of
Meeting
Minutes
6
6

15

SUMMARY OF ACTION ITEMS ASSIGNED
The following action items were assigned during the meeting.
Party
Assigned
Action
Task Force
Members

Page of
Meeting
Minutes
12

Send the letter and questionnaire to all Task Force members,
which can be posted on their County web sites at their
discretion.

Dagny
Stapleton

12

Topics for future Task Force meetings should be e-mailed to
Dagny Stapleton at the NACO office in Carson City.

Task Force
Members

14

General Topic
or Action
NACO/Intertech
Services, Inc.
Letter to
Stakeholders
NACO/Intertech
Services, Inc.
Letter to
Stakeholders
Topics for
Future Meetings

Action
NACO asked the Task Force if there were any additional
stakeholders who should receive the letter and questionnaire.
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CALL TO ORDER
Demar Dahl, Chairman of the Nevada Land Management Task Force and Elko County Commissioner, called the
meeting to order at 10:08 AM by asking Lander County Commissioner Patsy Waits to lead the participants in the Pledge
of Allegiance. Chair Dahl welcomed and thanked everyone for being part of the Task Force’s efforts, and identified
locations1 across the State where people were joining via video conference. Chair Dahl introduced Tony Rampton, Utah’s
Assistant Attorney General.

ROLL CALL
Dagny Stapleton, Deputy Director of the Nevada Association of Counties (NACO), conducted a roll call of the Task
Force (Attachment 1) to ensure a quorum was present. Attachment 1 also identifies other individuals attending the
meeting.

OPENING COMMENTS
Chair Dahl reminded everyone that Nelson Mandela, a hero to Chair Dahl and great man who taught many people around
the world how to get along and work together, died yesterday. One of the Nelson Mandela’s quotes that Chair Dahl
remembers was “education is one of the most powerful weapons for changing the world.” Chair Dahl believes the Task
Force has become educated as it continues to obtain information concerning the transfer of public lands to the State,
consolidating that information, and passing it along to the legislature.
An individual who did not identify himself mentioned that Vivian Freeman, an Assemblywoman in the Nevada State
Legislature from 1987 through 2001, also recently passed away.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Two speakers (inset to right) provided comment during the meeting’s first
public comment period. Each speaker was limited to three minutes for their
presentation and was encouraged to submit a written statement. In addition,
five public comments were received by e-mail (Attachments 2 through 6),
which were read into the record.

Public Comment Speakers
Terri Robertson
Nancy Gentis
Friends of Sloan

Terri Robertson provided a written statement (Attachment 7). Not included
in her written statement but raised in her verbal presentation was the fact that the Task Force comprises of 17
representatives of which 16 represent rural Nevada with one representing Clark County. Considering the State’s
population of 2,758,931, the single Clark County Task Force member represents 2,000,759 residents while the remaining
members each represent 758,172 residents. She believes the Task Force is representative of how the Legislature works where rural counties gather together and work against Clark County, which, she believes, is the “financial engine” running
the State. Ms. Robertson also indicated that Chair Dahl who has supported turning federal lands over to the State must be
very happy serving as Chair of the Task Force.
She believes the only purpose of the transfer of public lands to the State is to allow the State to sell those lands into
private ownership. She expressed how people who move from states with little or no public land to Nevada must feel
when they can walk, ride, and learn to love the public lands in Nevada, which are the State’s greatest treasure that must be
preserved and protected. She isn’t concerned with the hardships experienced by ranchers and others who depend on the

1

NACO office in Carson City, Humboldt County Courthouse in Winnemucca, Elko County Complex, and Mark Squillace, a law
professor from Boulder, Colorado.
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public lands but cares about being able to drive and walk where she wanted and to continue to live in a State she loves.
She will be grateful to see the end of the ridiculous idea of transferring the federal lands to the State.
Nancy Gentis representing Friends of Sloan Canyon indicated that the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has a
“multiple use” philosophy for managing the public lands, which allows everyone to use those lands. She believes that
under private ownership only certain people would be able to continue using those lands. She doesn’t believe Nevada has
the resources to manage the land if it were transferred to the State. Having moved to Nevada from Indiana, she has come
to love the deserts of Nevada and would like to keep the public lands available to everyone.
Chair Dahl introduced and welcomed Nevada Assemblyman Paul Aizley, who is a member of the Nevada Interim
Legislative Public Lands Committee. To date, Task Force meetings have provided a good opportunity to hear all sides
concerning the issue concerning the transfer lands from the federal government to the State. The Task Force has been and
continues to be conscientious of involving and allowing all stakeholders to participate in the process.
Chair Dahl indicated that a presentation at a previous Task Force meeting from Mike Baughman of Intertech Services,
Inc., addressed a proposal to broaden the scope of two 1990s studies addressing the possible transfer of public lands.
Based on a recommendation from the Task Force, NACO has entered into a contract with Intertech Services, Inc. to
update and broaden the 1994 study, which has shown the State of Nevada can afford to manage its public lands. When
asked by Chair Dahl, Dagny Stapleton indicated Intertech Services, Inc.’s draft report is expected in the spring, 2014 with
the final report ready for submission to the Public Lands Committee during the summer. Chair Dahl requested the draft
report be received as soon as possible to allow anyone wishing to present additional information or a position which
refutes the findings and facts in the study have sufficient time to do so prior to the submission of the final report to the
Public Lands Committee. Chair Dahl invited those who have information or a position which can refute the information
presented at Task Force meetings to submit such information to the Task Force as soon as possible.
Terri Robertson, a member of the audience, asked how Intertech Services, Inc. was chosen to complete the study that
shows Nevada has the money to manage the public lands. Chair Dahl explained that the Task Force had been made aware
of a study completed in the 1990s addressing the economics of the transfer of public lands, which was one task given to
the Task Force by the State Legislature. Subsequently, the Task Force received the presentation addressing the 1990’s
study after which the Task Force determined the study needed to be updated and broadened to be included in their effort.
Chair Dahl indicated that he brought the study up at this meeting to ensure everyone was aware of and had opportunity to
review the 1994 – 1996 study, which is available on the NACO website (www.nvnaco.org). Chair Dahl also indicated the
updated report will be made available to everyone. Chair Dahl invited everyone to review the updated report, once it is
available, and, if they disagree with its findings, to challenge the report. At that point, Terri Robertson threatened to leave
the meeting at which time Commissioner Tom Collins (Clark County) welcomed everyone and indicated he was glad
that everyone had opportunity to meet Ms. Robertson, who, he believes, has been instrumental in completing many good
things in Clark County. Commissioner Collins made an offer to have his office as well as Marci Henson from Clark
County obtain the background information referenced by Chair Dahl. Ms. Robertson indicated that she was more
interested in understanding the process by which Intertech Services, Inc. was given tax dollars to complete this study.
Commissioner Collins indicated his office could obtain that information. Commissioner Collins indicated that selection
of Intertech Services, Inc. to complete the updated study was completed subjectively. Ms. Robertson asked if she could
be allowed to ask Mr. Baughman’s party affiliation. Chair Dahl reminded everyone that one of the first principles agreed
upon by the Task Force is that they would not tolerate rude behavior to which Ms. Robertson indicated she was not being
rude but a concerned citizen asking viable questions. Chair Dahl reminded Ms. Robertson that she had and will have
opportunity to participate in the public comment sessions during the meeting.
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APPROVAL OF AGENDA
MOTION: Chairman Dahl accepted a motion from the floor which was seconded to accept the agenda for the meeting.
The motion passed unanimously by a voice vote.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 1, 2013 MEETING MINUTES OF THE
NEVADA LAND MANAGEMENT TASK FORCE
MOTION: Chairman Dahl accepted a motion from the floor which was seconded to accept the minutes from the
November 1, 2013, Task Force meeting. The motion passed unanimously by a voice vote.

PRESENTATION ON PUBLIC LAND TRANSFER ISSUES SPECIFIC TO CLARK COUNTY
INCLUDING PROPOSAL TO TRANSFER PUBLIC LAND ON WHICH PERMANENT LOCAL
GOVERNMENT FACTILITIES EXIST
Scott Higginson, representing the FourSquare Group, is a consultant to the Clark County Regional
Flood Control and was also speaking on behalf of other entities in Clark County.
The purpose of Mr. Higginson’s presentation, which is available on the NACO website, was to give
the Task Force an understanding of the Recreation and Public Purposes (R&PP) process, which is
used significantly in Clark County to allow local government entities access to federal lands to build
permanent facilities. Mr. Higginson recommended an alternative approach that he hopes will be
Scott Higginson
included in the Task Force’s recommendation to the Legislative Public Lands Committee that
federal legislation be recommended that allows the fee title ownership of the federal lands where permanent public
facilities have been constructed through the R&PP Act or granted through Right-of-Way applications be turned over to the
entity who built those permanent structures.
Questions
Following his presentation, Mr. Higginson addressed questions from the Task Force.
1. Commissioner Tom Collins (Clark County) asked how many Counties have access to these assets. Commissioner
Nancy Boland (Esmeralda County) indicated Esmeralda County has access to the R&PP program and has rights-ofway for utilities, water treatment plant, etc. She indicated Clark County is fortunate to get R&PP leases as they tend
not to be issued to rural counties. Mr. Higginson indicated that the BLM has been supportive of R&PP leases, which
are site specific, but have expressed concern with using such leases for linear Rights-of-Way that go across large
expanses of land.
An unidentified person indicated some have expressed concern that entities get the use of federal land for a small or
no fee as compared to if the State had ownership of the land, the State or County could develop a fee. In response,
Mr. Higginson indicated that if the State were to obtain ownership of the federal lands, it would probably hear the
same local government request that they shouldn’t be charged a fee as the project(s) are for a public benefit and these
are public lands. Nancy Boland (Esmeralda County) indicated the federal government does charge a fee even to
other government entities.
2. Commissioner Paul Mathews (Lincoln County) asked if there is a mechanism for obtaining patent to the land
containing more permanent structures. Mr. Higginson indicated the entity who has an R&PP lease on the land has
“first right to buy” the land but most local governments don’t have the financial resources to meet the appraised value
of that property. Commissioner Mathews clarified his question by asking if the entity would be required to complete
Nevada Land Management Task Force
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the appraisal/sale process rather than just receive a patent transfer. Mr. Higginson indicated the appraisal/sale
process would be required.
Commissioner Virgil Arellano (Lyon County) informed Chair Dahl he would be leaving the video conference at
approximately 12:30 PM but would like some time prior to leaving to speak on some issues.
3. Commissioner Vaughn Hartung (Washoe County) indicated Washoe County does not have any permanent
facilities under R&PP lease.
4. Mike Stremler (Pershing County) indicated that the Task Force has been asked to approach this effort as if the land
will be transferred to the State and to assess the implications of such a transfer. He asked if Mr. Higginson foresaw
any downfalls for Clark County if the lands were managed by the State. Mr. Higginson believes Clark County would
have some of the same issues as they currently have with BLM which is why he is recommending the title for the land
on which permanent public facilities are built revert to the local government entity. Mr. Stremler recommended to
Chair Dahl that a list of such recommendations should be maintained.
5. Commissioner Tom Collins (Clark County) explained that the appropriate steps would be for the Task Force to
recommend the State Legislature pass legislation addressing the suggestion made by Mr. Higginson while also
encouraging Congress to pass federal legislation turning the land on which permanent public facilities exist over to
the local entities who own that those facilities. Mr. Higginson stated that such an action would require federal
legislation; not State legislation. The Task Force would develop a recommendation requesting the State Legislature’s
support for federal legislation to accomplish the transfer of ownership of lands containing permanent public facilities
to the entity owning those facilities.

PRESENTATION ON THE SOUTHERN NEVADA PUBLIC LANDS MANAGEMENT ACT
(SNPLMA)
Karla Norris, Assistant District Manager for the Southern Nevada Public Lands Management Act
(SNPLMA) located in the BLM’s Southern Nevada District Office in Las Vegas, summarized the
history surrounding disposal of public lands managed by the BLM and provided an overview of
the SNPLMA legislation and program. Her presentation is available on the NACO website.
Highlights of the presentation addressed various pieces
of legislation in place prior to 1976, which required the
Karla Norris
disposal of public lands to facilitate settlement of the
western United States. With passage of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), Congress declared public lands should be
retained in federal ownership, unless, as a result of land use planning, disposal
would serve the national interest. FLPMA also declared that the public lands
would be managed for several purposes (inset to right).
SNPLMA was enacted in 1998 to provide for the orderly disposal of certain
federal lands in Clark County and to expand the sale proceeds and other
revenues for purposes identified in the Act. Over 15 years of implementation,
sale of public lands in Clark County have generated over $3.3 billion which has
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been used to approve over 1,200 projects in 8 major categories 2 over 14 Rounds.
During the presentation, Commissioner Tom Collins (Clark County) indicated that one of the issues within Clark
County is the emphasis placed by BLM on trails versus other more useful park amenities. Commissioner Collins
emphasized there are parks in Clark County that have other needs and it is easier to get trails or sidewalks approved than
other park amenities. He suggested that if there is another amendment to SNPLMA, he would like to see that issue
addressed. In response, Ms. Norris indicated that many types of park amenities are eligible for SNPLMA funding. BLM
considers the projects as submitted by the local government entity. There isn’t a need to change the legislation but to
ensure other park amenities are included in the local government’s request. She encouraged the Commissioner to attend a
SNPLMA Executive Committee meeting where projects are discussed and ranked for SNPLMA funding. The current
priority within the Parks, Trails, and Natural Areas category, where most park projects are funded, is “serving underserved
communities” which include most of the smaller remote communities in southern Nevada.
Questions
Following her presentation, Ms. Norris addressed questions from the Task Force.
1. Commissioner Tom Collins (Clark County) highlighted that there have been some extremely nice facilitates
constructed using SNPLMA funding including the Clark County Shooting Complex for $63 million. He expressed a
concern that when there were huge amounts of money available, many projects were too fluffy and not as practical as
they could have been.

PRESENTATION ON THE ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF THE CONSTITUTIONALITY OF A STATE
DEMAND FOR TRANSFER OF ALL FEDERAL PUBLIC LANDS
Chair Dahl explained that since people have been talking about the transfer of public lands to the State, there has been an
issue as to the constitutionality of the proposal. Some take the position that it is not constitutional while overs firmly
believe it is. To address this issue, the Task Force asked two speakers to present arguments as the constitutionality issue.
Tony Rampton, Utah’s Assistant Attorney General, addressed why he
believes the transfer of public lands is constitutional.
Mr. Rampton indicated there are three basic questions
which must be answered to address the constitutionality
issue (inset to right.)
Mr. Rampton indicated that fundamentally enabling
legislation for all of the western public land States’ are
identical. In addressing Question 1, Mr. Rampton indicated the Supreme Court
found in 1980 that the State’s enabling acts equaite to contracts between the
Federal government and the State within which each party entering into the
contact is entitled to be benefit of their bargain. When defining the “bargain”
struck in the enabling legislation, Mr. Rampton reveiwed two clauses of
Nevada’s enabling act, which, if read together, can be interrupted two different
ways. One as mandating the federal government to dispose of the public lands
or, secondly, as the federal government having discretion to dispose of the
Tony Rampton

Legal Questions to be Answered
1. What was the intent of the State’s
enabling act that the federal
government would, within a
reasonable period of time, dispose of
the public lands?
2. If the response to Question 1 is “Yes”,
may the United States Congress get
out from underneath the contract using
the property clause of the United State
Constitution?
3. If the responses to Questions 1 and 2
is “Yes”, what is the State’s remedy
because the United States government
is not disposing of the public lands?

2

Parks, Trails and Natural Areas; Clark County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan; Lake Tahoe Restoration Act Projects;
Hazardous Fuels Reduction & Wildfire Prevention; Eastern Nevada Landscape Restoration Project; Environmentally Sensitive Land
Acquisitions; Capital Improvements; and Conservation Initiatives.
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public lands. To answer the ambiguity raised by these interpretations, one must look at the historical context in which the
contract (enabling language) was developed. Mr. Rampton provided a summary of the historical context at the time of the
Nevada and Utah enabling legistation. Mr. Rampton believes that disposal of the federal lands was clearly intended by
both the United States government and the State at the time of the enabling legislation.
To answer the second question, it is important to review the body of property clause case law over the past 200 years,
which Mr. Rampton indicated has been interpreted very broadly. He reviewed various property clauses cases including
Kleppe versus New Mexico (1976). None of the property clause case law has addressed the question if the property
clause can trump a State’s enabling act. There are two recent Supreme Court cases which deal with enabling acts,3 which
may provide some direction to the question of if the property clause trumps a State’s enabling legislation.
In summary, Mr. Rampton indicated there is a “good faith” argument that could be made as to the constitutionality of the
transfer of public lands to the State. It would be a tough case to make as there is precedence going against the argument
but it is a case he would be willing to make in a court of law. Currently, the United States Supreme Court looks fondly on
States’ rights and, he believes, there is a possibility if that the property clause question were presented to this Supreme
Court, it could rule in the State’s favor. Mr. Rampton also indicated that winning the property clause question does not
settle the matter. The last (third) question which must be answered is “what is the State’s remedy?” Identifying the
remedy is another tough question which would need to be addressed.
In closing, Mr. Rampton stressed that the issues shouldn’t be resolved based on emotion or ideology but on pragmatism
and the law. He believes Nevada is approaching the issue appropriately by being careful and taking things one step at a
time. He commends the State for its approach to an important question having a major effect on things such as revenues,
education, and jobs.

PRESENTATION ON THE ARGUMENT AGAINST THE CONSTITUTIONALITY OF A STATE
DEMAND FOR TRANSFER OF ALL FEDERAL PUBLIC LANDS
Mark Squillace, a Professor of Law at the University of Colorado, provided a verbal presentation and
submitted a written statement (Attachment 8) addressing why he believes the transfer of public lands is
unconstitutional.
In summary, Mr. Squillace addressed two important sections of Nevada’s enabling legislation – Sections
4 and 10 – as well as pertinent property clause case law. 4 Mr. Squillace closed his presentation by
suggesting other alternative avenues such as land exchange or working with Congress to change the
Mark Squillace
General Mining Act to increase the State’s control over certain public lands that it believes would benefit
from closer State management.
Following Mr. Squillace’s presentation, Mr. Rampton was provided opportunity to make any additional arguments. In
response, Mr. Rampton indicated the “forever” disclaimer language appearing in Nevada’s enabling act also appears in
every single enabling act in the country going back to the original thirteen colonies. In order for the federal government
to obtain a marketable title so it can disposal of the public land, it first needs the States to cede the lands to the federal
government and disclaim title to the public lands. Without such a disclaimer, the federal government could not do what it
agreed to do in the enabling legislation. Mr. Rampton also indicated the Section 10 language of the Nevada enabling act “which shall be sold” – can be read one of two ways, which makes it an ambiguous clause. He doesn’t understand Mr.
Squillace’s argument that Section 10 is not an ambiguous clause. Mr. Rampton indicated he doesn’t have concerns with
the characterization of the body of property clause law decided by the U. S. Supreme Court as presented by Mr. Squillace.
3
4

Andrus v. the State of Utah (1980) and Hawaii v. the Office of Hawaiian Affairs (2009).
United States v. Gratiot (1840); United States v. San Francisco (1940); Kleppe v. New Mexico (1976); Pollard v. Hagan (1845).
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Mr. Rampton doesn’t place stock in the Pollard v. Hagan case (1845) that was an “equal footing” case. It is important to
recognize that none of the property clause cases dealt with enabling acts and he doesn’t believe Mr. Squillace’s suggested
alternative avenues would be viable.
Following Mr. Rampton’s response, Mr. Squillace was given opportunity to make additional arguments. Mr. Squillace
indicated he and Mr. Rampton will have to “agree to disagree” in relation to the language in Section 10 of the enabling
legislation and that there is no credible argument that the State’s enabling legislation trumps federal law.
Questions
Following these presentations, Mr. Rampton and Mr. Squillace addressed questions from the Task Force.
1. Mike Stremler (Pershing County) indicated that the U. S. Supreme Court ruled in favor of the State of New Mexico
in a 1978 water law decision which found the State owned the water. His question to Mr. Rampton was if water is
considered a property issue and, secondly, would the definition of the U. S. Supreme Court that “lands with rights and
claims attached are not public lands” put a “cloud” on the title of the land based on different laws passed by Congress
such as the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 where a grazing preference was adjudicated.
Mr. Rampton responded by stating that comparing water and land is like comparing “apples” and “oranges.” You
cannot use western water law concepts for land. It is generally agreed across the west that the water initially belongs
to the States’ subject to certain reserved water rights held by Federal and tribal governments. In response to his
second question addressing the U. S. Supreme Court’s definition of “land with rights and claims are not public lands,”
Mr. Rampton indicated that he was not familiar with the definition but it was pretty well agreed that BLM land is
public land even though it is subject to grazing rights, rights-of-way, etc. Mr. Rampton does not believe an argument
could be made that it is not public land.
2. Commissioner Tom Collins (Clark County) indicated that one key aspects left out of the discussion was denial of
access to public land. The example provided was the closure of roads preventing access to ranch properties which
have existed on public lands for generations. Mr. Rampton responded by indicating he is the leading attorney for the
Utah Attorney General’s office concerning 26 law suits brought against the federal government to protect rights-ofway under Revised Statute 2477 for over 12,000 roads, which is an issue similar to the example given.

DISCUSSION ON OPTIONS FOR MANAGEMENT OF ANY PUBLIC LANDS TRANSFERRED
FROM THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO NEVADA
Mr. Mike Baughman from Intertech Services, Inc. provided an overview of a decision hierarchy tool (Attachment 9) that
might be useful to frame what Task Force members view as a management structure for the transfer of public lands. Mr.
Baughman described how the decision hierarchy tool should be used. Under Option 1, there are four choices: A1 – Full
Title, A2 – Partial Title, A3 – Land Use Control, and A4 – Contract Management. Once one choice is selected, the person
would consider the choices outlined in Option B and continue in that manner until Option Q is reached. It was suggested
Task Force members complete an exercise of working through the various options outlined in the hierarchy tool. At the
end of the process, the person would have a concept of their vision of how the transfer of public lands would look and the
management might work.
Mr. Baughman suggested having each member of the Task Force complete their analysis using the decision hierarchy tool
and send the results to NACO within the next 30 days. The inputs could be reviewed to determine commonalities of
approach and where there are significant differences. Additional time would need to be spent resolving the differences.
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At the Task Force’s November 1st meeting, presentations were given by the Sierra Club, Nevada Conservation League,
and the Farm Bureau. From those presentations and other discussions, Chair Dahl believes the Task Force members are
not that far apart on many of the issues. One concern expressed at several meetings including comments made today
addresses the loss of access to the public lands. Chair Dahl indicated the Task Force is pretty much in agreement that
access to public lands transferred to the State should be continue as well as the multiple uses that occur on those lands.
Uses occurring on the lands prior to the transfer should be allowed after the transfer of the lands to the State has been
completed.
Another statement heard during the meetings is the public lands belong to everyone in the United States; not just to
Nevadans. Chair Dahl indicated that if they continue to be public lands after transfer to the State, everyone in the United
States will still be able to come to Nevada to hunt and fish, and use these lands.
In a conversation with a friend in the Sierra Club, Chair Dahl was told that they (the Sierra Club) doesn’t trust the State
and that they have more faith in the federal government to protect things such as access, Rights-of-Way, etc.
Commissioner Paul Mathews (Lincoln County) asked how the transfer of public land from the federal government to
the State solves the frustrations felt by those who currently work with the BLM. Pressures felt by BLM from outside
entities such as Western Watersheds, Sierra Club, various laws (Threatened/Endangered Species Act, etc.,) court cases,
etc., forces BLM to do what they do. He believes that after the transfer of public lands, we might be in the same position
but with a different agency (the State). As an example, he addressed a spring in Lincoln County where many local
citizens are asking the County to assume management responsibility for the spring so citizens have more access and more
local input into its management. From Commissioner Mathew’s perspective, the County shouldn’t take responsibility for
the spring because of the small endangered fish in the spring and the other federal agencies involved in management of
that fish. He asked the question “Have we solved the real problem with the transfer of land from one agency to another or
do we bring all that baggage with us?” In response, Chair Dahl indicated two things would change with the transfer of
public lands to the State (1) how sage grouse would be managed and (2) ability to sit down and discuss issues with
someone face-to-face within the State versus having to travel to Washington. Commissioner Mathews agreed with Chair
Dahl concerning the concept of management control closer to the ground is better but suggested we should recognize the
constraints that BLM is required to work under and try to cure some of those problems as well.
Commissioner Boland (Esmeralda County) followed up on the concern expressed by Commissioner Mathews stating
that it is her personal feeling that we could be moving from one disaster to another; however, she felt Commission
Mathew’s concern is one the Task Force should discuss more thoroughly. She believes that as the Task Force discusses
additional management issues, Commissioner Mathew’s concern will also be more thoroughly addressed.
Commissioner Jerri Tipton (Mineral County) stated there are many individuals who don’t trust the State but would like
to discuss what would need to be changed at the State level to guarantee access, multiple use, etc. to the transferred lands
under State management. She suggested that at each meeting there be discussion on specific portions of State law and
how those portions should be amended to resolve issues. Chair Dahl responded that as the Task Force works through
proposals received from Intertech Services, Inc., there will be opportunity to do what Commissioner Tipton suggested.
Commissioner Laurie Carson (White Pine County) indicated she is interested in discussing how individual counties
will be able to participate in identifying the administration and management of the property that the counties wish to have
acquired.
Commissioner Tom Collins (Clark County) indicated most of the federal grazing permits in Clark County have been
sold to Clark County. During his years in the State legislature, Commissioner Collins found that many rural northern
Nevada Senators would support some silly socialist ideas saying that it will never get to my county only to find that in 10
to 20 years it might. He believes term limits have taken away much of the ‘long term’ thinking concerning a course of
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action. Long-term legislators looked out for the next generation and now, with term limits, people are more focused on
what can they can do to get re-elected so they may get elected for something else. He indicated these statements were
made partially facetiously but also with some sincerity. As Clark County contains the majority of the legislators in the
State, one might go to Carson City to pass legislation but it will be coming to Clark County. He has seen BLM close
different things for lack of funding but there are 28 to 78 species such as the Moapa Dace, Bear Poppies, hybrid guppies,
etc. where Clark County and Washoe County can’t handle them all so he stated “God Bless the rest of them.” He believes
many State Governors are more actively involved in the agricultural component of their government because that is where
they derive a majority of revenue income. He believes this belief is not appreciated in the State of Nevada. If the Task
Force goes along with recommendations to the Legislature which go back to Washington, D. C. for a bill to be passed, it
must include some guidelines on the limitations and abilities of the State as well as incorporating the multiple use
standards for State/County management. He would like to see rural counties manage their land and have the abilities to
succeed. Another aspect he would like to see incorporated into the final report is that if a person wants to save the wild
horses then they need to compensate the ranchers just as the sheep farmers are compensated for damages caused by
coyotes. He doesn’t believe the State will close down as much land as the federal government just because they don’t
have the money to take care of it.

INTERTECH/NACO LETTER TO AGENCIES AND STAKEHOLDERS SOLICITING FEEDBACK
REGARDING TRANSFER OF PUBLIC LANDS ISSUES
Dagny Stapleton discussed efforts currently underway to obtain key
feedback from agencies and key stakeholders. During preparation of
the 1994 Eureka County report, a scoping letter and questionnaire was
sent to stakeholders across the state. Responses received were used to
develop the final 1994 report. Using a similar approach, NACO is
working with Intertech Services, Inc. to update the 1994 questionnaire.
Recently, a letter with the questionnaire was sent via e-mail to
stakeholders (see inset to right). NACO asked the Task Force if there
were any additional stakeholders who should receive the letter and
questionnaire. A suggestion was made to put the letter and
questionnaire on NACO’s website.
An unidentified person asked if NACO would like to have the counties
complete the questionnaire. Dagny responded that it would not be
necessary as the questionnaire is being sent by the Task Force, which
has County representation. However, the counties are welcome to
complete the questionnaire if they would like.
Nancy Boland (Esmeralda County) suggested the letter and
questionnaire be posted on the Esmeralda County’s website or
distributed via e-mail in order to obtain input from citizens. Dagny
indicated she would send the letter and questionnaire to all Task Force
members, which can be posted at their discretion.
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Nevada State Lands
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
Nevada Department of Minerals
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DISCUSSION ON THE OUTLINE AND TIMELINE OF THE TASK FORCE REPORT/STUDY TO BE
PRODUCED BY INTERTECH SERVICES
Mr. Baughman from Intertech Services, Inc. presented a summary of the 2-page preliminary draft document (Attachment
10) entitled Congressional Transfer of Public Lands to the State of Nevada: A Report of the Nevada Land Management
Task Force to the Legislative Committee on Public Lands, which contains an outline for the Task Force’s Report to the
Legislative Public Lands Committee. One of the tasks in the contract was to produce this outline and, ultimately,
Intertech Services, Inc. will be working with NACO staff to prepare the report which will be submitted by the Task Force.
The outline is structured on (1) reports already submitted by the Public Lands Committee to the full legislature over the
past three or four sessions, which should facilitate efforts of the Public Lands Committee and (2) sections III, IV, and V in
the draft outline address the three areas the Task Force was specifically tasked to address by Assembly Bill 227.

DISCUSSION ON AND APPROVAL OF DATES AND LOCATIONS FOR FUTURE TASK FORCE
MEETINGS
Chair Dahl indicated the Task Force has dealt with a multitude of problems while using the video conferencing
technology. When the Task Force first began meeting, it agreed the meetings would be held around the State to facilitate
people’s participation. In hindsight, it appears people can get to the meetings through video conferencing only if the
video conferencing works. It is important that the Task Force meet where the video conference technology works. Jeff
Fontaine, Executive Director of NACO, indicated having the meeting where the technology can be managed onsite is
important for a successful broadcast. If the meetings were held in Carson City, he believes, the quality and reliability of
the video will be greater for people to participate via video from remote locations. Chair Dahl indicated that moving the
meeting locations around the State has worked against the Task Force, which would be better served to have the next
meeting in Carson City rather than Fallon.
It was noted that the staff in Las Vegas had worked hard to ensure a good video experience by testing every connection
and working with the NACO staff in Carson City but, for some unknown reason, the Las Vegas location was dropped
from the video broadcast for a few seconds every four to five minutes. It appears Las Vegas was the only location where
that issue occurred. The meeting in Reno worked well as it was streamed live over the Internet but there were issues
encountered when meeting in Winnemucca.
Chair Dahl indicated the next meeting is currently scheduled for January 10, 2014; however, there has been a request from
Commissioner Tom Collins (Clark County) that Task Force meetings be held in conjunction with the NACO Board of
Director’s meeting, which is currently scheduled for January 24, 2014, in Carson City. Commissioner Collins suggested
the NACO Board of Director’s meeting could be started at 8:30 AM or 9 AM with three or four hours dedicated to the
meeting, which could be followed by a three- or four-hour Task Force meeting. If both meetings were held in the same
day, it would be worth the trip from Las Vegas to Carson City. Jeff Fontaine indicated the NACO staff could work with
Chair Dahl and the incoming NACO President to structure agendas for both meetings. Commissioner Laurie Carson
(White Pine County) indicated she has to go through many of the same travel requirements as others attending the
meetings and combining the meetings as suggested would make it easier for her. Commissioner Carl Erquiaga
(Churchill County) indicated the video conferencing was working fine for him except when the Las Vegas connection
was dropped. Commissioner Nancy Boland (Esmeralda County) indicated she was in agreement with Commissioner
Carson in terms of the travel but would like to ensure that the two meetings were not rushed in order to be completed in
one day.
DECISION: Unless there is significant objection from those who could not attend the meeting today, Chair Dahl
indicated the next Task Force meeting will be held in Carson City on January 24, 2014, commencing in the afternoon
following the NACO Board of Director’s meeting, which will occur that morning.
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Jeff Fontaine indicated the NACO Board of Directors has not yet established their 2014 meeting dates, which typically
occur on a Friday. It was agreed the date for the February 2014 Task Force meeting will be set after the NACO Board of
Director’s establish their meeting schedule and will sent to all members via e-mail.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF TOPICS FOR FUTURE TASK FORCE MEETINGS
Due to the lateness of the hour, it was agreed topics for future Task Force meetings should be e-mailed to Dagny
Stapleton at the NACO office in Carson City. An unidentified individual suggested tracking so that as we are developing
the process, we keep track of what legislation fits, what we want to do now State-wide, and what legislation amendments
would need to be proposed.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Terri Robertson suggested the Task Force use telephone conferencing instead
Public Comment Speakers
of video conferencing as the voices are clearer. She inquired as to why she
listening to the Attorney General’s office from Utah who continues to give out
Terri Robertson
their prophecy of having the State control public lands. Why isn’t she
Nancy Gentis
listening to the Attorney General from the State of Nevada giving a proper
Friends of Sloan
legal decision? She also would like to know who requested the 1994 study by
Intertech Services, Inc. In the 45 years she has been active in Nevada politics,
Ed Uehling
the State of Utah and their sagebrush rebellion and Nevada’s sagebrush
Bevan Lister
rebellion is about getting State control over land. She believes it comes down
NVFBF
to the Republican Party who has made this a flagship issue. If the State of
Utah could have legally done it, it would have been done already. She
believes the Task Force is dragging its feet and the transfer of public lands will not happen.
Nancy Gentis asked if any Native American tribes were contacted in the mailing of the letter and questionnaire. She
indicated she had worked on a committee with Commissioner Tom Collins when the State decided couldn’t afford to take
care of the state parks (Tule Springs and Roseanne Parks) in the northern part of the city so they gave the parks to the city.
It makes her wonder if they couldn’t afford to take care of the parks how are they going to be able to take care of this
other stuff. She also stated that BLM develops policies and makes regulations and asked who is going to develop those
policies and regulations once the State takes over those lands. How long will that take? Who is in charge of hiring the
people to do that? Why create a whole new system when one is already in place? It just becomes daunting.
Ed Uehling from Las Vegas, Nevada, indicated it cannot get any more basic in a federal system than having control over
the lands in this state. It makes absolutely no sense to him when the Union and the States have recognized this since the
very founding of this country. States must have control over the land in order to generate taxes and economic activity to
support itself. This fight has been going on since the founding of the country. All of the States have the problem where
the federal government wants to come in and control the land. When the government continues to control 80 percent of
the land, it takes away the economic opportunities for the State. If they want to control the land, then let them pay to help
finance the State. Otherwise you have a centralized system, not a federal system. This isn’t the only case of the federal
government doing harmful things to our State, cities, and economy. The federal government won’t grant visas to
foreigners to come here to gamble in our casinos. They won’t allow airplanes land here and then take off to other cities.
Regulations by the federal government harm Nevada’ economy so we have to do something to deal with the federal
government. He suggests we go to a more basic right which is expressed in the Declaration of Independence as our
obligation and authority to establish our own government and secede from the Nation. This is the direction the world is
going – to get rid of the states that want to go to war with each other and the more prospers states are the city states such
as Hong Kong and Singapore where people have control over their own destinies, which is the purpose of the Declaration
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of Independence. If we can’t get the federal government to understand the basic concept of property and its relationship
to this State under a federal system, then we ought to go to a more basic right.
Bevan Lister from Pioche, Nevada, appreciated the opportunity to watch the Task Force work today. He believes the
Task Force has a monumental task and a great opportunity for the people in the State of Nevada. In his life he has always
tried to look for principles. This great Nation was founded under a principle of freedom where an agency would make a
choice and then accept responsibility for our choices. The Constitution creates a union of sovereign States. In principal,
he believes it impossible for a State to be sovereign if 80 percent of its land is owned by a foreign government. It is
imperfect for a State to be able to choose its own destiny and take responsibility for that decision. He suggested that if the
Task Force members wanted to have day of fun they should sit in the Federal Court house where they address petty crimes
and misdemeanor cases. Hundreds of Nevada citizens are being dragged in front of a Federal magistrate and given the
ultimatum to either pay the large fine or have their driver’s license revoked for drive under the influence or driving 10
mile per hour over the speed limit in a national recreation area. All of those crimes are being charged against our citizens
who are paying extremely high fines under the threat of being required to go into court and subject to a $100,000 fine and
possibility 6 months in jail. There is a tremendous disparity in this justice being done to the people of this state. He
encouraged the Task Force to look at those jurisdictional issues as the affect us in all of the Task Force’s deliberations.

ADJOURNMENT
Chair Dahl accepted a motion which was seconded by Commissioner Laurie Carson (White Pine County) to adjourn
the meeting, which occurred at 2:13 PM.

ACRONYMS
The following acronyms were used during the meeting and listed in alphabetical order.
Acronym

Meaning

BLM ......................................................................................................................................... Bureau of Land Management
FLPMA....................................................................................................Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
NACO...................................................................................................................................Nevada Association of Counties
R&PP .................................................................................................................... Recreation and Public Purposes Act
SNPLMA ................................................................................................... Southern Nevada Public Lands Management Act
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ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 – Meeting Attendance
Summit Participant by Governmental Entity
TASK FORCE
Participant Name
Bob Crowell
Carl Erquiaga
Tom Collins
Doug Johnson
Demar Dahl
Nancy Boland
JJ Goicoechea
Dan Cassinelli
Patsy Waits
Paul Mathews5
Virgil Arellano
Jerrie Tipton
Lorinda Wichman
Mike Stremler
Bill Sjovangen
Vaughn Hartung
Laurie Carson

Position
Mayor
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner & Task Force
Chairman
Commissioner & Vice Chairman
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner

Government Entity
Carson City
Churchill County
Clark County
Douglas County
Elko County

Present

Esmeralda County
Eureka County
Humboldt County
Lander County
Lincoln County
Lyon County
Mineral County
Nye County
Pershing County
Storey County
Washoe County
White Pine County

X

Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner

Not Present
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

SPEAKERS
Name
Scott Higginson
Karla Norris
Tony Rampton
Mark Squillace
Mike Baughman

Position
Owner
Assistant District Manager, SNPLMA
Assistant Attorney General
Professor of Law
President

Organization or Entity
FourSquare Group
Bureau of Land Management
State of Utah
University of Colorado Law School
Intertech Services, Inc.

OTHER PARTICIPANTS
Name
Jeff Fontaine
Dagny Stapleton
Mike Holbert
Paul Aizley
Steve Walker
Sean Whaley
Terri Frolli
Barb Stremler
Marci Henson

Position
Executive Director
Deputy Director
Owner
Assemblyman, District 41

Organization or Entity
Nevada Association of Counties
Nevada Association of Counties
Silver State Meeting Minutes
Legislative Interim Public Lands Committee

Reporter
Capital City Coordinator

Las Vegas Review Journal
U. S. Forest Service

Assistant Director

Department of Comprehensive Planning,
Clark County
Organization or Entity
Southern Nevada Water Authority
PLAN

Name
Bruno Bowles
Christopher Preciado
Ed Uehling
5

Position
Management Analyst
Organizer

Commissioner Mathews was a proxy for Commissioner Kevin Phillips.
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Tim Smith

OTHER PARTICIPANTS (CONTINUED)
District Manager
Community Liaison
Vice President
Treasurer

Janice Ridondo
Bevan Lister
Jackie Ihausen
Nancy Gentis
Marcia Bollea
Sarah Short
Terri Robertson
Steve Parrish
Gayle Marrs-Smith
Vanessa Hice
Kirsten Cannon

Engineering Director
Field Manager, Las Vegas Field Office
Assistant Field Manager, Las Vegas Field
Office
Public Affairs Specialist
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Bureau of Land Management
Southern Nevada District Office
Clark County Commission
NVFBF
Friends of Sloan Canyon
Friends of Sloan Canyon
NCL
PLAN

Clark County Regional Flood Control
District
Bureau of Land Management
Southern Nevada District Office
Bureau of Land Management
Southern Nevada District Office
Bureau of Land Management
Southern Nevada District Office
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Attachment 2 – Michele Burkett Public Comment
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Attachment 3 – Sandra Dyan Public Comment
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Attachment 4 – David Mahon Public Comment
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Attachment 5 – Kristin Kosacek Public Comment
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Attachment 6 – John Marchese Public Comment
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Attachment 7 – Terri Roberts Public Comment
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Attachment 8 – Mark Squillace Presentation
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Attachment 9 – Public Lands Management Alternative Options and Decision Hierarchy Tool
A.1 Full Title
B.1 All Lands
C.1 All Lands Managed In Trust
D.1 Educational Institution/County Government Beneficiaries
E.1 Managed for Long-term Profit Maximization
F.1 State/County Management
G.1 Management Subject to State Environmental Regulations
H.1 Democratic Policy/Decision Making
I.1 Independent Commission or Board
J.1 Decentralized Administration
K.1 User Fees/Rent
L.1.1 Grazing
M.1 Permanent Fund
N.1 Sole Source/Fixed Fee
O.1 Long-Term Permit Tenure
P.1 Transferable
Q.1 Use Required
Q.2 Extended Non-use Allowed
P.2 Non-Transferable
O.2 Short-Term Permit Tenure
N.2 Automatic Competitive Bid
N.3 Appeal Induced Competitive Bid
M.2 General Fund
M.3 Land Management Agency Operating Fund
M.4 Payment-in-Lieu-of-Taxes (PILT)
M.5 Combination
L.1.2 Mining Claims
L.1.3 Oil & Gas Leases
L.1.4 Recreation Access
L.1.5 Site Leases
L.1.6 Easements
K.2 Royalties
L.2.1 Mineral Production
L.2.2 Oil and Gas Production
L.2.3 Renewable Energy Prod (geothermal, hydro, solar, wind)
K.3 Sales
L.3.1 Forest Products
L.3.2 Industrial Minerals
L.3.3 Landscape Materials
L.3.4 Land Sales
K.4 General Fund
J.2 Centralized Administration
I.2 Cabinet Level Dept.
I.3 Division Level
H.2 Autocratic Policy/Decision Making
G.2 Management Exempt from State and County Environmental Regulations
G.3 Management Subject to County Environmental Regulations
G.4 Management Subject to State/County Environmental Regulations
F.2 County Management
F.3 State Management
E.2 Managed for Net Benefit Maximization
E.3 Managed for Sustainable Yield
E.4 Managed for Long-term Profit Maximization Subject to Sustainable Yields
D.2 County Government Beneficiaries
D.3 Educational Institution and/or State General Fund Beneficiaries
C.2 Some Lands Managed In Trust
C.3 All Lands Managed Outside of Trust
B.2 To Select Lands
A.2 Partial Title
A.3 Land Use Control
A.4 Contract Management
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Attachment 10 – Congressional Transfer of Public Lands to the State of Nevada: A Report of the
Nevada Land Management Task Force to the Legislative Committee on Public Lands
I.

Summary of Nevada Land Management Task Force Recommendations to Legislative Committee on Public Lands

II.

Introduction
A. Enabling Legislation, AB 227
B. Task Force Members, Staff and Consultants
C. Task Force Meetings

III.

Identification of Public Lands to be Transferred to the State of Nevada
A. Bureau of Land Management
1. Identification of Lands
2. Interests, Rights and Uses Associated with Identified Lands
B. U.S. Forest Service
1. Identification of Lands
2. Interests, Rights and Uses Associated with Identified Lands
C. Other Federally Administered Land
1. Identification of Lands
2. Interests, Rights and Uses Associated with Identified Lands

IV.

Administration, Management and Use of Transferred Lands
A. Alternatives for Administration of Transferred Lands
1. Existing State Agency
2. New State Agency
B. Alternatives for Management of Transferred Lands
1. State Management
2. Local Government Management
3. Shared State and Local Government Management
4. Non-Governmental Organization Management
C. Alternatives Uses of Transferred Lands
1. Revenue Generating Activities
2. Non-Revenue Generating Activities

V.

Economic Analysis of the Transfer of Public Lands to the State of Nevada
A. Land Transfer Costs
B. Revenue Sources for State Administration and Maintenance of Transferred Lands
C. Existing State and Local Revenue Derived from Federally Administered Lands to be Transferred
D. Estimated Amount and Recommended Disposition of Net Revenues Derived by State of Nevada from Transferred Lands

VI.

Conclusions and Recommendations
A. Lands to be Transferred
B. Administration and Management of Transferred Lands
C. Uses of Transferred Lands
D. Disposition of Net Revenues Generated from Transferred Lands
F. Action by the Nevada Legislative Committee on Public Lands

VII. Appendices
Appendix A – AB 227
Appendix B – Nevada Land Management Task Force Meeting Agendas and Minutes
Appendix C – Summary of Presentations to and Testimony before the Nevada Land Management Task
Appendix D – Summary of Other State Public Land Transfer Initiatives
Appendix E – Evaluation of an Expanded State Land Base in Nevada: Identification of Issues and Comparative Economic Analysis
(ISC/RCI Report)
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