PUBLIC MEETING NOTICE
Nevada Land Management Task Force
(Established Pursuant to Assembly Bill 227 enacted in the 2013 Legislative Session)
August 16, 2013, 1:00 p.m.
Eureka Opera House
31 S. Main St.
Eureka, NV 89316
AGENDA
Some Task Force members may attend via telephone from other locations. Items on the agenda may be
taken out of order. The Task Force may combine two or more agenda items for consideration. The Task
Force may remove an item from the agenda or delay discussion relating to an item on the agenda at any
time.
Call to Order, Roll Call
1. Public Comment. Please Limit Comments to 3 Minutes
2. Approval of Agenda. For Possible Action.
3. Approval of the Minutes of the June 28, 2013 Meeting of the Nevada Land Management Task
Force. For Possible Action. (Attachment)
4. Overview of Legislation in Other Western States Regarding the Transfer of Public Lands.
5. Presentation on Studies Commissioned by Eureka County in 1994 and 1996 on Public Lands
Transfer Issues.
6. Initial Discussion on Potential Lands to be Included in a Transfer of Public Lands from the Federal
Government to Nevada. (Attachment)
7. Initial Discussion of Cost and Revenue Implications of the Transfer of Public Lands to Nevada.
(Attachment)
8. Initial 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.
9. Initial Discussion on Which Public Lands, if Transferred to State Ownership, Should be Sold or
Exchanged into the Private Sector and How Should the Sales Take Place?
10. Suggested Agenda Items for the Next Meeting Including the Possible Continuation of Agenda
th
Items from the August 16 , 2013 Meeting, Identifying Additional Stakeholders, and Approval of
Dates and Locations for Future Task Force Meetings. For Possible Action.
11. Discussion and Possible Approval of Topics for Future Task Force Meetings. For Possible
Action.
12. Public Comment - Please Limit Comments to 3 Minutes
Adjourn - Action

Members of the public who are disabled and require special accommodations or assistance at the
meeting are requested to notify NACO in writing at 304 S. Minnesota Street, Carson City, NV 89703, or
by calling (775) 883-7863 at least three working days prior to the meeting.
This agenda was posted at the following locations:
NACO Office 304 S. Minnesota Street, Carson City, NV 89703
Washoe County Admin. Building 1001 E. Ninth Street, Reno, NV 89520
Clark County Admin. Building 500 S. Grand Central Parkway, Las Vegas, NV 89155
POOL/PACT 201 S. Roop Street, Carson City, NV 89701
Members of the public can request copies of the supporting material for the meeting by contacting Elyse
Monroy at (775) 883-7863. Supporting material is also available at the NACO Office and online at:
http://www.nvnaco.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=21&Itemid=28

Nevada Land Management Task Force
Meeting Minutes
June 28, 2013, 1:30 p.m.
Nevada Association of Counties (NACO) Offices
304 S. Minnesota Street
Carson City, NV 89703
Video Conferenced to, Nye County, Elko County, Humboldt County
Attendance

Members: Commissioner Jerrie Tipton, Mineral County; Commissioner Lorinda Wichman, Nye
County; Commissioner Vaughn Hartung, Washoe County; Commissioner Kevin Phillips,
Lincoln County; Commissioner Virgil Arellano, Lyon County; Commissioner J.J, Goicoechea,
Eureka County; Commissioner Dan Cassinelli, Humboldt County; Commissioner Tom Collins,
Clark County; Commissioner Carl Erquiaga, Churchill County; Commissioner Doug Johnson;
Douglas County; Commissioner Nancy Boland, Esmeralda County, Commissioner Demar Dahl,
Elko County; Commissioner Patsy Waits, Lander County; Commissioner Bill Sjovangen, Storey
County; Commissioner Pat Irwin, Pershing County; Mayor Bob Crowell, Carson City,
Commissioner Laurie Carson; White Pine County
Others in attendance: Commissioner Vida Keller, Lyon County;; Commissioner Bonnie Weber,
Washoe County; Commissioner Jim French, Humboldt County; Eleanor Lockwood; Steve
Walker; Kyle Davis; Sandra Hartung; Kehlen Moss; Linda Moss; Commissioner Jeff Williams,
Elko County; Bill Deist; Assemblyman John Ellison; Commissioner Grant Gerber, Elko County;
Rob Stokes; Pam Webster; Frank Carbone; Commissioner Butch Borasky, Nye County ; Andrea
Kajous; Jake Tibbits; Doug Busselman
Item 1. Election of the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Nevada Land Management
Task Force. Action Item
Commissioner Tom Collins, Clark County motioned to elect Commissioner Demar Dahl as chair
of the Nevada Land Management Task Force (NLMTF). Commissioner Doug Johnson
Seconded. The Motion carried unanimously.
After his election Commissioner Dahl gave his thoughts on the taskforce and their role.
Commissioner Dahl started by saying that this will be a challenge moving forward. Chairman
Dahl gave what he believed the parameters of this taskforce to be. As a taskforce they need to
decide what implementation of a mass land transfer should look like. Chairman Dahl stated that
he wanted this to be an inclusive and transparent process, and that when this process is complete,
everyone in the State who wanted a voice in this study should have been given the opportunity to
share in the process. He noted that he wanted everyone to go in with open minds and with a
willingness to listen to everyone’s point to view, it was his opinion that committee members
shouldn’t enter a study like this with a foregone.conclusion.

Chairman Dahl asked that the Task Force and all other participants agree to be fair and respectful
in their work and discourse.
Commissioner Jerrie Tipton, Mineral County made a motion to elect Commissioner Nancy
Boland, Esmeralda County, as Vice Chair of the NLMTF. Motion seconded by Doug Johnson.
The motion carried unanimously.
Item 2. Public Comment.
None
Item 3. Approval of Agenda. Action Item
Commissioner Tipton, Mineral County, moved to approve the Agenda for the June 28th Nevada
Land Management Task Force Meeting. Commissioner Doug Johnson, Douglas County,
seconded. The Motion carried unanimously.

Item 4. Briefing on Assembly Bill 227 and Duties of the Task Force.
Chairman Dahl asked Assemblyman Ellison, Bill sponsor to comment. Assemblyman Ellison
acknowledged that State Senator Goicoechea did a lot of work on the Senate Side for this bill. He
wished the task force the best of luck for their long and hard journey ahead.
Chairman Dahl noted that this effort began a year ago in March, as a result of a congressional
hearing that was held in Elko County on their Travel Management Plan and with varied agency
trouble the County was dealing with. Nevada looked to the State of Utah, which is the farthest
along in this effort for a path to follow. The Utah Legislature passed a bill during the 2011
legislative session, which called for the transfer of the public land in the state. When discussions
in Nevada began to follow in Utah’s steps, Senator Pete Goicoechea suggested that the State first
administer a study which would look at the implication of a transfer. Montana, Idaho and
Wyoming and now Utah will be administering their own study.
Chairman Dahl began by summarizing what is required by the taskforce, as outlined in the bill.
Sections 1 through 3 of the bill dictate how appointments and vacancies should be filled, and set
a timeline within which the Task Force should complete their work.
Section 4 of the bill states that the County is required to cover the cost of travel of the
commissioners and administrative support is to be provided by the counties and by the Nevada
Association of Counties.
Section 6 of the bill outlines what the study must include;
An identification of the lands to be transferred and the interests, right and uses associated with
those lands. This also requires a plan for the administration management and use of the lands
including without limitation the designation of wilderness and other conservation areas or sale
lease or other disposition of lands.

Chairman Dahl suggested that the best course of action might be to open up the discussion to
whoever wants to provide ideas to the answers of these questions.
Discussion was opened to meeting participants. Commissioner Collins, Clark County, noted that
one of the considerations of this committee should be to recognize or to amend the existing
designations, he gave the desert tortoise counts in Southern Nevada as an example. He said that
there are already wildernesses areas and state parks, and asked if the committee would want to
exclude or trade those lands. Commissioner Collins concluded by asking: How should this task
force address the different categories of how the land is presently described?
Chariman Dahl suggested the Task Force invite everyone present, who has an interest, to submit
information on issues related to the identification of the public lands to be transferred and the
interest, rights and uses of those lands which are to be transferred. Chairman Dahl noted that
Eureka County did studies in 1994 and 1996 on transferring public lands from the federal
government to the state. He also noted that others might have ideas on how the questions might
be answered down the road; one suggestion was reaching out to respective county natural
resource boards. He suggested the information be sent to NACO staff, for their review. After all
received information had been compiled and reviewed, the committee can start making decision
on moving forward.
Commissioner Hartung, Washoe County, suggested that it might be advantageous to direct
County staff to identify lands, which would be the most obvious lands that the counties or state
would want to have in their control.
Chairman Dahl stated that Utah called for the transfer of all public lands, with exception of the
national monuments, wilderness areas and national parks, noting that the one exception to that
rule they made was the Escalante Stair Case Monument.
Commissioner Goicoechea told the committee that Eureka County Staff had scanned the 1994
and 1996 studies and sent them to NACO staff, for their review, noting that the nearly 20 year
old studies contain letters and recommendations from people like the State Attorney General,
Frankie Sue Del Papa in which she outlines reasons mass conveyance wouldn’t work.
Commissioner Goicoechea thought that might be a good starting point.
Jake Tibbits, Eureka County Natural Resource Manager noted that the 1994 study primarily
looked to identify issues that would arise from transfer and it was not intended to make
recommendations. The 1994 study includes a comparative economic analysis, which looks at
how other states, which more state land, pay for fire suppression. Mr. Tibbits continued to say
that the 1996 Eureka Study looks at alternatives for management, through a survey process
during which all state and federal agencies or other stakeholders took a survey about their ideas
for management. Mr. Tibbits noted that the studies were done almost 20 years ago, but many of
the issues and concerns remain today.
Commissioner Johnson asked the committee chair how the study results will be presented to the
Legislature; will the committee present recommendations, a resolution on issues, or present a
report of pros and cons of transfer.

Chairman Dahl added that members of this Task Force should have constant conversations with
their commissions regarding the study, as to make sure all invested parities are being heard. He
also added that the Task Force developments should also be made to the public.
He then went on to ask the Task Force members to have an open mind going in to the study, in
that, at the end the study could find that the state is better off with the current standard, and that
should be the recommendation to the Public Lands Committee. He added that the Task Force
should gather as much information as possible, so that they can do as thorough of a review as
possible in order to make the best decision.
Mayor Crowell made the point that the study, as defined in the bill, is looking to transfer federal
land to the state and not to the counties, and that it might be challenging to look at the issue
solely from the county stand point without state input.
Commissioner Arellano noted that the transfer of control of all public lands in the state is the
common goal of the Task Force; however, the Task Force needs to look at the probability of
success and address the issue of viability, asking; what is the chance, or the odds on getting all of
our public lands back? If the Task Force provides all the study results it can, they will have
merit, but at the conclusion of the study, will transfer really happen? Finally he added that the
Task Force should not overlook the opportunity to implement policy change, regardless of a
successful transfer.
Chairman Dahl responded noting that this body’s task, per the legislation, is to consider the
implications of the transfer.
Commissioner Tipton, attempted to simplify the discussion by stating that she understood the
task as; “what are we talking about, how much are we talking about, what is the cost to the state,
what is the revenue to the state; if this all occurs?” And in addition to look at how the state is
going to manage the land. She added that Utah county officials have been meeting regularly to
discuss how their roles must change to manage the land to the benefit of the county and of the
state.
Chairman Dahl redirected the Task Force’s attention back to the bill, reading that 6 (a): “it is an
identification of the public lands to be transferred, and the interests, rights and uses associated
with those lands. The development of a proposed plan, for the administration, management and
use of the public lands; including without limitation; the designation of wilderness or other
conservation areas, or the sale lease or other disposition of those lands. (C) An economic
analysis concerning the transfer of including without limitation; the identification of the costs
directly incident to the transfer of title of those lands. The identification of sources of revenue to
pay for the administration and maintains of those lands by the State of Nevada. A determination
of the amount of any revenue that is currently received by the State of Nevada, or a political
subdivision of this state in connection of those lands including without limitation; Any payments
made in lieu of taxes and mineral leases. Finally number 4, the identification of any potential
revenue to be received from those lands by the state of Nevada after the transfer of the lands, and
recommendation for the distribution of those revenues.”

Chairman Dahl noted that he believed the Task Force will be surprised at the number of good
answers and solutions that come out of opening the discussion to interested parties. He continued
to say that other questions in addition to what is in the bill will probably come out.
Chairman Dahl then opened a discussion on the logistics of the process. Committee Vice Chair,
Boland, suggested that when talking about the identification of the public lands to be transferred
and the interests rights and uses associated with those lands, that each commissioner look at their
respective counties’ land plan, as all this information is already available there, many through
BLM information. Commissioner Tipton added that Task Force members should use their public
lands use boards and planning commissions, as there are already many established resources for
gathering this information.
Ms. Eleanor Lockwood, Churchill County Manger, added that Churchill County is in the middle
of doing their resource management plan revision, as the added issue they have in their county is
that almost half of the lands that is managed by BLM had been handed over to the Bureau of
Reclamation and they have taken 8 years to do their resource management plan. In that process
they will recommend that half of that land be handed back over to the management of the BLM.
She said that Churchill is in a position of transition, and does not have the resources to identify
the lands that the Task Force may suggest be transferred back to the state.
Commissioner Wichman acknowledged that as each county reviews their land management plan,
situations will arise in which not all of the public lands that are managed by other agencies are
necessarily desirable for transfer. Noting that there are some lands that have preexisting issues,
created by the managing agency - she wouldn’t want the county our state to take on that liability.
Chairman Dahl suggested that Commissioner Wichman’s concerns regarding not taking on
problem land be included in the report.
Commissioner Carson, White Pine County, raised questions about having to deal with federal
public land multiple use issues asking if the state would inherit the wild horse and burro issue.
Chairman Dahl responded that that issue is going to be a very important part of the discussion to
be had, in addition to the endangered species issues.
Commissioner Johnson drove the conversation back to the format of the study suggesting that the
committee look at each point as outlined in the bill; look at the pros and the cons, and have the
committee make a recommendation on each.
Commissioner Tipton brought the discussion back to identifying sources of revenue, saying she
wants to know how much the BLM and the Forest Service receive in mineral lease money, and
how much of the grazing fees go to the BLM vs. the county or the state. Commissioner Tipton
also noted that there is land in the state that has been congressionally designated, and that land
would have to be maintained by the federal government, whether by US Fish and Wildlife or the
BLM. Commissioner Tipton then went on to acknowledge that she believed that Nevada was
going about transfer in a very smart way, as opposed to just taking the land back. She also,
suggested that the discussion be opened up to the public, for comments and concerns.

Commissioner Collins noted that counties’ land use plans are going to differ - some counties
might have SNLMPA or Congressional Acts. As an example, he spoke about a Federal Aviation
Administration issue, in which the FAA had reduced the impact of the McCarran Airport,
creating a situation in which BLM land is now available in the Las Vegas valley; however, the
County has to act as the local governing board to ask the BLM to release the land for auction for
private development. He posed the question, should the process be that the BLM is putting land
up for auction for private development, or should the State of Nevada put it up for auction? He
continued to say that the Task Force needs to ascertain consensus on whatever counties’ issues
are, whether they are tortoise, sage hen, horses, etc.

Item 5. Discussion and Possible Action Regarding the Role of the Board of County
Commissioners of Each County and the Nevada Association of Counties in Providing
Administrative Support to the Task Force.
Commission Dahl directed the conversation back to the process moving forward. Asking Jeff
Fontaine, NACO Executive Director, if it made sense to ask the committee members write up
their comments or issues and send them to NACO for staff to review.
Jeff noted that as stated in the bill NACO would be providing administrative support - this could
be a significant under taking for the Association. Jeff continued to say that receiving and
compiling information was a task that NACO staff could take on; however, research and
producing statistical data is beyond NACO’s capacity.
Jeff Fontaine noted that the bill is clear about what each individual board of commissioner is
responsible for, in regards to travel and per diem; however, the bill is less specific about what
each individual county and NACO will be responsible for. Jeff noted that NACO’s abilities will
be somewhat limited in administering the study and then this body will have to turn to individual
counties for technical support or financial support. Jeff also noted that during hearings on this
bill NACO testified that it would not compel any county to participate or contribute if they didn’t
want to. Jeff continued to say as this study moves along, if there are technical needs that go
beyond NACO’s scope, like GIS Mapping, NACO might be going back to the counties for that.
He also noted that NACO might be reaching out to counties for financial contributions, in case
the Task Force needed funds to hire a consultant to assist with aspects of the study.
Item 6. Discussion and Possible Approval of a Format to Study the Transfer of Public
Lands in Nevada from the Federal Government to the State of Nevada. Possible Action.

Commissioner Wichman requested that each representative leave the meeting and review the
Eureka County studies and return to the next meeting with questions in hand, that are specific
and not broad.
Chairman Dahl suggested that those specific issues be turned in and boiled down before the next
meeting. Commissioner Wichman raised concerns about not having dedicated staff to review any
information.

Jeff Fontaine noted that the way this bill was written and passed made it so Legislative Counsel
Bureau would not have any fiscal impact. During the Legislative session NACO testified that the
level of detail of the report would be based on and reflect the resources and technical expertise
available from counties.
Commissioner Hartung suggested that this body reach out to the Truckee Meadows Regional
Planning Agency to utilize their mapping systems to assist in the project.
Chairman Dahl noted that he wanted the Task Force members to leave the meeting and review
the Eureka County Studies and the Utah Bill.
Commissioner Erquiaga asked if each representative would be bringing forth information and
opinions on just their counties, noting that transfer may or may not be good for a county but
might benefit the state and vice versa, adding that at this time, he is not fully convinced that land
transfer would be a good thing for the state, especially when you start looking at issues beyond
the boundaries of the counties, like horses, and fire suppression.
Commissioner Wichman said she empathized and that, once she started thinking about the issues
she became concerned when thinking about things like, PILT Programs, Secure Rural Schools
Funds, and other grants the state receives, because of the amount of federal land in the state.
Commission French suggested that in addition to the Utah bill and Eureka Studies, Task Force
members review the Taylor Grazing Act as well as the Mining Act of 1872, as those were pieces
of legislation that were created initially to decide which entity would receive which land and
how it would be used. Chairman Dahl agreed that those two documents should be reviewed, and
that part of the Task Force’s discussion would have to be the transfer of multiple use, and how
that would work. Chairman Dahl asked each committee member to review the identified
documents and then send issues, comments or concerns back to NACO staff for review.

Jake Tibbits, Eureka County Natural Resource Manager, noted that before this Task Force can
really move forward, they will need to first identify the land they want to manage. After that
identification is complete, a more structured feasibility study could move forward. Scoping and
input is needed from various state agencies and stake holders. Mr. Tibbits continued to say that
even though the Eureka Study reached out for this information 20 years ago, it would be helpful
to the Task Force’s discussion to reach out for that information again, and to see what those
issues are now. He suggested the development of a very standard data entry form, to collect all
this information.
Commissioner Goicoechea noted that it might be advantageous for the NACO staff to prepare an
RFI to find a project manager for this study. He noted that there is no cost to do an RFI and it
would be helpful in seeing who is out there, and what it might cost - which would also help
counties get an idea of what they might be asked to contribute.
Jeff agreed that it would be a good idea, however this study might not be a full time task. He
added that NACO could possibly reach out to a graduate student at the University of Nevada
Reno.

Commissioner Weber noted that NACO might want to contract with an entity like the Truckee
Meadows Regional Planning Authority, as they have the many of the resources that this study
might need. Commissioner Collins noted that there is also a school in the University of Nevada,
Las Vegas that deal with this type of research.
Commissioner Collins mentioned that there had been no discussion yet of entities that might
oppose this study, and that those groups should be identified.
Item 7. Approval of Dates and Locations for Future Task Force Meetings.
Commissioner Collins suggested that next committee meeting be scheduled far enough out so
that each county representative could have at least one county commission meeting to discuss the
Nevada Land Management Task Force with colleagues.
August the 16th in Eureka was suggested, as that date corresponds with the NACO Board of
Director’s meeting. Commissioner Tipton suggested that meeting dates for the rest of the year be
discussed at the August meeting.
Commissioner Williams, Elko County Commissioner, stated that he would have a discussion at
the next Elko County Commission meeting. Commissioner Williams noted that the video
conference format is very helpful and will be very important as the study progresses, but
requested that individuals who are speaking announce their names and counties, to ensure
everyone on video conference knows who is speaking.
Jeff Fontaine suggested the meeting be held at 1pm, as the NACO Board of Director’s committee
will be agendized accordingly.
Commissioner Dahl gave direction to NACO staff that they provide the committee with the 1994
and 1996 Eureka County reports, and the Utah Report, to anyone that is interested in it.
Commissioner Irwin added that staff should add the Taylor Grazing Act, and the Mining Law of
1987 and the NEPA Act to the website for reference.
Commissioner Patsy Waits, Lander County, asked a clarifying question in regards to the
standardized form for collecting and submitting information. Commissioner Dahl responded
saying that individuals shouldn’t wait for a standardized form to submit information.
Commissioner Collins directed NACO staff to send Task Force members an email, for
information purposes only, to request that each Task Force member put a discussion item on
their next Commissions meeting Agenda, to talk about these issues, before the next meeting.
Commissioner Boland suggested that Task Force members bring forward issues or concerns that
may only be issues in their respective counties.
Item 8. Public Comment.
Commissioner Collins spoke briefly about Senate Bill 72, which says that each county has to
have an ordinance for issuing rodeo permits. He noted that some of Nevada’s counties don’t even
have a dedicated animal control person. He also stated that in Clark County they are trying to

keep the issue simple and streamlined by keeping the permitting together with business licensing.
He encouraged Task Force members to look in to how the bill might affect their individual
counties.
Item 9. Adjourn - Action Item
Commissioner Tipton motioned to adjourn the meeting. Commissioner Johnson seconded. The
motion passed unanimously.
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General Description:
This bill addresses issues related to public lands, including the transfer of title to public

31

lands to the state and requiring the Constitutional Defense Council to study or draft

32

proposed legislation on certain issues related to public lands.

33

Highlighted Provisions:

34

This bill:

35

< enacts the Transfer of Public Lands Act;

36

< defines terms;

37

< requires the United States to extinguish title to public lands and transfer title to

38
39

those public lands to the state on or before December 31, 2014;
< provides that if the state transfers title to public lands with respect to which the state

40

receives title to the public lands under the Transfer of Public Lands Act, the state

41

shall retain 5% of the net proceeds the state receives, and pay 95% of the net

42

proceeds the state receives to the United States;

43

< provides that the 5% of the net proceeds of those sales of public lands shall be

44

deposited into the permanent State School Fund;

45

< provides a severability clause;

46

< requires the Constitutional Defense Council to study or draft legislation on certain

47

issues related to the transfer, management, and taxation of public lands, including:

48

C

drafting proposed legislation creating a public lands commission; and

49

C

establishing actions that shall be taken to secure, preserve, and protect the state's

50

rights and benefits related to the United States' duty to have extinguished title to

51

public lands and transferred title to those public lands to the state; and

52
53
54
55
56

< makes technical and conforming changes.
Money Appropriated in this Bill:
None
Other Special Clauses:
This bill provides an immediate effective date.
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Utah Code Sections Affected:

58

ENACTS:

59

63L-6-101, Utah Code Annotated 1953

60

63L-6-102, Utah Code Annotated 1953

61

63L-6-103, Utah Code Annotated 1953

62

63L-6-104, Utah Code Annotated 1953

63

Uncodified Material Affected:

64

ENACTS UNCODIFIED MATERIAL

65
66
67

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the state of Utah:
Section 1. Section 63L-6-101 is enacted to read:
CHAPTER 6. TRANSFER OF PUBLIC LANDS ACT

68
69

63L-6-101. Title.

70

This chapter is known as the "Transfer of Public Lands Act."

71

Section 2. Section 63L-6-102 is enacted to read:

72

63L-6-102. Definitions.

73

As used in this chapter:

74

(1) "Governmental entity" is as defined in Section 59-2-511.

75

(2) "Net proceeds" means the proceeds from the sale of public lands, after subtracting

76

expenses incident to the sale of the public lands.

77

(3) "Public lands" means lands within the exterior boundaries of this state except:

78

(a) lands to which title is held by a person who is not a governmental entity;

79

(b) lands owned or held in trust by this state, a political subdivision of this state, or an

80
81

independent entity;
(c) lands reserved for use by the state system of public education as described in Utah

82

Constitution Article X, Section 2, or a state institution of higher education listed in Section

83

53B-1-102;

84

(d) school and institutional trust lands as defined in Section 53C-1-103;
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(e) lands within the exterior boundaries as of January 1, 2012, of the following that are
designated as national parks:

87

(i) Arches National Park;

88

(ii) Bryce Canyon National Park;

89

(iii) Canyonlands National Park;

90

(iv) Capitol Reef National Park; and

91

(v) Zion National Park;

92

(f) lands within the exterior boundaries as of January 1, 2012, of the following national

93

monuments managed by the National Park Service as of January 1, 2012:

94

(i) Cedar Breaks National Monument;

95

(ii) Dinosaur National Monument;

96

(iii) Hovenweep National Monument;

97

(iv) Natural Bridges National Monument;

98

(v) Rainbow Bridge National Monument; and

99

(vi) Timpanogos Cave National Monument;

100
101

(g) lands within the exterior boundaries as of January 1, 2012, of the Golden Spike
National Historic Site;

102

(h) lands within the exterior boundaries as of January 1, 2012, of the following

103

wilderness areas located in the state that, as of January 1, 2012, are designated as part of the

104

National Wilderness Preservation System under the Wilderness Act of 1964, 16 U.S.C. 1131

105

et seq.:

106

(i) Ashdown Gorge Wilderness;

107

(ii) Beartrap Canyon Wilderness;

108

(iii) Beaver Dam Mountains Wilderness;

109

(iv) Black Ridge Canyons Wilderness;

110

(v) Blackridge Wilderness;

111

(vi) Box-Death Hollow Wilderness;

112

(vii) Canaan Mountain Wilderness;
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(viii) Cedar Mountain Wilderness;

114

(ix) Cottonwood Canyon Wilderness;

115

(x) Cottonwood Forest Wilderness;

116

(xi) Cougar Canyon Wilderness;

117

(xii) Dark Canyon Wilderness;

118

(xiii) Deep Creek Wilderness;

119

(xiv) Deep Creek North Wilderness;

120

(xv) Deseret Peak Wilderness;

121

(xvi) Doc's Pass Wilderness;

122

(xvii) Goose Creek Wilderness;

123

(xviii) High Uintas Wilderness;

124

(xix) LaVerkin Creek Wilderness;

125

(xx) Lone Peak Wilderness;

126

(xxi) Mount Naomi Wilderness;

127

(xxii) Mount Nebo Wilderness;

128

(xxiii) Mount Olympus Wilderness;

129

(xxiv) Mount Timpanogos Wilderness;

130

(xxv) Paria Canyon-Vermilion Cliffs Wilderness;

131

(xxvi) Pine Valley Mountain Wilderness;

132

(xxvii) Red Butte Wilderness;

133

(xxviii) Red Mountain Wilderness;

134

(xxix) Slaughter Creek Wilderness;

135

(xxx) Taylor Creek Wilderness;

136

(xxxi) Twin Peaks Wilderness;

137

(xxxii) Wellsville Mountain Wilderness; and

138

(xxxiii) Zion Wilderness;

139

(i) lands with respect to which the jurisdiction is ceded to the United States as provided

140

in Section 63L-1-201 or 63L-1-203;
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(j) real property or tangible personal property owned by the United States if the
property is within the boundaries of a municipality; or

143

(k) lands, including water rights, belonging to an Indian or Indian tribe, band, or

144

community that is held in trust by the United States or is subject to a restriction against

145

alienation imposed by the United States.

146

Section 3. Section 63L-6-103 is enacted to read:

147

63L-6-103. Transfer of public lands.

148

(1) On or before December 31, 2014, the United States shall:

149

(a) extinguish title to public lands; and

150

(b) transfer title to public lands to the state.

151

(2) If the state transfers title to any public lands with respect to which the state receives

152

title under Subsection (1)(b), the state shall:

153

(a) retain 5% of the net proceeds the state receives from the transfer of title; and

154

(b) pay 95% of the net proceeds the state receives from the transfer of title to the

155

United States.

156

(3) In accordance with Utah Constitution Article X, Section 5, the amounts the state

157

retains in accordance with Subsection (2)(a) shall be deposited into the permanent State School

158

Fund.

159

Section 4. Section 63L-6-104 is enacted to read:

160

63L-6-104. Severability clause.

161

If any provision of this chapter or the application of any provision to any person or

162

circumstance is held invalid by a final decision of a court of competent jurisdiction, the

163

remainder of this chapter shall be given effect without the invalid provision or application. The

164

provisions of this chapter are severable.

165

Section 5. Constitutional Defense Council study.

166

(1) During the 2012 interim, the Constitutional Defense Council created in Section

167
168

63C-4-101 shall prepare proposed legislation:
(a) creating a public lands commission to:
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169

(i) administer the transfer of title of public lands to the state; and

170

(ii) address the management of public lands and the management of multiple uses of

171

public lands, including addressing managing open space, access to public lands, local planning,

172

and the sustainable yield of natural resources on public lands;

173

(b) to establish actions that shall be taken to secure, preserve, and protect the state's

174

rights and benefits related to the United States' duty to have extinguished title to public lands,

175

in the event that the United States does not meet the requirements of Title 63L, Chapter 6,

176

Transfer of Public Lands Act;

177

(c) making any necessary modifications to the definition of "public lands" in Section

178

63L-6-102, including any necessary modifications to a list provided in Subsections

179

63L-6-102(3)(e) through (h);

180
181

(d) making a determination of or a process for determining interests, rights, or uses
related to:

182

(i) easements;

183

(ii) geothermal resources;

184

(iii) grazing;

185

(iv) mining;

186

(v) natural gas;

187

(vi) oil;

188

(vii) recreation;

189

(viii) rights of entry;

190

(ix) special uses;

191

(x) timber;

192

(xi) water; or

193

(xii) other natural resources or other resources; and

194

(e) determining what constitutes "expenses incident to the sale of public lands"

195
196

described in Subsection 63L-6-102(2).
(2) During the 2012 interim, the Constitutional Defense Council created in Section

-7-

H.B. 148
197

Enrolled Copy

63C-4-101 shall study and determine whether to prepare proposed legislation:

198

(a) to administer the process for:

199

(i) the United States to extinguish title to public lands;

200

(ii) the state to receive title to public lands from the United States; or

201

(iii) the state to transfer title to any public lands the state receives in accordance with

202
203
204

Title 63L, Chapter 6, Transfer of Public Lands Act;
(b) establishing a prioritized list of management actions for the state and the political
subdivisions of the state to perform on public lands:

205

(i) before and after the United States extinguishes title to public lands; and

206

(ii) to preserve and promote the state's interest in:

207

(A) protecting public health and safety;

208

(B) preventing catastrophic wild fire and forest insect infestation;

209

(C) preserving watersheds;

210

(D) preserving and enhancing energy and the production of minerals;

211

(E) preserving and improving range conditions; and

212

(F) increasing plant diversity and reducing invasive weeds on range and woodland

213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221

portions of the public lands;
(c) establishing procedures and requirements for subjecting public lands to property
taxation;
(d) establishing other requirements related to national forests, national recreation areas,
or other public lands administered by the United States; and
(e) addressing the indemnification of a political subdivision of the state for actions
taken in furtherance of Title 63L, Chapter 6, Transfer of Public Lands Act.
(3) The Constitutional Defense Council may study any other issue related to public
lands as determined by the Constitutional Defense Council.

222

(4) The Constitutional Defense Council shall:

223

(a) make a preliminary report on its study and preparation of proposed legislation to the

224

Natural Resources, Agriculture, and Environment Interim Committee and the Education
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Interim Committee:

226

(i) on or before the June 2012 interim meeting; and

227

(ii) on or before the September 2012 interim meeting; and

228

(b) report on its findings, recommendations, and proposed legislation to the Natural

229

Resources, Agriculture, and Environment Interim Committee and the Education Interim

230

Committee on or before the November 2012 interim meeting.

231

Section 6. Effective date.

232

If approved by two-thirds of all the members elected to each house, this bill takes effect

233

upon approval by the governor, or the day following the constitutional time limit of Utah

234

Constitution Article VII, Section 8, without the governor's signature, or in the case of a veto,

235

the date of veto override.
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