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Continuation meeting from February 6th, 2014
Chairman Jackson opened meeting as a continuation of the meeting from February 6th. He
Invited a continuation of Public Comment.
1Public Comment:
Public Comment from Las Vegas. Doug Holcolm, president of Pinenut Trails Assoc. (Read
Letter into record From Martin Dostinaga) He questioned the Commission practices and Friends
of Nevada Wilderness Award.
Jackson: questioned if Mr. Dostinaga had attended any of the OHV meetings he brought into
question
Holcolm: I don’t know
Jackson: I don’t recall him being at any meetings, as is the case with others, he is getting his
information second hand. (Addressing numerous concerns expressed about the scoring system:
Please see page 12 of the guide, it states that we do not have to rely on that scoring system.) We
did the best we could given the situation. We are all unpaid and working for the good of the
organization, we don’t even take the stipend we are allowed for doing the work here.
Lambert: I believe Mr. Lee also opposed the Friends of Nevada Wilderness grant application.
Holcolm: Did the grant applicants expect the use of the grant outlined scoring system?
Jackson: If they read the guide they would know exactly what the rules were.
It was pointed out that no roll call had been done.
Jackson called for roll call:
Paul Jackson, Chairman (present)
Gary Lambert, Vice Chair (present)
Charlie Cox, Commissioner (present)
Darin Elmore, Commissioner (present)
Susan Baker, Commissioner (present)
Michael Gerow, Commissioner (present)

Jon Griggs, Commissioner (present)
Kerry Lee, Commissioner (not present) excused
Jim Richardson, Commissioner (present)
Gregory McKay, Commissioner (present)
Will Geddes, (present)
Grost announced quorum
Continuation of public Comment.
Mr. Livreri in Las Vegas: Public had an expectation that the scoring system would have been
utilized. Continuation of his public comment from February 6. I expect the commission to work
together to improve OHV community in Nevada.
Paul Quade: Requested disclosure of when the decision was made to not follow the Scoring
system set out in the Grant Guide and by whom. Was it agenized?
Jackson: We are taking the question under advisement. We are going to cover it later and do the
prep work to address it at this meeting. It was not a unilateral decision by myself.
Quade: We expect a public answer.
Jackson: We will provide one.
5.
REVIEW OF ANY APPEALS ARISING FROM THE OHV GRANT EVALUATION
MEETING DATED JANUARY 31 AND FEBRUARY 1, 2014.
Addressing the concerns of those not happy with the decisions, we had an appeals process
allowing for verbal appeal on Saturday morning and allowed for written appeals for two days
thereafter. We received no written appeals, we did receive a notice that some person wanted to
appeal all grants. To be fair, we wish to extend the period for written appeals. May we have a
motion to extend the period for written appeals?
Richardson: Propose Motion the two day requirement for written appeals be waived to a number
of days that’s appropriate to the commission. He requested guidance from the other
commissioners what that number of days should be.
Jackson: We stated that funds would be available March 15th, so sometime before then, but with
time to have a meeting before then. I suggest that we make that March 12th so as to give people
as much time as possible. We can have a meeting around March 12.
Richardson: Should I repropose?
J
Jackson: requested second
Richardson: reproposed motion: Propose Motion to extend the two day written appeal to an
actual date on the calendar with the actual date proposed as March 12th .
Elmore: second
Jackson: further discussion?
Elmore pointed out March 12 is a Wednesday. That will allow us two business days to the 15th.
Baker: Expressed concern if the appeals process requires more than two days we won’t have it.
We have almost a month, if we were to do this in a week or two it would give people enough
time to make the appeals, and us enough to respond.
Jackson: We don’t have to give the money out on the expected day to disperse the funds of
March 15th and we want to give people as much time as possible to make appeal. If we need to
extend that to give people more time we have the option to do that.

Cox: I wish to remind the Commission and the public that the grants that seem to be under
appeal were not denied, they were set aside for an opinion from the Ethics Committee. There
were several grants that were set aside. I don’t know if we’ll have a response by 3/12.
Jackson: At this point we don’t even know what the appeal will be based on. Once we get the
appeal we can make decisions.
Motion Passes with one abstention from Commissioner Lambert
6.
COMMISSION MAY DISCUSS OR MAKE CHANGES OR ADDITIONS TO THE
GRANT FUNDING
Jackson: This relates to some grants had certain conditions on them. As example we require three
bids for purchases of equipment, restrictions on usage. At this time does anyone have any
changes on grants they’d like to make?
Richardson: pointed out a typographical error on page 4 of the notes from the prior meeting that
showed for the Mesquite P.D. grant award it stated as $1900. That should be $19,000.
Jackson: That will be corrected.
Richardson: In addition the stipulation in the grant funding required ride-alongs be notified and
signage and trail improvements, that is not reflected in the notes.
Jackson: requested further clarification
Cox: I want these clearly stipulated in the grants.
Jackson: There’s going to be another opportunity to vote on this. I will give the secretary another
opportunity to get that in there and we can review it at the next meeting.
I’ve just been advises this needs to be part of the motion
Richardson: This is not a change. It should have been in the notes.
Jackson: It is a clarification?
Richardson: We all talked about this, and all agreed upon it. It was part of the record already.
Jackson: To be safe, I’d like to do it as a motion. So if you’d like to make a motion please do.
Richardson: Motion: Insure that the OHV Commission has visibility on all signage that’s to be
put up for any road improvements, banners or printed media or anything we provide money for
to make sure that it’s in line with the proposal Number 1 that the OHV’s intent and number 2, the
second part of the motion is that any ride alongs that are to be done with police municipalities or
government organizations that area going to be enforcing the OHV’s stickers, that we be
afforded an opportunity to go on those types of events.
Baker: second
Jackson called for further discussion.
Griggs: I wish to clarify Richardson’s motion, to correct minutes to reflect what he stated.
Jackson: That’s not the motion, sir. The motion is to insure that ride-alongs are included, that
notification is given when the equipment is bought, and for the purposes of such things as press
releases and all signage that we need to check it first.
Griggs: I’m still confused here. My understanding is this was all decided at the grant workshop
meeting and that it was not included in the minutes. And that Mr. Richardson would like it
included in the minutes. This is not correct?
Richardson: That is 100% correct.
Geddes: The Chairs purpose is remove all doubt on the issue. It is to double frame it again,
reiterate it redundantly as a new motion. I think to the degree you believe this is already done
this motion will remove all doubt.
Griggs: No that’s not correct. If I understand Mr. Richardson’s motion he would like the minutes
to reflect what happened at the meeting. It’s purely a correction of the minutes.

Richardson: In response my concern is that the minutes from last meeting are not correct
everything that I asked for was already addressed as Mr. Griggs points out for each one of those
stipulations. So for this meeting I want them reflected in the minutes or in a motion, however
that happens. So that the public can see that we are addressing directly the concerns that these
things are used according to the grant process.
Jackson: The minutes aren’t on the agenda for approval here because the minutes were so late in
coming, because of technical difficulties, they were not available until last night so we wanted
members of the public to see the minutes before we vote on them.
Lambert: If it’s true that we wanted the public to see them did they go out to the interested
parties list, and to the people who applied for grants. I’m concerned about the transparency of
this organization has failed.
Elmore: I guess I’m hesitant to vote on a motion with a list of stipulations where we really need
to revisit the audio recording from last meeting because of the number of stipulations for each
grant.
Jackson: We wish to have an accurate reflection of the minutes, and that’s all this is. We will
have time to revisit this at the next meeting. So, Mr. Richardson, do you wish to withdraw your
motion until everyone has had time to look at the minutes?
Richardson: Yes (motion is withdrawn)
7.
PUBLIC COMMENT:
Zack Livreri: expressed concern minutes do not go out in a timely manner. How can this group
do item # 6 final grant approvals when you can’t even get your minutes out and no one knows
what the stipulations were on the record? This lacks transparency.
Jackson: Again, I wish to address this. We only got the minutes out – partially – last night.
About 9:00 last night. There was a problem getting the minutes because we didn’t have until this
morning copies of the audio because they were stuck in a mail box and we were not able to get
them. That’s why. And we didn’t vote on the final approval of grants. We put that off until the
next meeting until A. we’ve had a chance to look at appeals and B. everybody including the
public will have a chance to look at the minutes.
Lambert: I receive the minutes after 11:30 last night.
Jackson: You are probably correct. You got them at the same time as everyone else
McKay: Am I correct we are still on Agenda Item 6?
Jackson: No, we’ve tabled that and are on agenda item 7. Public comment
Quade: With respect to motion to delay the appeals process to March 12, 2014, we don’t believe
that goes far enough with the issues with the grant application process and will be objecting to
the delay. We believe the grant application process should be started over in its entirety, and the
appropriate time frames provided for grants to be resubmitted with the scoring process to go
through and there to be full transparency as to the interests of the various parties in the grant
applications that apply. We understand, Mr. Chairman that you are associated with the Friends of
Nevada Wilderness. And a partial disclosure of your associations... It’s my understanding that
you advocated for them and thereafter voted on that application. Further I understand that Mr.
Cox has an interest in another grant application voted upon by him. He needs to fully disclose
that association. In reviewing tape from the 1/31 meeting there was a dialog between yourself
and Mr. Cox related to those interests that was after the meeting, ah, when a break was taken.
However, that conversation was recorded and is now available publically for the public to review
the conduct of the Commission. These items need to be looked at in total as to the propriety of

the grant application process and the associations of the commissioners in voting on these
applications. The process needs to be restarted it is insufficient to have a process that only goes
to the appeal of rejected or appealed applications.
Jackson: for clarification, I declared that I volunteered for the Friends of Nevada Wilderness, that
is it. I have no financial interest, sit on no boards, no decision making. I have simply volunteered
for them several times over the past 4 years. I’ve attended one of their awards dinners. Second:
You stated I voted for the application for the Friends of Nevada Wilderness grant application.
That is absolutely incorrect. I did not vote. In fact if you look at the tape, when their group of
grants came up I handed over the Chair to someone else. At one pointed handed it over to
Commissioner Lee, at another to Commissioner Cox. As to Mr. Cox participating in any grants I
can’t speak to that. He will have to do that. But to any conversation we had, there was no
inappropriate conversation, only about making declarations if you are involved in a grant
application. To your fist point, I and I believe the commission believes that March 12 is plenty of
time to put in any kind of appeal that you wish. We’ve specifically made it because you’ve made
accusations and statements that would lead us to believe that you wish to appeal the process. You
have almost a month to appeal the process. Also, I’d like to remind you that we are not in Court.
We’d like to get on with the meeting.
Quade: I’d like to respond. Was there a conversation between you and Mr. Cox involving
payment of expenses to Commissioners should they participate in grants that are awarded by the
commission?
Jackson: I’m not sure what conversation you’re talking about. But, at an earlier meeting the
Commission had decided that they could charge up to 10% for monitoring of projects. If a
commissioner drives more than a reasonable amount to visit one of these projects it would be
reasonable for them to be reimbursed for that.
Quade: thank you for the clarification; I want to make sure you know this is not a personal issue.
It is about the process of distributing public funds in an open and transparent fashion. Funds that
are provided for through tax enriched means of the OHV community.
Griggs: Can we have a discussion or disclosure of why the minutes for the January 31 and
February 1 meetings were delayed?
Jackson: Mr. Griggs it’s not on the agenda, I will only clarify that the Commission Secretary was
not allowed to pick up the DVD’s because one of the Commissioners had control of the mailbox.
This is a matter we are going to deal with at a later date.
Griggs: I understand it isn’t on the agenda, but it’s been addressed in Public Comment. Surely a
brief word from the commissioner in question could tell us about the issue the public had access
to the DVDs.
Geddes: The issue here is one of open meeting law. The body cannot deliberate on something
that is not on an agenda. Public Comment is an opportunity for the public to make comment.
What you’re suggesting here is that the board deliberate on this or evaluate it in a deliberative
sense. My recommendation is that you agenize this fully and address it after its been agenized.
Griggs: In the interest of continuing this meeting I can live with that. But I don’t think it’s
deliberating, I want a report on why this happened. But for now I’ll remove my comment
Geddes: For clarification, now what you stating is not only deliberating, it’s action. When you
want a report that is action taken by the commission to accomplish something.
Jackson: call for additional public comment. Seeing none, requests motion to adjourn.
Richardson: motion to adjourn

Elmore; second
Passes unanimously

