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SUMMARY OF MOTIONS PASSED
The following table provides a summary of the motions passed during the meeting.
September 27, 2013 Nevada Land Management Task Force
General Topic or
Motions Passed
Action
Approval of
Meeting Agenda
Approval of
August 16, 2013
Task Force
Meeting Minutes
Next Steps:
ISC/RCI Proposal

Adjournment

A motion to accept the agenda for the meeting was unanimously
passed by a voice vote.
Commissioner Nancy Boland (Esmeralda County) made a motion
which was seconded by Commissioner Vaughn Hartung (Washoe
County) to accept the minutes for the August 16, 2013, Task Force
meeting recognizing that there are typographical errors within the
document. The motion was unanimously passed by a voice vote.
Commissioner Vaughn Hartung (Washoe County) made a motion to
“give direction to NACO to send out information so that the Task
Force members can agendize the proposal presented by Intertech
Service Corporation.” Commissioner Lorinda Wichman (Nye
County) seconded the motion with an amendment “that the package
includes the information needed to take to their Board of
Commissioners with a suggestion for an equal share to fund the
study and report.” The motion with its amendment was
unanimously passed by a voice vote.
Commissioner Laurie Carson (White Pine County) moved that the
meeting be adjourned, which was unanimously approved by a voice
vote at 1:41 PM.
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SUMMARY OF ACTION ITEMS ASSIGNED
The following action items were assigned during the meeting.

General Topic
or Action
Transferring
Multiple Uses
with the
Transfer of
Public Lands

Potential
Lands to be
Included in a
Transfer of
Lands from
the Federal
Government
to Nevada
Next Steps:
ISC/RCI
Proposal

Topics for
Future Task
Force
Meetings

September 27, 2013 Nevada Land Management Task Force
Action
Party
Due Date for
Assigned
Action
Action
Completion
Suggestions and ideas for wording of the
Task Force
None Given
following statement should be sent to
Members
NACO for discussion at the Task Force’s
October meeting.
“ … All valid existing rights and
currently permitted rights associated
with these lands, such as mining
claims, grazing rights, rights of way
would transfer as well …”
Prepare a survey containing a list of
various land classifications by federal
agency to ensure a consistent approach in
identifying lands for potential transfer by
County.

Prepare a package containing the
information necessary for Task Force
members to agendize the proposal
presented by Intertech Service
Corporation. The package should
include a suggestion for each county to
fund an equal share of the proposal’s
cost. Other items could include a budget,
talking points, etc.
Identify possible Non-Governmental
Organizations that should be
incorporated into the Task Force’s effort.
Suggestions should be sent to NACO.
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CALL TO ORDER
Demar Dahl, Chairman of the Nevada Land Management Task Force and an Elko County
Commissioner, called the meeting to order at 10:09 AM by asking Lincoln County Commissioner Kevin
Phillips to lead the participants in the Pledge of Allegiance.

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. Chairman Dahl introduced Mike
Stremler, a new member of the Task Force representing Pershing County.
In addition, Chairman Dahl explained that complications with the video conferencing system were being
experienced which may prevent others within the State from participating in the meeting. He indicated
information from the meeting will be sent to those unable to participate due to the video conferencing
issues.
Michael Holbert representing Silver State Meeting Minutes will serve as the meeting’s official recorder.
Chairman Dahl asked each person and speaker to identify themselves and the organization they represent
prior to speaking.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Four speakers provided comment (inset to right) during the
meeting’s first public comment period.

Public Comment Speakers
Robert Clifford

Robert Clifford who hails from Churchill County encouraged
the Task Force to review Nevada Revised Statue (NRS) 321 –
Title 26 - Administration, Control and Transfer of State Lands –
which, in his opinion, already addresses the issues facing the
Task Force including mechanisms for managing the transferred
lands and the decision making processes.

Cliff Gardner
Rural Heritage Preservation Project
Jim Falk
Fallon Tea Party
Floyd Rathbun

Cliff Gardner representing the Rural Heritage Preservation
Project, a small organization established in 1984, read a
statement into the record (Attachment 2).
Jim Falk, Secretary of the Fallon Tea Party, read a statement into the record (Attachment 3).
Floyd W. Rathbun, a certified range management consultant from Fallon, Nevada, summarized a four
page statement which was submitted for the record (Attachment 4). In summary, he believes the
economic benefit to Nevada counties from removing Federal government regulation of livestock in
Nevada would be nearly $200 million.
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APPROVAL OF MEETING AGENDA AND AUGUST 16, 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 agenda
for the meeting. The motion was unanimously passed by a voice vote.
MOTION: Commissioner Nancy Boland (Esmeralda County) made a motion which was seconded by
Commissioner Vaughn Hartung (Washoe County) to accept the minutes for the August 16, 2013, Task
Force meeting recognizing that there are typographical errors within the document. The motion was
unanimously passed by a voice vote.
Chairman Dahl recognized Dagny Stapleton for her selection as one of Washoe County’s outstanding
citizens less than 40 years of age.

NEVADA DIVISION OF STATE LANDS
Jim Lawrence, Administrator of Nevada’s Division of State Lands, provided
the Task Force with a historical perspective of Federal land grant program, a
comparison of the Nevada State lands office with similar offices in other Western
States’, and how State lands are managed under Nevada law.
As compared to eastern States, western States have much larger amounts of
Federally-managed lands within their boundaries, which provide unique
opportunities and challenges. When compared to other western States, Nevada is unique due to how it
was settled.

Historical Perspective
The function of Land offices in most western States is to
administer School Grant Trust lands, on behalf of the public
school system. From a historical perspective, there were three
major laws enacted addressing management of the School Grant
Trust lands (inset to right).
When Nevada became a state in 1864, it received two sections of
land (Sections 16 and 36) totaling approximately 4 million acres to
be managed for the benefit of the public school system. One
challenge faced in early Statehood was the requirement that the
land had to be surveyed before patent could pass from Federal
ownership to State and private ownership. Most school trust lands
were located in arid, remote, and inaccessible locations, which
were areas not desired by settlers. As a result, by 1879, only
60,000 acres had been surveyed and sold.

School Land Grant Laws
Northwest Ordinance of 1783
Set aside one section (16) of land per
township to generate revenue for the
common school system. Starting in 1850,
two sections (16 & 36) per township were
granted.
Exchange Act of 1880
Nevada exchanged 4 million acres of
school land grant properties for 2 million
acres of “state selected” lands.
Exchange Act of 1926
Nevada exchanged 30,000 acres of school
land grant properties for 30,000 acres of
“state selected” land.

Under the Exchange Act of 1880, Nevada asked for and received
permission to exchange the 4 million acres of school trust lands for
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2 million acres of “state selection” property. In selecting the 2 million acres, Nevada acquired property
which was more desirable to settlers. Nearly all of the 2 million acres were sold at a price of $1.25 or
$2.50 an acre leaving 30,000 acres of school trust lands remaining.
Under the Exchange Act of 1926, Nevada asked for and received permission to exchange the remaining
30,000 acres of school trust lands for an equal amount of “state selection” properties, which were selected
and later sold. Today, there are approximately 2,900 acres of the original 4 million acres of school trust
lands managed by the Division of State Lands.
As a result of the 1880 and 1926 Exchange Acts, approximately 86 percent of Nevada is federally
managed and has a large amount of federally withdrawn lands. 1

Western States’ Comparison
As a result of Nevada’s history, the Division of State Lands manages significantly fewer acres, generates
significantly less revenue, and has a smaller staff as compared to its counterparts in other western States
(table below).

State
Arizona
Idaho
New Mexico
Utah
Nevada

Western State Land Office Comparison
Acres Managed
Staff
Budget
(Millions)
9.3 million
151
$14.6
2.5 million (surface)
260
$23
3 million (subsurface)
9 million (surface)
151
$15.9
13 million (subsurface)
3.55 million (fee)
75
$10.8
1 million (mineral)
275,000 (agency)
7
$1
2,900 (school trust)

Revenue
Generated
$155 million
$85 million
$577 million
$100 million
$387,000

From an organizational standpoint, most western State land offices contain five divisions or categories of
staff – administrative, land information (titles, cadastral, etc.), natural resources, real estate, and
information systems (geographic information systems, cartography, etc.).
The primary mission of land offices in many western States’ is to maximize revenue for the School trust.
Nevada’s Division of State Lands is unique in the fact that it serves principally as the “real estate” agency
for other State agencies by acquiring land for agency use, authorizing use of state owned land, and
maintaining records of state owned lands. The Division holds the title to State lands but will assign
management responsibilities to other State agencies.

Nevada State Law Direction
Management direction for lands administered by the Division of State Lands is provided in NRS 321 and
322.2 With a few exceptions, typically, consideration of State lands is based on fair market value.
Revenues generated from the sale or management of State lands are deposited into the General fund with
1
2

4.2 million acres withdrawn for use by the U. S. Department of Defense and U. S. Department of Energy.
NRS 321 – Administration, Control and Transfer of State Lands; NRS 322 – Use of State Lands.
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a few exceptions including revenue generated from School trust lands, which is deposited into the school
trust fund. In addition, there are specific statutes regarding compensation for grazing and oil/gas leases
on State lands. Based on today’s State law addressing compensation for grazing on State lands, the price
of a State grazing lease would be higher than the price per Animal Unit Month (AUM) charged by the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM). Mr. Lawrence indicated that the grazing fee for State lands, which
is currently $15 per AUM, is set by statue and changes every year.

Speaker’s Thoughts & Observations
The current land management situation places the State, local government, and its citizens at an economic
disadvantage and the local federal land manager in a very difficult position. Based on his experience with
private land bills particularly in White Pine County, land ownership transfers are expensive involving (but
not limited to) survey, required clearances (cultural, threatened/endangered species, etc.), and National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) costs. It is important that the enabling legislation be clear on the role
of NEPA, how existing land rights and authorizations (grazing permits/leases, Rights-of-Ways, mining
exploration permits, etc.) would be addressed as well as outline the parties’ responsible for bearing the
costs of the transfer and revenue distribution.
Mr. Lawrence suggested local governments should consider a ‘staggered’ approach to receiving land
transfer acreages under which a specific acreage is received annually until a target level is received. Such
an approach may lead to a more timely completion of the transfer process without placing a large burden
on available financial and human resources. A ‘starting place’ may be lands within the “checkerboard”
land pattern or lands currently identified for disposal in the Federal agency’s land use plan.
One issue which will need to be addressed in discussions concerning the possible transfer of Federal lands
to State ownership, is who would be responsible for and how fire suppression costs, which are largely
borne by the Federal government at this time, would be paid.
Mr. Lawrence indicated that should Nevada receive a large acreage of Federal land that he would
recommend consideration be giving to the establishment of a State Land Board which should contain
different types of expertise and levels of government representation.

Questions
Following his presentation, Mr. Lawrence addressed several questions from the Task Force and the
audience.
1. Commissioner Jim French (Humboldt County)
How would existing Federal laws such as the Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act, Wild Horse and Burro
Act, etc., dovetail into the State ownership of transferred lands? In response, Mr. Lawrence indicated
that transferred lands would be managed under the appropriate State laws such as the rules and
regulations associated with the Clean Water Act as outlined by the Nevada Division of Environmental
Protection. The State would have to look at its ability to work within the Federal government
framework but would have more control over implementation of that framework including the
involvement of local government.
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2. Commissioner Vaughn Hartung (Washoe County)
There doesn’t appear to be a reasonable rationale for the lands identified for disposal in the BLM’s
land use plans. Commissioner Hartung asked if the original model where lands received by the State
benefitted the public school system should be adopted again and, if so, should the revenue generated
by those lands go to the individual counties or the Distributive School Account (DSA)? In response,
Mr. Lawrence indicated that revenues generated from the existing 2,900 acres of school trust lands
are deposited into the Permanent School Fund (PSF) and interest from the PSF is deposited into the
DSA. Mr. Lawrence indicated that he would advocate such a model for several reasons. First, the
model has worked well in other western States. Secondly, it is the model which is part of the State’s
history, and, thirdly, using the revenue to benefit education and children would resonate well with
Washington and others. Mr. Lawrence also suggested it might not be necessary for all lands
transferred to State ownership to be used to benefit schools.
In a second question, Commissioner Hartung asked if, by managing those lands, the DSA would be
liable and culpable for paying for management of those lands. In response, it was explained that
some States’ take a percentage of the revenue generated from those lands annually to pay for the State
Land office, but not other land management activities. In other States’, their General Fund is used for
the management of those lands.
3. Commissioner JJ Goicoechea (Eureka County)
The enabling legislation called for the sale of federal lands, where 5 percent of the revenue generated
is to be used for roads, ditches and canals, agriculture, or as directed by the Legislature. Without the
ability to change a State’s enabling legislation,3 how would that enabling legislation affect the
potential transfer of federal lands to the State of Nevada? In response, Mr. Lawrence believes that is
a question better asked to an attorney. There is a difference between direction provided by the State’s
constitution and its enabling legislation; however, it is unclear how those two directions will mesh
together.
4. Mike Stremler (Pershing County)
Building off Commissioner French’s question (#1 above) concerning a number of federal laws, Mr.
Stremler indicated that if the wild horse and burro populations were at the Appropriate Management
Levels, there wouldn’t be a problem. He believes this is more of a “mismanagement” issue; rather
than a “management” issue. Mr. Stremler would like to have the cost differences between managing
livestock on BLM land as compared to State school trust lands. He provided an example of a grazing
allotment near Unionville, Nevada, containing 22,000 acres in the checkerboard. The private land
owner is unable to obtain an ‘exchange of use’ agreement with BLM; therefore, he is allowed to run
32 head of livestock. In the same area, Pershing County is responsible for the cost of fire protection.
The rancher who is spending approximately $200,000 this year to maintain the livestock on the ranch
would gladly pay the State grazing fee; rather than “throwing the money away.” Mr. Stremler
indicated the rancher could potentially run 468 head of livestock on that allotment for six months.
Mr. Stremler believes the remedies are in place and it is an issue of mismanagement by the federal
government. Mr. Stremler provided a second example of an area containing 68 acres of privately3

Per a Supreme Court decision addressing a Hawaii situation.
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owned property enclosed in a large area of County-owned land. If the rancher mismanaged or
mistreated the area, he would be reprimanded. Also, decisions could be made by the County within
three meetings of the County commission.
5. Commissioner Nancy Boland (Esmeralda County)
In his presentation, Mr. Lawrence indicated that one obstacle to transferring land from federal to State
ownership was the land not being surveyed. Currently, most lands are surveyed and most counties
have a list of lands they would like to see privatized. She also indicated interest in the ‘phasing’
approach to the transfer of lands to the State. In response, Mr. Lawrence agreed that much of the land
has been surveyed but there are still areas where land descriptions are based on a river or a road,
which is unacceptable. Using the ‘staggered’ or ‘phased in’ approach would facilitate the transfer of
land with appropriate surveys.
6. Commissioner Jim French (Humboldt County)
Is the Taylor Grazing Act (TGA) recognized within the State and particularly the use of the Grazing
Advisory Boards and tying grazing permits to the rancher’s base property? In response, the TGA is
recognized in NRS 568 – Grazing and Ranging. As ranching and grazing is such an important part of
Nevada, a review of NRS 568, through this effort, would be appropriate.
7. Commissioner Carl Erquiaga (Churchill County)
Under current State law, what would you envision the individual county role in decisions such as
what lands are sold, how lands are managed, and what would be the direct benefit(s) to the county?
In response, Mr. Lawrence indicated that, currently, Nevada law is silent on the involvement of
counties in the sale of State land. With that being said, it is a recognized good business practice to
involve the counties in such decisions. Public lands managed by BLM sold under the Southern
Nevada Public Lands Management Act are nominated by the County, which has been a successful
approach.
From a revenue perspective, the revenue generated from a sale of State land is placed in either the
General fund or the School Trust fund. Another factor which will need to be considered is the loss of
Payment-In-Lieu-of-Taxes (PILT).
8. Mike Stremler (Pershing County)
In relation to Commissioner French’s question (#6 above); Nevada is a ‘split estate’ state where the
water is separate from the land. A person could not obtain a grazing permit without having a valid
State water right or hauling water for livestock, which would be cost prohibitive. In addition, the
grazing preference under the TGA is a recognized right which cannot be taken away.
(The remainder of this page is left blank intentionally)
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS RELATED TO A TRANSFER OF PUBLIC
LANDS FROM THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO NEVADA

Northeastern Nevada Regional Development Authority
Pam Borda, Executive Director for the Northeastern Nevada Regional
Development Authority, provided the Task Force with a presentation addressing
how the federal government is making decisions that are costing state and local
governments millions of dollars each year. Ms. Borda explained that all the
information presented was obtained from public sources and not from specific
companies or industries.
People working in the economic development sector understand how important one job can be in a
community. Primary industries in Elko County are similar to those in most rural Nevada counties –
mining, ranching/agriculture, tourism, and government.
Within Elko County, 28.7 percent of the land base is privately owned of
which 62 percent lies within the checkerboard land pattern. The net effect
of such a large percentage of private land lying within the checkerboard
land pattern is that there is no private land. The federal government
controls 70 percent of the lands within the County with the remainder
belonging to Tribal governments and State and local governments (1.5 and
1.1 percent, respectively.)
Within Nevada, 87 percent of the land is controlled and managed by the
federal government, which costs businesses millions of dollars in expenses
and in delays in cost recovery, creating severe hardships resulting in lost
business to the State, greatly reducing the revenues that could be derived
from business and local/State government, and preventing communities
Elko County Land Ownership
Pattern
from growing their economy in target industries adopted by the State.
Specifically, through its permitting, acquisition, and access programs, the
federal government has cost Elko County millions of
dollars in revenue over the past two years and for the
Ms. Borda originally hails Carson
foreseeable future.
City, Nevada and spent 20 years in
State and local government prior to
Permitting
becoming a consultant in Elko,
Currently, it requires 7 to 10 years to permit a mine at a
Nevada. She has served as the
cost of $2 to $4 million as compared to Canada where it
Executive Director for the
can be done in 3 to 4 years. Rights-of-Way utility permits
Northeastern Nevada Regional
require months to years to be approved. There are less
Development Authority for the past
grazing allotments available to ranchers who have to
four years.
endure costs associated with lawsuits. Recreation permits
require a year or more to obtain and contain unreasonable
requirements.
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In a specific example, Ms. Borda referenced the China Mountain Wind Project, which was denied by
BLM after completing an Environmental Impact Statement and as the project was preparing for
construction. The rationale for denying the project was issuance of an interim rule for managing sage
grouse. The $737 million project would have resulted in 750 construction jobs, 50 full time employees,
and $55 million in taxes to Elko County.
Other examples presented which demonstrate the difficulty in working with BLM involve oil/gas
permitting near the California National Historic Trail and the onerous requirements of the permitting
process stopping an All-Terrain-Vehicle jamboree.
In a regional planning workshop sponsored by the Northeastern Nevada Regional Development Authority
for federal agencies and other entities, the only federal agency not represented was BLM. A former BLM
employee who attended the workshop indicated that “no one should attempt to get through BLM’s
permitting process without hiring an expert consultant”, which essentially eliminates ‘mom and pop’ and
smaller operations.
Land Acquisition
Elko County as well as other locations throughout the State has tried for many years to get contiguous
blocks of land larger than 640 acres within the checkerboard land pattern. Elko County has lost two
major business opportunities because they could not obtain more than 640 acres of contiguous land. In
another example of BLM’s non-responsiveness, Ms. Borda referenced a 2008 County request to acquire
280 acres for recreation purposes, which, to this day, has not received a BLM response. Likewise, there
has yet to be resolution to a 2008 request from the County for the sale of a 30-year old shooting range
which lies on public land.
Two additional examples presented to demonstrate the difficulty is working with BLM included the
relocation of an aerospace company to Elko being stopped due to lack of a sufficient land base which
could not be obtained from BLM and establishment of an experimental green community being stopped
when 2,500 acres of contiguous land could not be acquired, again, from BLM.
Access to Public Lands
Access to public lands continues to be denied for a variety of reasons including sage grouse, the
California National Historic Trail, bull trout, and travel management planning.
There is a long list of individuals who can site economic impacts due to federal government decisions
concerning management of the public lands. Individually, the decisions are major setbacks for State and
local governments; however, collectively, the decisions are killing the State and local government
economies. Federal employees with the authority to make decisions either don’t know or don’t seem to
care about the impact their decisions create for State and local governments. The federal agencies are not
practicing transparency as is done in the State and local governments.
An example of federal policies which significantly affect the State and local governments is the sage
grouse interim management plan which was adopted without input from the public or local governments
within the affected areas. This management plan effectively stopped all permitting on public lands
containing sage grouse habitat unless the companies comply with the new rules. Mitigation of sage
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grouse and other obstacles is costing companies millions of dollars to obtain the necessary permits. In
another example, the updated rule on oil/gas fracking added an estimated $12 to $20 million to permitting
costs according to Latham and Watkins.
Other examples provided in the presentation included the revoking of existing permits for mining and
grazing in favor of granting solar permits in the southern part of the State; implementation of a Travel
Management Plan in Elko County which closed over 150 miles of existing roads, closed off highway
access for game retrieval except in limited circumstances; lack of land transfers to local governments; loss
of grazing preference; and fire management where an average of 231,000 acres per year burned during
2000 and 2011.
In summary, the following reasons were provided as to
why the transfer of public land to the State of Nevada
should occur:







Growth in this state is severely limited due to lack
of land to develop;
Federal government policies are preventing use of
public land in all industries and is causing a loss of
millions of dollars per year;
If the Federal agencies cannot work with the State
and local governments, we need to manage the
land ourselves; and,
The Federal government is reaping the benefits of
our land with royalties, federal taxes and permit
fees and, at the same time, causing a loss to many
others.

Final Thoughts
 The cumulative loses to the Elko
County economy for three industries
are estimated at $570,549,000
(Western Economic Analysis Center).
 This same scenario is true in most
rural mining and ranching
communities.
 The State’s revenue would be in
better shape if it received the kind of
revenue the Federal government
receives from the public lands.
 All States’ that have their public
lands are wealthier than Nevada.

Questions
Following the presentation, Ms. Borda addressed questions from the Task Force and the audience.
1. Jim Falk
Mr. Falk suggested everyone review the United Nation’s Agenda 21, which is accessible through the
internet.
2. Commissioner Grant Gerber (Elko County)
Commissioner Gerber complimented Ms. Borda for her efforts to bring economic development
opportunities to Elko County and encouraged the Task Force to utilize her expertise. Commissioner
Gerber suggested she be made a permanent member of the Task Force.
3. Commissioner Laurie Carson (White Pine County)
If the public lands were to be transferred to State ownership, how many of the Federal laws and
regulations would the State need to comply with? In her opinion, Ms. Borda believes a large portion
of the Federal requirements would “go away.” The Federal processes are very onerous and over
blown to a point where the Federal government is “tripping over themselves.” A large portion of the
rules and processes could be eliminated to make efforts much simpler, more efficient, and effective.

Nevada Land Management Task Force

September 27, 2013

14
A major effort will be required to review all processes to determine which are necessary and those
which could be eliminated.

Nevada Governor’s Office of Economic Development
Steve Hill, Executive Director of the Nevada Governor’s Office of Economic Development, provided
a broader perspective of economic development as it related to the more metropolitan areas of Las Vegas
and Reno, particularly as it pertains to housing. The price of housing significant impacts not only the
regional economy but the economy of individual families as well. Broad swings in housing prices
significantly affect the value of a family’s single largest resource which in turn affects the local and
regional economies which operate on a ‘supply and demand’ model.
The level of frustration experienced by local families was partially driven by land prices. In May 2003,
the price of residential land in the Las Vegas area was $200,000 per acre, which rose to $800,000 by May
2005. The May 2005 prices were driven due to the shortage or perceived future shortage of land for
residential housing. In the past 3 or 4 years, there hasn’t been a shortage of residential property;
therefore, land prices dropped to nearly nothing but slowly increased to approximately $400,000 per acre
today. Such land price fluctuations are unsustainable and unhealthy for land owners but the economy as
well. Housing and land prices are one part of the solution to creating a healthy economy.
Mr. Hill indicated that Ms. Borda provided an excellent summary of the difficulties Elko County has
experienced in finding commercial property, which is an issue being experienced by many smaller, ‘land
locked’ communities. Mr. Hill thought the question asked by Commissioner Carson (White Pine County)
concerning how many Federal regulatory requirements will be eliminated by the transfer of public land to
the State (#3 above) was very appropriate. He believes there will be a significant regulatory effort to
address those issues.
Mr. Hill also indicated that adding an additional organizational layer would increase complexity, time,
costs, and opportunities for inconsistency. Regardless of the level of government, adding a layer of
government bureaucracy will increase the inconsistency in application of laws and regulation which
increases cost, time, and irritation to the people within the State. In addition, it makes Nevada less
competitive with other States and regions. There will be opportunity to streamline many processes which
will have a significant impact on the State’s economy and help to create jobs within the State.

Questions
Following the presentation, there were no questions from the Task Force; however, Mike Stremler
(Pershing County) expressed his appreciation that Mr. Hill did not start his career as a government
employee and felt it important that he had a private sector background. Mr. Stremler believes the lack of
a business background is one issue faced by Federal government employees. They don’t understand
business, get paid regardless of the decision(s) made, and don’t retire in Nevada. Mr. Hill indicated that
he appreciated the comment and reemphasized that adding a layer of government adds a layer of
complexity to permitting projects that may cross many different land ownerships, which is already a
complicated process.
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CONTINUED DISCUSSION ON TRANSFERRING MULTIPLE USES, INCLUDING
BUT NOT LIMITED TO, OUTDOOR RECREATION, MINING AND PROSPECTING,
TIMBER, GRAZING, AND FISH AND WILDLIFE PURPOSES, WITH THE
TRANSFER OF PUBLIC LANDS
Chairman Dahl indicated this topic had been discussed at the Task Force’s last meeting and was the topic
where the Task Force came closest to reaching consensus. Chairman Dahl read the statement below
which was thought by the Task Force during its August 16, 2013, meeting to address this issue:
“ … All valid existing rights and currently permitted rights associated with these lands,
such as mining claims, grazing rights, rights of way would transfer as well …”
Commissioner Kevin Phillips (Lincoln County) stated it appears this is related to PILT payments.
These are ways in which a revenue stream could flow through to the State/Counties to replace the PILT
payment, which are substitute taxes that are not paid. It is important that the existing multiple uses on the
ground today be transferred to the State with the land.
Commissioner Jerri Tipton (Mineral County) stated there are land-locked communities in Mineral
County who have been trying to expand for over 30 years. For many years, the federal land use plans
have identified public land for disposal around local communities. There are too many different layers of
existing rights on the lands to be transferred for the State to not continue to facilitate the multiple use
approach. She is in favor of transferring all valid existing and permitted rights with the federal lands.
Commissioner Carl Erquiaga (Churchill County) did not hear in the statement read by Chairman Dahl
outdoor recreation, wildlife, and fish due to the fact that they are not a ‘permitted’ right. Commissioner
Tipton (Mineral County) indicated that she felt those items were an ‘inherent’ right. Commissioner
Erquiaga asked Chairman Dahl to reread the original statement from Jake Tibbitt’s scoping letter which
included “… not limited to outdoor recreation, mining and prospecting, timber, grazing, and fish and
wildlife purposes.” Chairman Dahl indicated that if a use occurred on the federal land that such use
should be transferred with the land. Commissioner Erquiaga agreed that was the intent of the statement
but not all of the words were read.
Commissioner Boland (Esmeralda County) stated that any formal policy statement needs to include
verbiage addressing access to lands.
Commissioner JJ Goicoechea (Eureka County) asked Jim Lawrence a question relating to how he (Mr.
Lawrence) foresaw access on lands transferred from Federal ownership to the State and, secondly, how
would it be policed? In response, Mr. Lawrence explained that the management responsibility for most
State lands have been assigned to different State agencies. Management on those lands including access
would be defined by those management agencies. The Nevada Department of Wildlife typically allows
casual use in wildlife management areas. There is not a set policy addressing public access on isolated
State parcels which are intertwined with other Federal land ownership. The ‘office policy’ within the
Division of State Lands has been that these lands are generally been open to the public, which is easy to
say now as there are so few acres of this type of State land. Public access could become a larger issue
with a larger State land base and may need to be an item for future discussion by the Task Force.
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Commissioner Goicoechea indicated the Task Force will need to present the Legislature with something
that addresses public access to lands transferred from federal ownership to the State of Nevada. Citizens
will need to know and understand if they can access a piece of State land and it is important that the Task
Force develop language that will protect that right.
Commissioner Kevin Phillips (Lincoln County) indicated a need for a common sense approach to
determining the value of a grazing permit and the fee which should be charged.
Jake Tibbitts, Eureka County Natural Resource Manager, explained that there are already some resource
and access protections in place under State law. One example given was the protection for wildlife values
provided under NRS 533 – Adjudication of Vested Water Rights; Appropriation of Public Waters. He
suggested there is need to separate the values which are already protected by Nevada law from the rights
and uses on federal lands now that need protection if the land were transferred to the State.
ACTION ITEM: Chairman Dahl asked that this topic be placed on the agenda for the Task Force’s
next meeting. Task force members were asked to send their ideas or suggestions for the wording of a
statement to NACO which will be presented to the Task Force at its next meeting.
Cliff Gardner addressed the Task Force concerning his experience in reviewing the Taylor Grazing Act
and the United State Forest Service’s original organic act. His research found that multiple use rights on
the federal lands were incorporated in federal legislation. Individual rights are protected through ‘due
process’ and the ‘reasonableness doctrine’ under which there is a requirement that a decision must be
proven to the public that the decision will result in a public good.
Commissioner Vaughn Hartung (Washoe County) indicated that Mike Stremler had raised an issue of
split estate, which has not been discussed by the Task Force. Commissioner Hartung believes that it is
important to bring split estate situations back into the possession of the surface owner.

POTENTIAL LANDS TO BE INCLUDED IN A TRANSFER OF PUBLIC LANDS FROM
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO NEVADA
This topic was discussed during the August 16, 2013, meeting addressing the approach used by Utah in
eliminating national parks, monuments, and wilderness areas from consideration. Chairman Dahl
indicated that other types of land which should not be considered include Indian lands and lands managed
by the Department of Defense. Chairman Dahl has been told by others wilderness areas should be
considered for transfer to the State.
Commissioner Dave Mason (Lander County) stated that he believes the transfer of federal lands to the
State will not occur overnight. If the transfer of federal lands occurs, Lander County, where 87 percent of
the land base is managed by BLM, will immediately be responsible for managing 1.5 million acres.
Where will the funding come from? These types of questions need to be answered when management is
being set up. How does a smaller County with 5,700 people manage 1.5 million acres overnight?
Without having something in place which makes sense to the federal government, it won’t happen. It will
be important that management philosophies be developed; otherwise, the federal government will take the
State to Federal court and tie up the entire process. Chairman Dahl indicated that topic (where will the
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funding come from) has been discussed previously but will need to be placed on the agenda for an
upcoming meeting.
Commissioner Mason asked Jim Lawrence which state model was the best to follow or is Nevada so
unique that it should develop its own model. Mr. Lawrence was hesitant to identify the model of one
state; however, Nevada most closely resembles a hybrid of Utah, Idaho, and New Mexico. Utah’s State
land office is solely focused on generating revenue for schools where Idaho is more resource-focused
with staff who understands management of the natural resources. There is not a ‘one size fits all’
approach but a hybrid approach might be something to consider. In closing, Commissioner Mason
indicated that when the Soviet Union was breaking up, they looked at every European state for the best
government structure, which is what Nevada will need to do.
Commissioner Patsy Waits (Lander County) assured Commissioner Mason that the items he raised
were set forth in AB 227. The lands to be transferred from the federal government would first be given to
the State of Nevada. Part of the Task Force’s effort will be to identify what and how the resources
coming to the State should be managed. Eventually, the Task Force will identify how much should be
managed by the local governments. Monies derived from mineral rights, grazing rights, etc., will offset
some of the costs.
Commissioner JJ Goicoechea (Eureka County) suggested the individual counties need to identify those
lands which should be transferred from the federal government to the State and bring that list to the Task
Force’s next meeting. Some counties may want to manage Wilderness Study Areas while other counties
may not. In addition, the counties can incorporate direction from their local land use plans. Chairman
Dahl recommended the list of desired lands should be sent to NACO; rather than brought to the next
meeting. Chairman Dahl also suggested that the final list of desired lands will need to be consistent
across the State in order for the enabling legislation to make sense.
Commissioner Vaughn Hartung (Washoe County) found the conversation as to what lands should be
included a difficult conversation. Washoe County is considering a 20 to 30 mile radius from the urban
core not withstanding lands of interest to the two Native American tribes.
Commissioner Nancy Boland (Esmeralda County) indicated that she thought the counties were
supposed to have brought the list of desired lands to this meeting. The consensus within Esmeralda
County is to have the majority if not all federal lands transferred to the State. Discussions within the
County have are focused on inclusion of the mineral estate and, possibly, wilderness areas.
Commissioner Laurie Carson (White Pine County) has been working with two separate groups to
address the identification of desired lands. In their efforts, a question was raised as to how much control
or influence the County would have over how the transferred lands would be managed. Will the County
lose control of what it would like to see in their area? Chairman Dahl suggested this issue be identified
and addressed in their proposal to NACO.
Commissioner Nancy Boland (Esmeralda County) offered that a proposal being considered for
inclusion into their land use plan is the procurement of larger land blocks by the County, which would be
sold by auction at a later date as part of the tax sale properties. This approach would allow the County to
have more control over the process, keep up with infrastructure needs, and not completely change the
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makeup of their communities. Commissioner Carson asked a follow up question relating to how the lands
would be surveyed including the costs of those surveys. Commissioner Boland indicated that they used
revenue from a one-time geothermal sale to cover the survey and other environmental costs.
ACTION ITEM: Jeff Fontaine, Executive Director of NACO, suggested that NACO prepare a survey
containing a list of various land classifications by Federal agency which, if used by the counties in
identifying the desired lands for transfer, would allow for consistency in preparing the final list of desired
lands by County. A consolidated listing would be developed for review by the Task Force. NACO
would revise the list based on review comments, which could then be placed on the agenda for a future
Task Force meeting. Chairman Dahl thought this was a good approach.
Mike Stremler (Pershing County) suggested there might be several different ‘land identification’
scenarios to consider. Mr. Stremler also suggested that under Title 43 – Chapter 1600 of the Code of
Federal Regulations, federal agencies must follow the County plan for natural resources, if such a plan
has been approved. He suggested the same could be true for the State.

DISCUSSION REGARDING NEXT STEPS, INCLUDING A POSSIBLE CONTRACT
TO PRODUCE THE STUDY THAT WILL MEET REQUIREMENTS OF AB227
Chairman Dahl discussed the importance of consolidating the information needed to meet the
requirements outlined in AB 227, which will not be an easy task. A proposal, which was provided to the
Task Force prior to the meeting, has been received from Intertech Services Corporation (ISC), in
consultation with Resource Concepts, Inc. (RCI), to prepare a comprehensive report which would be
submitted by the Task Force to the Nevada Legislature’s Public Lands Committee. Chairman Dahl read a
letter (Attachment 5) received from Mike Baughman, President of ISC, which provided an overview of
the proposal, which had been presented to the Task Force during its August 26, 2013, meeting.
The primary focus of the report will be updating the data and
analyses contained in two previous reports (inset to right) and
complete a comparative analysis of costs and revenues for
recreation uses and renewable energy generation on state and
federal lands in Arizona, Idaho, New Mexico, and Utah. In
addition, the ISC/RCI team would collect and analyze data
and prepare a comparative analysis of resource condition
trends for BLM administered and state lands within the same
four states. The cost of the proposal is $66,240.

Previous Reports
“Identification of Public Land Transfer
Issues and Preliminary Comparative
Economic Analysis” – prepared for
Eureka County by Resource Concepts,
Inc., and Intertech Services
Corporation in November 1994.
“Alternatives for Management of an
Expanded State Land Base in Nevada”
– prepared for Eureka County by
Intertech Services Corporation and
Resource Concepts, Inc., in February
1996.

Chairman Dahl’s recommended the Task Force move forward
with the proposal as it has been recognized from the
beginning that someone would have to pull all of the
information together to ensure compliance with the
requirements of AB 227. In the ensuing discussion, Chairman Dahl asked the Task Force to address
‘process' first, which will be followed with a discussion concerning ‘funding’ of the proposal.

Nevada Land Management Task Force

September 27, 2013

19

Process
Commissioner Patsy Waits (Lander County) asked how the report would be paid for. Would the
counties be assessed based on population or on amount of federal land? Chairman Dahl responded that
the counties would not be assessed as per language in AB 227. Funding of the proposal would be
voluntary. Chairman Dahl postponed further discussion on the question until the ‘funding’ discussion
takes place. Commissioner Waits asked a question as to when the Task Force would be involved in the
report. Would the Task Force wait for ISC/RCI to present the figures and then react? Chairman Dahl
responded that there were opportunities for input into how much of the 1994 and 1996 reports were
accepted or rejected. Commissioner Wait asked if the current proposal would be merely updating the
information from the 1994 and 1996 reports, to which, Chairman Dahl responded that the 1994/96
information would not only be updated but expanded as well.
Commissioner Nancy Boland (Esmeralda County) directed a question to Mike Baughman addressing
how far the analysis of economic impacts to the State would be taken. Would they incorporate the
positive changes due to a different tax structure as a result of the land transfer? Mike Baughman
responded by explaining the figures in the 1994/96 reports would be updated; therefore, the two previous
reports would give the Task Force an understanding of the content and format for the new report. The
previous reports did include some tax implications; however, a fiscal impact analysis which would
address the overall increase in the tax revenues at the state and local government levels including the ad
valorem taxes, sales taxes, real property transfer taxes, etc., is not within the scope of work of the
proposal. Mr. Baughman indicated that, using the experiences in the other five states’ to generate net
revenues when compared with the federal government spending and generating revenue, the report would
address the likelihood of Nevada generating net revenues and to what magnitude. Disposition of those
revenues is an entirely different discussion which will need to be addressed by the Task Force. The
second part of the proposal is to prepare a comprehensive document, on behalf of NACO and the Task
Force, which could be presented to the Public Lands Committee in June 2014. Updated components of
the 1994/96 documents would be a part of the comprehensive report as would the Task Force’s
deliberations, decisions, and recommendations as to how the land transfer process should be completed.
Commissioner JJ Goicoechea (Eureka County) asked Mr. Baughman to confirm that ISC/RCI would
write the comprehensive report which would include the updated information addressed in the 1994/96
reports, all Task Force information and direction, and would meet the requirements of AB 227. Mr.
Baughman agreed that Commissioner Goicoechea’s statement was correct.
Commissioner Vaughn Hartung (Washoe County) asked Mr. Baughman if the comprehensive report
would be a ‘macro’ look (as compared to a ‘micro’ look) which would not separate local county
information. Mr. Baughman agreed. The 1994/96 reports essentially created a model based on the
experiences in the other states’ to predict what might happen in Nevada. By nature of that type of
analysis, that if you were to achieve those numbers, you would be adopting a management structure and
framework which would resemble what is seen in the other five states’.
Commissioner Laurie Carson (White Pine County) asked if the expanded study would include other
federally managed lands, which were not included in the 1994/96 reports. In response, Mr. Baughman
explained the 1994/96 reports only addressed BLM administered lands and the agency’s staffing,
expenditures, revenues, etc. One of the fundamental questions which will need to be addressed by the
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Task Force is if the land transfer will involve lands managed by other federal agencies. The proposal as
presented would not address those other agency lands in its analysis. Inclusion of other federal agency
administered lands would greatly expand the scope of the study, the level of data collection, and the cost
of the effort.
Commissioner Patsy Waits (Lander County) inquired as to the time frames for receiving draft
documents of the report for review. In response, Mr. Baughman indicated the proposal does include a
schedule, which calls for a preliminary report in February 2014 and a draft report in April 2014. In
addition, progress reports would be presented to the Task Force throughout the process, with the first
progress report scheduled for early February 2014.
Commissioner Carl Erquiaga (Churchill County) asked if there would be a greater level of detail on
the revenue sources in other states’. Mr. Baughman indicated that more detail could be provided but an
issue with consistency of reporting across the different states’ could complicate this effort.

Funding
Chairman Dahl suggested funding the ISC/RCI proposal should not be based on county size or
population. Chairman Dahl asked for a motion to fund the ISC/RCI proposal. In response,
Commissioner Laurie Carson (White Pine County) made a motion to proceed forward with the study
depending upon how the funding would be split between counties. Chairman Dahl suggested allowing
NACO to work with counties to identify those willing to contribute funding for the study. Commissioner
Lorinda Wichman (Nye County) indicated that she must take a specific proposal to her colleagues. She
proposed each county contribute an equal share which translates to $3,800 to $4,000 per county.
Commissioner Jim French (Humboldt County) agreed that each county should contribute an equal share
to fund the proposal. Commissioner Laurie Carson (White Pine County) asked how the lands
administered by the other federal agencies (non-BLM) would be addressed. Chairman Dahl suggested
that it might be appropriate to develop a comprehensive budget for completing this project.
Commissioner Doug Johnson (Douglas County) indicated that the Task Force is now voting on actions
which have costs. When he approaches his County Commission, he will need to be in a position to
answer specific questions such as ‘Why isn’t the legislature paying for this study?’ or ‘What have you
done for me up to this point’? Commissioner Johnson is not sure how his Commission will react to
having to fund the study with having a County lands bill in front of the U. S. Senate which identifies the
lands in which they are interested in acquiring.
ACTION ITEM: Jeff Fontaine, Executive Director of NACO, suggested NACO develop a package
which each Task Force representative could present to their County Commissions. The package could
include a budget, talking points, etc., to ensure a consistent approach and message.
Commissioner Vaughn Hartung (Washoe County) made a motion for NACO to prepare a document
which can be presented by each Task Force member to their County Commissions to determine if each
Commission is supportive of moving forward with the study and report. Commissioner Lorinda
Wichman (Nye County) seconded the motion.
Jeff Fontaine indicated that if a contract is entered into with an independent contractor, it will need to be
approved by the NACO Board of Directors whose next regularly scheduled meeting is November 18,
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2013. As a ‘point of order’, Commissioner Vaughn Hartung (Washoe County) asked if it was necessary
to for NACO give direction prior to the Commissions’ giving direction or do we need direction from each
Commission’ before going to the NACO Board of Directors? Commissioner Nancy Boland (Esmeralda
County) explained that it was necessary to receive direction from the Board of County Commissioners’
first and then go to the NACO Board of Directors.
Commissioner Boland also expressed a concern with the scope of work of the proposal which doesn’t
address lands managed by other federal agencies. She is interested in understanding the requirements of
AB 227 and obtaining a revised scope of work including costs for an expanded study to include lands
managed by other federal agencies. Commissioner Lorinda Wichman (Nye County) suggested it
would be important to understand how many counties are interested in considering public lands
administered by other federal agencies.
Commissioner Dan Cassinelli (Humboldt County) indicated that Humboldt County was interested in
moving slowly and not immediately grasping for everything that they can. Humboldt County would
probably not be interested in addressing U. S. Forest Service lands at this time. He expressed a concern
with how much an expanded study would cost.
Mike Baughman offered a statement concerning the inclusion of other federal agencies into the study.
The previous studies looked at other states’ which have large state land management bases and how they
derive their revenues. In most cases, those lands are comparable to BLM administered lands. In other
states’, typically, the revenue generating capabilities on forest lands are commercial forest-related. In
Nevada, there are not many commercial forests available on lands which might be transferred to the State.
Mr. Baughman concluded that, in general, the costs of managing Forest Service lands will be higher as
compared the revenue which may be derived from those lands. It would be reasonable to conclude that
we would expect the transfer of Forest Service lands would result in the cost of managing Forest Service
lands would be at or more than the costs associated with managing BLM administered lands. The
revenues derived from the Forest Service lands would be less.
Chairman Dahl asked how much more work would be required to address the lands administered by
other federal agencies. Mr. Baughman responded that Nevada doesn’t have the commercial forest
inventory as compared to other states’ and it is not worth the effort or the funding required to complete
such an analysis. Mr. Baughman suggested that it would be appropriate, based on the analysis of BLMadministered lands, to infer if the costs to manage additional Forest Service lands will generate net
revenues. Commissioner Laurie Carson (White Pine County) asked if such an approach would satisfy
the intent of AB 227 to which Chairman Dahl indicated that it would.
Commissioner Patsy Waits (Lander County) indicated that she doesn’t believe it appropriate to merely
divide the cost of the proposal equally between the counties. She believes there should be another way
(such as the number of federal acres) to identify the cost by county. Commissioner Dan Cassinelli
(Humboldt County) responded by stating that “we’re all the State of Nevada.”
Chairman Dahl asked Commissioner Vaughn Hartung (Washoe County) to restate his motion.
MOTION: Commissioner Hartung made a motion to “give direction to NACO to send out information
so that the Task Force members can agendize the proposal presented by Intertech Service Corporation.”
Commissioner Lorinda Wichman (Nye County) seconded the motion with an amendment “that the
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package includes the information needed to take to their Board of Commissioners with a suggestion for an
equal share to fund the study and report.” The motion with its amendment was unanimously passed by a
voice vote.

APPROVAL OF DATES AND LOCATIONS FOR FUTURE TASK FORCE MEETINGS
Chairman Dahl asked the Task Force to identify meeting locations for the next three months. In
response, Commissioner Vaughn Hartung (Washoe County) volunteered to host the October meeting
in Reno. Chairman Dahl volunteered to host the November meeting in Elko while the December
meeting will be held in Las Vegas.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF TOPICS FOR FUTURE TASK FORCE
MEETINGS
ACTION ITEM: Chairman Dahl asked the Task Force members to identify possible NonGovernmental Organizations that should be incorporated into the Task Force’s effort. Suggestions were
asked to be sent to NACO.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Mr. Grant Gerber, an attorney in Elko, Nevada for 35 years, explained that his family settled in Elko
County in the mid-1800s where he grew up on a ranch. For the past 35 years, he has been actively
involved in land issues and would like to speak to all the issues discussed by the Task Force but will limit
his presentation to one specific area which hasn’t been discussed. It is his hope that the Task Force will
give significance to the issue of the federal government’s failed policies which have led to a significant
increase in the number of acres and animals burned by wildfire annually as well as the significant increase
in pollution from those fires. Mr. Gerber’s statement is provided in Attachment 6.
Discussed in his presentation but not included in the written
statement was the fact that this issue in not only a wildlife-related
issue but an economic issue as well. Recently, sage grouse pilot
projects have been initiated in Elko County and Box Elder County,
Idaho to demonstrate that the federal government doesn’t know
how to handle sage grouse, which is directly related to wildfire. In
Nevada, wildfire is the single largest threat to sage grouse which is
closely followed by predators.

Public Comment Speakers
Grant Gerber
Floyd Rathbun
Jim Falk
Fallon Tea Party

In closing, Mr. Gerber recommended the Task Force review the table attached to his written statement
which is the only research identifying the number of animals which have been burned and the amount of
pollution produced. More information is available at www.smokedbear.com.
Mr. Floyd Rathbun, who spoke earlier in the day, indicated that he was pleased with the discussions at
this meeting. One common theme he heard was the cost of management and the additional responsibility
which would accompany the transfer of federal lands to the State. Mr. Rathbun indicated he hopes the
contractor (ISC/RCI) would identify the costs of failing to act. Mr. Rathbun stated the cost for the
prosperity experienced by the State of Nevada has been borne by private enterprise, particularly mining
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and ranching. Another issue raised by Mr. Rathbun which is important to his employer is the
involvement of the federal agencies and the lack of accountability of federal employees which
significantly impacts the stability of his employer’s business plan.
Jim Falk, Secretary of the Fallon Tea Party, highlighted the presentations given today as well as the
public comments have pointed out what has been happening with the federal agencies trying to manage
the State of Nevada. Mr. Falk suggested looking up ‘Agenda 21’ on the internet under ‘sustainable
development’ and ‘smart growth’ to understand why the federal government is doing what they are doing.

ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Dahl indicated that NACO will compress the information from this meeting, which will be
sent to each Task Force member. Task Force members were asked to present the information to their
respective County Commissions.
Commissioner Laurie Carson (White Pine County) moved that the meeting be adjourned, which was
unanimously approved by a voice vote at 1:41 PM.

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

Meaning

AUM .............................................................................................................................. Animal Unit Month
BLM ............................................................................................................... Bureau of Land Management
DSA ................................................................................................................. Distributive School Account
ISC ................................................................................................................ Intertech Services Corporation
NACO ......................................................................................................... Nevada Association of Counties
NEPA..................................................................................................... National Environmental Policy Act
NRS ......................................................................................................................... Nevada Revised Statute
PILT.................................................................................................................... Payment-In-Lieu-of-Taxes
PSF ..........................................................................................................................Permanent School Fund
RCI ......................................................................................................................... Resource Concepts, Inc.
TGA ................................................................................................................................Taylor Grazing 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
Kevin Phillips
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
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner

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

Present

Esmeralda County

X

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

X
X
X
X

Not Present
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

SPEAKERS
Name
Jim Lawrence
Pam Borda

Position
Administrator
Executive Director

Steve Hill

Executive Director

Organization or Entity
Nevada Division of State Lands
Northeastern Nevada Regional
Development Authority
Nevada Governor’s Office of Economic
Development

OTHER PARTICIPANTS
Name
Jeff Fontaine
Dagny Stapleton
Don Alt
John Falen
Jim Baumann
Jake Tibbitts
Vance Vesco
Jim Falk
Bob Clifford
Floyd Rathbun
Grant Gerber

Position
Executive Director
Deputy Director
Chairman
Rancher
Owner
Eureka County Natural
Resource Manager
Owner
Secretary
Chairman
Ranch Consultant
Elko County Commissioner
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Organization or Entity
Nevada Association of Counties
Nevada Association of Counties
Nevada Live Stock Association
Simpson Creek Ranch
Eureka County
Vesco Ranch
Fallon Tea Party
Fallon Tea Party
Smoked Bear (Owner)
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Name
Jan Brown
Ed Martinez
Sandra Harbing
Doug Busselman
Terri Frolli
Bruno Bowles
Bill Deist
Dave Mason
Cliff Gardner
Kent Howard

OTHER PARTICIPANTS (CONTINUED)
Position
Organization or Entity
Public Administrator
Churchill County & Fallon Tea Party
Alternate Chairman
Fallon Tea Party
Citizen
Executive Vice President
Nevada Farm Bureau
Capital City Coordinator
USDA Forest Service
Management Analyst
Southern Nevada Water Authority
County Administrator
Humboldt County
Commissioner
Lander County
Rural Heritage Preservation Project
Rural Heritage Preservation Project
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Attachment 2 – Cliff Gardner Public Comment
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Attachment 3 – Jim Falk Public Comment
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Attachment 4 – Floyd Rathbun Public Comment

Nevada Land Management Task Force

September 27, 2013

29

Nevada Land Management Task Force

September 27, 2013

30

Nevada Land Management Task Force

September 27, 2013

31

Nevada Land Management Task Force

September 27, 2013

32

Attachment 5 – Intertech Services Corporation Proposal
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Attachment 6 – Grant Gerber Public Comment
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