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Meeting Locations:

Legislative Counsel Bureau
401 South Carson Street, Room 2134
Carson City, Nevada 89701

Grant Sawyer State Office Bldg.
555 East Washington Avenue, Room 4412
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
1. CALL TO ORDER
Commissioner Cox called the meeting to order at 9:00am.
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The pledge was recited.
3. ROLL CALL OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS
Charlie Cox - Present
Darin Elmore - Not present (not a member of this committee)
Micheal Gerow - Not Present (not a member of this committee)
Jon Griggs - Present
Paul Jackson - Present (not a member of this committee)
Gary Lambert - Present
Kerry Lee - Present
Jim Richardson - Not Present (not a member of this committee)
Sue Baker - Not Present (not a member of this committee)
Gregory McKay – Present
Commissioner Cox states that for transparency purposes, he would like each commissioner to state
what clubs they are with or how they are involved. The commission will hopefully be making
regulations, which is a time consuming process. So that the members of the public know, one of the
qualifications to be appointed to this commission is to be active in the areas that they represent.
Commission Cox is the President of the Mesquite ATV Club and a member of the Las Vegas ATV club.
Commission Griggs is a member of the Nevada Cattleman's Association and the rancher representative
on the commission. He is on the commission because the Nevada Cattleman's association believes in the
multiple use concepts on public lands. Commissioner McKay is the current President of the Tahoe
Sierra Snowmobiling club. Commissioner Lambert holds no positions in clubs to date; he is a member
of the Dust Devils Motorcycles club.
4. PUBLIC COMMENT
Las Vegas - none
Elko - none

Carson City - Larry Calkins, Nevada 4 Wheel Drive Association - He is submitting a letter that
was sent to all of the commissioners yesterday regarding suggestions in the adoption of the new
regulations. The letter was submitted for the record. Commission Cox verified that he
received the letter and goes onto state that one of the processes that must be completed is a
Public Workshop. He would like to address the concerns of Mr. Calkins' letter in the workshop.
Mr. Calkins stated the reason he submitted the letter today was so that the ideas could be
with the commissioners now and not at the workshop.
Doug Holcomb, President of the Pine Nut Mountain Trail Association - He also has some
thoughts and ideas on the committee ideas. In agreeing with Larry Calkins, it is important to
have these thoughts out prior to the committee workshop. I thank you for your continued
efforts to have a well run commission, formulation and adhering to an open and consistent set
of regulations and guidelines are very important to a successful program. I understand and
appreciate that this is the beginning of a process and these are just ideas. Please take my
thoughts into consideration. Under #5, I believe if there is Grant money available and an
applicant has more than one worthwhile project, I see no reason not to award more than one
per Grant cycle. A second Grant may be considered only after all other Grants are awarded.
#6, to me this seems over limiting. The grantee may have two completely different projects,
such as a 2 year trail building project and an educational project for the next year. #4, unless
written that the land owner / agency will assume continued operation and maintenance. I
apologize to those of you who are not in Carson City, I brought copies for the committee
members here and I can email these to you. #7, I believe that a numerical scoring component
is very important in the awards process as it adds consistency and transparency. It need not be
the final determination but should be a significant component. #10 and #11, a part of number
11 makes no sense to me, that an officer in a group should be treated any differently than any
other volunteer. I believe the commissioner should be applauded for being part of the local
OHV system as well as being as state representative. I do agree that said commissioners should
not vote on the grant application that they are involved with but they should definitely be part
of the discussion. #15, I think that the word “may” should to be changed to "will". I believe
that the written guidelines are very important for the public to follow in the interest of
constancy and transparency. #17, the commission should not set any rules or requirements as
if it feels necessary as a condition of funding, unless those rule and requirements are written in
the guidelines and known to all applications. Again there needs to be constancy and
transparency. Under non-eligible costs, under fliers, brochures and publications and printing;
these costs can make up the majority of the costs of an education program. Under Grant
awards, disbursement of Reimbursement only funding severely limits the ability of smaller
grass roots groups with limited budgets, such as the Pine Nuts Mountain Trail association. It
severely limits these groups to receive grants. The commission should allow for pre-funding
projects to worthy grant applicants for worthy projects. Commissioner Jackson asks Mr.
Holcomb in reference to the small, large and medium size grants. Would your club fall into the
small grant category, under $25000.00? Mr. Holcomb stated that mostly likely his would fall
under the small grant category. His company is a Nevada non-profit. One more thing from Mr.
Holcomb, in the ideas it is written non-profit a couple of time. I was concerned on whether
that meant 501 nonprofits or whether that meant Nevada nonprofit corporation.
Scott Gerz. Nevada Trail Stewards - I would like to echo the efforts and applaud the efforts
from the Nevada 4 Wheel Drive Association and Pine Nut Mountains and not repeat their efforts

that they have put into this very lengthy regulatory process and I am looking forward to
working with the commission and getting a nice set grant process in order here. Thanks for
working with us.
5. DEVELOPMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS
Commission Cox would like to open the discussion up to the commissioners and starts the
discussion with item #7 (Eligible Application).
7. Any applicants who have previously received a grant must have successfully completed that
project before being awarded funds from another grant in a subsequent grant cycle. (I am
trying to think if there might be a reason this has to have an exception)
Commissioner Cox stated, knowing that it could be a problem if people keep getting grants and
never successfully complete the work. He wants to be aware but knows there might be a
legitimate reason, especially in a construction project or something in the future. He looking
for an idea as to what process can be used to let someone extend the length of time that they
would need to complete a project. Commissioner Jackson suggested adding the language "may
be waive with a 2/3 majority vote of the commission". Therefore, if someone comes to the
commission and they have a project in the works. And they either need more time or they want
to put in a second project, if the commission feels that there is a compelling reason then the
commission could, with a 2/3 majority vote, waive that provision and still keep the provision in
there as a general rule of thumb.
Commissioner Griggs begins a discussion on item #3 (Eligible Applicants)
3. No single individual may apply for a grant
Commission Griggs states, we are in a small community and in the beginning does not feel that
the number of applications should be limited for individuals. He suggests the language, "or
demonstrates the ability to complete multiple grants in the time line provided".
Commission Cox asked if he is advocating that it would be okay, if a single individual wants to
come forward and do a project. Provided that they prove that they can complete the project
acceptably. If they are a nonprofit then they must have some kind of officers.
Commissioner McKay begins a discussion on item #1 (Eligible Applicants)
1. Local, county, state governments, federal agencies, recreation and metro districts and nonprofit organizations with responsibilities over public lands are eligible.
Commissioner McKay wants to ensure that Nevada OHV clubs that are properly registered and
recognized in this state are able to apply for Grants, assuming that they have the proper
paperwork.
Commissioner Cox agrees with that statement and as the commission continues through, they
may have to discuss what type of paperwork is needed in the future.

Commissioner Jackson wants to clean up item #2 because there seems to be a conflict with
item #1. He suggests using the word "municipality". Also, include accredited academic
organizations such as a university to complete a specific study, as there may be a need for
those. Clubs and organizations with medium and large grants, grants which are not under
$25,000.00, those should be 501C3's or 501C4's. The BLM is double checking whether or not it is
a requirement by the BLM to be a 501C3 or a 501C4. The commission should have that
information before the workshop. It is important to have some sort of a 501C to receive those
grants.
2. All applicants MUST be corporations, non-profits, clubs, etc. and must be in good standing
with the Secretary of State’s office. They MUST provide proof of legality if asked by the
scoring committee.
Commissioner McKay asked if this was a general discussion or if there was going to be vote on
including these suggestions.
Commissioner Cox answered that it is a general discussion. At the end of this meeting there
still needs to be a workshop and there still needs to be more public comments written. Until all
of those are combined together, there is nothing to be voted on by the whole commission at
the next meeting.
Commissioner Jackson suggests the idea to go through these for the record and then vote to
move it forward to the workshop. That way, at the workshop we can do any and all changes.
That way the public can participate at that point.
Commissioner Griggs suggests that item #6 (Eligible Applicants), it will be hard to limit grants
to one grant per applicant. Either delete #6 or have them prioritize multiple grants and show
the ability to complete all awarded grants in the time line provided. Commissioner Lambert
agrees with Commissioner Griggs and states that there are a lot of people that do a lot of work
and need a fair amount of money, and then there are others that do not every apply. He
suggests striking #6 and #3 due to inappropriate language. Commissioner Jackson has seen this
language from other states but reversed, stating only one grant per project. If two entities
want to do work on one project, then only one group would receive a grant for that particular
project. If someone is using matching funds, then they cannot use OHV funds to match OHV
funds. Commissioner Cox does not agree with striking #6.
6. An applicant may ONLY apply for 1 (one) grant per grant cycle
Commissioner Griggs states that item #1 (General Guidelines and Rules) conflicts with #8
(Eligible Applicants), because Nevada is 87% public land. It needs to state in #1, that either
the group is this paragraph or they are #8 from Eligible Applicants. Commissioner Cox states
that there have been situations where a group is looking for a grant for specific project on a
piece of property that they either do or do not have management responsibilities over or a
lease in hand. Once a person has everything in hand then the person can apply for a grant
under item #1.
1. Applicants must have control and tenure to the property to be awarded grant funds, either
by ownership, lease, easement, special use agreement, or long term interest in the property
at the time of submitting any grant application. A general guideline for control and tenure of

the property would be at least 25 years with 20 years remaining at the time of application.
(From General Guidelines and Rules)
8. A non-profit organization is deemed to have management responsibility over public lands
when a written agreement exists between the non-profit organization and a public land
management agency. The agreement should identify the non-profits organizations
responsibilities over public lands to include either planning development or construction,
acquisition, operations or maintenance of trails or trail related facilities. (Eligible Applicants)
Commission Lambert comments on item #7 (Eligible Applicants), in construction you would
generally use the wording "substantial completion" and not “completion” because there are
often clean up items or punch list items. He is not comfortable with #7 in general.
7. Any applicants who have previously received a grant must have successfully completed that
project before being awarded funds from another grant in a subsequent grant cycle.
Commissioner Griggs states that item #6 (General Guidelines and Rules), it is stated that an
environmental analysis must be completed within 90 days and that might not be possible. Six
months may be more reasonable. Commissioner Cox stated that 90 days is what Colorado uses
and also states that maybe the environmental analysis should be completed prior to turning in
the grant application. Commissioner Lambert replied that it is very common to only be able to
apply for a grant after the analysis is complete. It has also been discussed to be able to apply
for a grant to have the analysis completed, which consists of a many partner grant program. It
is important that we be able to fund the analysis and it is important that our on the ground
projects have the analysis complete before they are funded. Commission Cox agrees.
6. Any environmental analysis MUST be complete within 90 days after receipt of the grant
award letter. Otherwise the award will be forfeited.
Commissioner Griggs refers to item #7, (General Guidelines and Rules), and the scoring sheet.
He suggests the language, "The full commission deliberation and votes will be the final
determination of the grants to be awarded". It would be better to generalize the statement.
Commissioner Jackson agrees with this statement. Commissioner Lambert strongly disagrees, a
good grant program should be scored by anyone and the public should be able to score a grant
program. The commission’s own guidelines state that a substantial portion of the grant will be
graded on the guidelines in the grant scoring. Some scoring needs to be added and some
removed in certain locations. He strongly indicates that the scoring system is not only
appropriate but is in the best interest of the protection of the program. Commission Cox agrees
that a scoring system is appropriate but the public scoring will not be counted in how the
commission makes a decision. Commissioner Jackson feels that making the scoring the
strongest part of the deciding factor can be problematic as scores can be manipulated. There
should only be one ultimate deciding factor, that is would the project benefit the OHV
community. Commissioner Lambert encourages getting a correct guidebook and a score sheet
and weighing volunteerism mentioned in the outline. There needs points in the score sheet,
that way it gets weighted. Commissioner Griggs feels that the scoring is an important tool to
arrive at a determination, but it was always just a tool for the commissioners. Commissioner
Lambert stated that the state of California uses a scoring system and that system has greatly

restored the value and trust of the community and the marketplace. He understands why
Commissioner Griggs feels that it should be up to the commission. In looking at the history of
other states and this state, it does not seem that in the long term that there will be a
sustainable program unless the commission can write a grant guidebook and a score sheet to
protect and benefit the users in Nevada. Commissioner Jackson feels that scoring should be
used as a guide and using it as more than a guide can be problematic. Maybe later on, when
the commission has gained more experience it might make more sense, but right now the
commission does not have the experience and does not know all of the right questions to
ask. Commissioner Cox stated that in the state of Colorado, where he sat on grant scoring
committees, that by having a scoring sheet it did rank the projects in numerical order. Then
the commission would start at the top and fund that grant and work its way down the list until
the money was gone. Those that did not score high enough did not get an opportunity to
present. It has hard and fast. He sees the value of a scoring guide. The thing he has learned
over time is that someone can score well and then it comes find out that they are missing some
key parts. There needs to be common sense and finding some wording that can work for both
sides. Commissioner Jackson stated that there were grants that did not score high on the score
sheet but his opinions changed once the presentation was given. Commissioner Cox states that
a scoring system is needed but there needs to be a way to find a little bit of latitude.
7. The grant application evaluation criteria & scoring guide sill serve as a starting point in the
grant scoring process. The numerical scoring sheet IS NOT the final determination of the
grants to be awarded.
Commissioner Cox stated that in the letter from the Nevada 4 Wheel Drive Association, they
commented on #7 and also had a question about #10 (General Guidelines and Rules). Asking,
what is considered and adviser and does the commission have advisers. Yes, the commission
does have advisers but does not have the list in front of him. He states that it is people from
BLM, the Department of Wildlife and several others. Commissioner Jackson stated that he had
a discussion with the author of said letter. He felt that the author was satisfied with the
answers given and the author nodded his head yes. Commissioner Griggs stated that the
advisers are provided in NRS 490.068.
10. If a commissioner or adviser is a member or volunteer or constructive member or
volunteer of any entity seeking a grant or other consideration. They will declare such at the
beginning of any meeting or agenda item where said entity maybe discussed. The
commissioner or Adviser may speak in opposition or support of the grant or consideration, but
in the case of a commissioner will not vote.
Commissioner Cox states in item #11 (General Guidelines and Rules), that it was pointed out in
public comment that a commissioner should be able to speak in favor of a grant, just not vote
on it. Should the wording be changed to reflect that? Commission Lambert agrees and does
want to change the wording to reflect that a commissioner can speak for a grant.
Commissioners should be able to advocate for grants or other items. Commissioner Jackson
states that in certain situations, if a commissioner is asked a question where he or she has
knowledge of a specific organization, the commissioner can answer. But if a commissioner has
an involvement with an organization and is pushing for that organization to get a grant, that is
when there is a conflict of interest. There is a strict rule that if you are involved with an

organization, that person should not be lobbying for that grant. The grants should stand on
their own and all grants should be treated the same. Commissioner Griggs agrees Mr. Lambert
and thinks that if a commissioner lobby's for a grant in public, during the public process, then
everyone knows where that person stands. If that person is not allowed to, then that is when a
person can try and backdoor the process. It makes more sense to try and keep it as part of the
public process and to let them speak for or against a particular grant that they do or not do not
favor. Commissioner Lee agrees with Commissioner Griggs and Lambert. It is important and
understands Commissioner Jackson's point, but states that the commission needs to be careful.
It is important to be able to comment and discuss on grants from organizations that a
commissioner may be a member of. Commissioner Lambert strongly supports making it clear
when a commission member is involved with an event. The concern that he has is in reference
to phone calls made looking for support for a side by side. Those calls should be subject to
sanction. Publicly making it knowledgeable that you have a position is totally appropriate.
Commissioner Jackson comments that he stated it is totally appropriate for a person to answer
questions if they have knowledge of a particular organization or club. He also asks where the
line gets drawn to what advocating in public means. Does it mean that they can advocate
when the public is around, via phone call, on a break? He cautions the commission that this
could endanger decisions later on. If a certain group gets a grant and another group does not,
that other group could come back and sue, stating that they did not get an equal opportunity.
Commissioner McKay states that one of the conditions to be a commissioner is to be involved
somehow in the OHV process. As long as you publicly disclose what your interests are and don't
vote on a specific project then there should be no problem for you to advocate for a project or
oppose a project. Commissioner Cox asks if should be changed to, during an open meeting is
the only time that a commissioner is allowed to advocate. Commissioner Griggs suggests the
language, "That said commissioner or adviser will only speak in support for or lobby for in
public."
11. In the case that a commissioner is presently or has been in the last 2 years, a owner,
officer, funder, or any other leadership position of a entity seeking a grant or other
consideration. Commissioner may not vote on any issue concerning that entity. Said
commissioner or adviser will not speak in support for or lobby for in public or private. The
commission may impose sanctions against the commissioner and or entity who violates this
provision.
Commissioner Cox moves down to item #15 (General Guidelines and Rules), it was suggests
changing the word "may" to "will".
15. The commission may within the guide lines of the regulation create a grant guide. The
commission may create such rules within the grant guide as it feels necessary to govern the
distributions of grant money. The grant guide may include a questionnaire for each grant
application to be completed by each commissioner. The questionnaire may not assign more
than 10% of the score value to any one question.
Commissioner Griggs feels that item #16 (General Guidelines and Rules) is the same as item #7
(General Guidelines and Rules) and that they should defer it to whatever they do about item
#7. Commissioner Cox asks if to possibly strike item #16.

16. The commission may use said score for comparisons of grants, but it will NOT be used as
the final funding decision.
Commissioner Cox stated that item #17 (General Guidelines and Rules), needs to be spelled out
more clearly. Commissioner McKay agrees that being able to complete the project is a prime
consideration. They want to insert the maximum benefit to the OHV community as also a top
concern. Commissioner Cox states that he thinks that would happen earlier in the process.
The benefit to the community is what is considered when awarding the grant but during this
process is when it is determined whether they can complete the project. He does not feel that
those should be combined here since they take place during two different times during the
process.
17. Maximum weight in any funding decision shall be given as to whether the applicant for the
grant can complete the work required to achieve the grant request. The commission may set
any rules or requirements to any or all grants it feels necessary, as a condition of funding.
Such rules or requirements can include but are not limited to, a person or persons appointed
by the commission to monitor or supervise any and all parts of the work or purchase.
Commissioner Cox, referring to item #18 (General Guidelines and Rules), asks whether or not
the commission will subcontract out the supervision of the grants and or the whole process of
administering the grants. The last he can remember they had received a bid of 10% plus
mileage if there was travel involved. This statement may need to be spelled out more clearly.
As a commission it will be difficult to monitor all of the grants that will be distributed.
Commissioner Griggs feel that this is written perfectly. That grant by grant, the commission
can decide on whether the commission wants to manage it themselves, or subcontract it out
depending on the size and scope of the grant.
18. Cost of administration, monitoring, supervision by the commission of any grant may be
charged and may not exceed 10% of the total amount of the grant.
Commissioner asks in item #19, (General Guidelines and Rules), how will the regulations be
reconciled with the grant guide. Commissioner Lambert states that it is already clear;
regulations are laws as far as the commission is concerned. The commission must make the
regulations match what our guidebook is going to be. Commissioner Cox agrees.
19. Any matter or issue the grant guide is silent on the commission will refer to the
regulations adopted by the commission. The regulations will always supersede the rules set
forth in the grant guide.
Commissioner Lambert asks on item #23 (General Guidelines and Rules), for there to be points
for volunteerism and volunteer labor on the scoring criteria. There needs to be points added
for volunteerism to the guidebook. Commissioner Jackson, to his understanding, somewhere in
the regulations it would be stated that no one factor could be more than 10%, and so there
would be some extra points. He agrees with Mr. Lambert that those points could be used for
volunteerism; it is a very important area. Commissioner Cox also agrees that the guidebook
scoring will need to be redeveloped in order to make it more accurate and that can be
discussed in the workshop of how to accomplish that.

23. Volunteer labor directly engaged in the project work on the ground is an eligible match.
The volunteer labor rate to be used is $22.00 per hour.
Commissioner Lambert, in reference to item #24 (General Guidelines and Rules), believes the
30% as stated, is referring to trails or mapping that cannot be over 30%. He is not sure that is
the correct interpretation of that language and is a misstatement. Commissioner Griggs agrees
with Mr. Lambert, and suggests the language. "No grant will be awarded that exceeds the
maximum amount as defined by NRS 490.069." Commissioner Lambert 2nd that language.
Commissioner Cox wants the Attorney General’s opinion. Commissioner Lambert wants to
adopt Commissioner Griggs language and then have to Attorney General give an opinion once
he reviews the document.
24. As stated in NRS 490 no grant can be more than 30% of any category.
Commissioner Griggs, in reference to item #20 (General Guidelines and Rules), he feels that it
should be lumped in with item #7 and item #16 and dealt with under those items.
Commissioner Cox agrees to lump them together.
20. The scoring committee retains the discretion to consider criteria, factors, and or
information OTHER than the rating criteria listed on the grant application evaluation criteria
and scoring sheet.
Commissioner McKay, in reference to item #25 (General Guidelines and Rules), asks that the
commission provide the public a 30 day comment period on the grant proposals before the
commission considers more action. Commissioner Jackson states that the commission should
leave themselves as much latitude as reasonably possible. Stating that there must be 30 days
viewing by the public is a nice idea, but there are times that may not be possible. I am in
favor of either reducing that time period or just stating that there will be a time period.
Commissioner Cox states that this also has to deal with the deadline of the dates, and those
must be considered when discussing this. It needs to be decided whether or not to put the
entire grant application on the website or just a summary. As more grants are received in the
future, there is a restriction on how many administrative dollars that can be spent; the
workload time needs to be considered. Commissioner Lambert opposed anything less than 15
days for public review. Due to the fact that the commission is made up of people that have
other responsibilities and the public deserves at least a 2 week chance to review the
documents. Commissioner Jackson states that that the commission should leave it open so
there can be a link on the website to the grant and not require the full grant posted on the
website. That way the public can access the full information. Commissioner McKay feels that
the grants should be posted in their entirety and not leave anything out.
25. All grants applied for and the status of each grant either funded or non-funded will be
posted on the NVOHC website as soon as possible.
Commissioner Cox, in reference to item #26 (General Guidelines and Rules), states that the
NRS allows the commission to do this and wants to ensure it is correct. Commissioner Griggs
states that he likes it but suggests the language, "The commission may choose to award funds
outside of grants as defined by NRS 490." Commissioner Lambert asks Commissioner Griggs if

he would support having a cap on the funds. He feels that the commission needs more money
to operate on but as the money increases, there should be a cap. He would cap the funds at
10% and have it fall backwards at a period of 4 years down to 5%, 1% a year. If this does not
work after 5 years then the regulations can be revisited. Commissioner Jackson states that it
should be included, this sum of money can be spent directly by the commission and not
awarded to someone else outside of the grant process. Commissioner Griggs agrees with Mr.
Lambert that there should be a cap but there needs to be more research completed.
Commissioner Cox agrees that a 10% cap is a good starting point.
26. All funds do NOT have to be awarded via grants. Some funds may be directly spent by the
commission in support of the goals of NVOHC as defined within NRS490.
GENERAL COMPLIANCE / NEPA REQUIREMENTS
Commissioner Cox moves to the next section of General Compliance / NEPA Requirements. He
feels that this section is self explanatory and it needs to be completed before they apply for a
grant as discussed earlier in the meeting. Commissioner Griggs states that there is more than
just NEPA that needs to be thought about on public lands. He suggests the language, "being
completed on Federal lands must be in-compliance with applicable federal statues", instead of
"NEPA". Commissioner Lambert states that the guidebook has significant language in it, as long
as we go back and readdress this with the public it should be okay. Leo Drumm from BLM
stated that there is more than NEPA, there is also section 106 compliance, cultural resources,
and a variety of things. It is left as general as possible and states that it meets Federal
requirements and is for on the ground projects. Commissioner Cox states in the grant
application, there is a signup sheet from the Federal agency that the person is working with. To
keep this broad this is what needs to be done. When it gets to the specific project there will
already be coordination with the agency on the sign off sheet. Commissioner Griggs agrees.
A. General Compliance / NEPA Requirements
All projects must comply with applicable State statues, regulatory requirements, and policies.
Projects being completed on federal land must be in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS
Commissioner Griggs suggest deleting the Permitting Requirements and the items under it.
They are good items but feels it is an incomplete list. Commissioner Lambert agrees to delete
the list due to the fact that it is not complete. He feels that it can be readdressed in the
workshop and feels that it belongs in the scoring guide and the grant guidelines. Once that is
complete there needs to be verification that the regulations match. Commissioner Cox agrees
to delete the list but asks about keeping the first paragraph. Commissioner Jackson agrees to
leave the first paragraph. Commissioner Griggs states that some of these items may take years
to complete. Commissioner Cox states that this is saying that if they award a grant, those
grant funds will not be released until all the permits are in place. The money cannot be given
to a group and then let the group take years to spend it. Commissioner Jackson states that if
someone has applied for the permit, completed all of the work and has been told that the
permits are on their way, then the 90 days is a good idea. Mr. Drumm states, that is up to the
commission but would leave some wiggle room. There are times that things will slow down due

to work loads. Commissioner McKay states the line "no funds will be release until all the
permits and clearances are in place" is a good catch all.
B. Permitting Requirements
If awarded a grant the applicant is responsible for obtaining all applicable permits and
clearances no
later than 90 days after notification of the grant award. No funds will be
released until all applicable permits and clearances are in place. This is the responsibility of
the applicant.
Review the items listed below to assist you in determining if your project may require
permits or clearances. Will the project:
1.
Affect any federally listed endangered or threatened species or designated critical
habitat.
2.
Affect any recognized state natural area, prime or unique ecosystem, geologic feature,
or other ecologically critical area.
3.
Involve habitat alteration or land use changes such as planting, burning, removal of
native vegetation, clearing, grazing, water manipulation, or development in floodplains or
wetlands?
4.
Include use of any chemical toxicants?
5.
Result in any discharge which will conflict with Federal or State air or water quality
regulations?
6.
Affect any archeological, historical or cultural site that alters the aesthetics of the
subject area?
7.
Impact on designated wild or scenic river, wilderness area, national trail, or other
protective national or state designation (i.e. Unique Waters, Area of Critical Environmental
Concern, National Conservation Area, etc.)?
8.
Have any substantial environmental impacts not addressed above, or result in
cumulative impacts, which separately do not require assessment but together must be
considered substantial?
GRANT CATEGORIES AND MAXIMUM FUNDING AND MATCH REQUIREMENTS
Commission Cox moves to the next section, Grant Categories and Maximum Funding and Match
Requirements. Commissioner Lambert finds this section to be exclusionary and not required.
Not having a precedent in the adjoining states, he would like to strike it. He suggests putting
in points for match in the guidebook, and the points in match for the guidebook could
encourage the same activity and not eliminate anyone. Commissioner Jackson likes the system
of breaking the grants down, due to the fact that the commission may choose to have slightly
different rules for different grants. This will work to the benefit of the OHV community,
especially smaller organizations. Commissioner Cox states that this comes out of Colorado. It
is not unusual that if a group wants to do a major project then they need to start saving up
funds so that there is a cash match. The grant program cannot be an open bank that is just
giving away money to anybody, they need to have some sort of financial responsibility in the
process. The numbers may need to be changed but he is opposed to striking it all together.
Commissioner Griggs suggests the language "will require at least a 25% catch match". If a group
wants to provide more then they will score higher in the scoring process. The commission does
not want to imply that is the set amount. Commissioner Jackson feels that putting in stone
match may be a problem. If it is a large grant than yes, maybe there should be a 25% match
and a medium grant something different. On the smaller grants, he does not want to kick out

the smaller organizations that may not have the ability to get a match or a for profit
organization that may be completing a survey. Commissioner McKay likes the idea of inserting
the language of in kind services to be applicable to the match. Perhaps the language can be
added that the commission is looking for economies of scale and incentives, which may go back
to the grant guide. Commissioner Lambert agrees that in kind matches are important but still
finds this a problem. He would like to make sure this is a point in the workshop for both grants
and regulations, so the public and provide their opinion.
Small Grants for grant requests of $25,000 or less.
Grant requests for $25,000 or less will not require a cash match
Medium Grants for grant request of $25,001 to $100,000
Grant requests for $25,000 to $100,000 will require a 25% cash match.
Large Grants for grant requests of $100,001 to $200,000
Grant requests for 100,001 to 200,000 will require a 50% cash match
No grants for more than $200,000 will be awarded.
A cash match is an actual expenditure paid directly from the grantee with cash funds.
In kind matches are not required but highly encouraged
IMPORTANT DATES
Commissioner Cox proceeds to the next section of Important Dates. These are estimated dates
and he is looking for opinions. Commissioner Lambert is not comfortable in setting these dates
in regulations with no ability to move them. There needs to be the ability to address issues may
come up quickly but also need the ability to push dates back if things are not ready in time.
Commissioner Jackson feels the dates are restrictive and puts the commission in a tight
situation. This should be replaced with language similar to, "The commission shall set dates and
shall make provision for those dates to be (for example) no less than 15 days for the grant
applications to be on the internet. Also set a general rule to complete it once a year.
Commissioner Lambert agrees with Commissioner Jackson and it needs to be so that the dates
can be changed and moved around. Commissioner Griggs agrees with everyone. Instead of
dates, announce the availability of funds and what those funds are. From there, the deadline
for applications is a specific amount of days after that. Commissioner Lee feels that the dates
should be in the guidebook and something that the commission can change. He states that
there should be similar wording to, "refer to the guidebook for the grant cycle".
October 1st

Announce grant availability of funds.
Applications made available to start the application process.
December 1st
Deadline for all applications to be received by NCOHV.
NVOHC staff to start review for eligibility and distribution of applications to all active NVOHC
Commissioners and Advisors.
January 1st
NVOHC Commission announces the dates of the grant award meetings.
February 1st
NVOHC Commission announces the date grant funds become available.
APPLICATION RULES
Commissioner Cox moves to the section titled Application Rules. For item #1 (Application
Rules), he asks if there is really a need for 1 original and 2 copies. Stating that he knows that
the electronic copy is needed but are the extra 2 copies needed. Commissioner Jackson states
that having the extra 2 copies saves the commission on copying costs. One copy stays with the

Executive Secretary in the commission's records and another copy may need to go to another
person.
1.
Applicants MUST submit a complete application (1 original, 2, copies, and 1 electronic
copy) with all necessary attachments as listed below.
Commissioner McKay has a suggestion for item #2 (Application Rules). He suggests the
language “not substantially complete" due to the fact that most everyone will have a glitch
here and there. Commissioner Cox feels that wording leaves it arbitrary to what is substantial
or not. In item #3, it states that an attempt will be made to obtain the information needed. He
feels the more open it is left, is when it can lead to trouble. Commissioner Griggs states that
he agrees with Commissioner McKay. He feels that if there is a good application and one letter
is not correct or something really minor is not correct; a person could have that application set
aside. There should be some flexibility and state that if the grant application is essentially
there, it can be scored.
2. Due to the high number of applications, any application that is found not to be complete
will be set aside and not scored
Commissioner Cox asks, in item #4 (Application Rules), where there is a summary
in parentheses, should that wording be left in? How exactly will the money be used? Due to
the number of people that approached the commission with broad ideas yet there were no
specifics of how the money would be spent. Commissioner Jackson agrees and feels that the
wording should be more specific. If the language is stated on how specific the applications
need to be, then the parties applying will not be surprised when they are asked to complete
certain actions. Commissioner McKay asks Commissioner Cox if he wants the wording on the
end for information or he if wants to remove it. Commissioner Cox would like it to have it
clearly defined so that the commission can have the applications as specific as they can get.
Commission McKay states that the list could be expanded to suggest the grant application has
an MOU with BLM / Forest Service, appropriate support letters, permits and have it tie back to
the grant guide. Commissioner Lambert states that the guide book states that the letters of
support are important. The letters of support in the past have spoken to the specifics of the
project. Commissioner Jackson states that he feels that there needs to be as much specifics
into the actual grant itself. The commission should not rely on letters of support to explain
what the grant does or why. Some areas not all of the commissioners are familiar with. The
more detail the better. The more the commission can get that across to the grant applicants
the better. Commissioner Cox is not sure if letters of support is the correct terminology. The
letter from the BLM or agency the grant applicant is working with, that letter is where it should
be clearly defined. Although the applicant has talked with a specific agency, the group must
please provide the commission maps, photos, or whichever specification might be needed by
the commission to make a decision. Commissioner Lambert states that if the commission is
going to do that, the grant guidebook needs to be changed to allow inclusion of pieces of paper
larger than 11 x 17 and files larger than that. Commissioner Jackson agrees with that idea and
the guidebook needs to be changed in this respect. The main goal is for all of the
commissioners to understand each and every issue in each and every part of the grant so that
they can give fair judgment to a grant application.

4. An application packet MUST include a description of the project and the site, justification
for the need and demand for the project, cost estimates, budgets (that are clearly defined
and specific), and all supporting documentation necessary. (i.e. maps, photos, design
drawings, specifications, proof of ownership).
Commissioner Lee states that item #5 (Application Rules) should be added to item #1 and
eliminate item #5. Item #5 is just stating the requirement of the electronic copy.
5. The electronic copy MUST be in 1 (one) PDF file format that can be used for electronic
distribution to all active commissioners, advisors, staff, public and the NCOHV website. If
possible the file should not exceed 25MB.
Commissioner Griggs states that in item #3 (Application Rules), instead of 12:01a.m. December
1st deadline maybe have it read the following, "The noticed grant cycle deadline."
3. An attempt will be make by the scoring committee to contact the applicant to get a
complete application, however ALL applications MUST be completed and turned in by 12:01 AM
December 1st.
MATCH ITEM DESCRIPTIONS IN-KIND MATCH
Commissioner Cox states that the Match items descriptions In-Kind Match came straight from
the guidebook. No comment was made and this section will be left as stated.
BIDDING PROCESS
Commissioner Cox moves to the next section, Bidding Process. He is wondering if he has stated
it the way the commission interpreted it. Commissioner Lee is good with the bidding process.
The bidding process is already spelled out in the NRS. Not sure if the commission is going to
make it more restrictive than what the state of Nevada has already has in place. Not sure of
the exact figures but he thinks NRS states that anything under $25,000.00 does not have to be
bid, $25,000.00 to $50,000.00 has to have 2 bids, and $50,000.00 has to be advertised and bid.
Commissioner Cox does not have a problem with matching the NRS, he felt that there should be
something in the regulations regarding it. Commissioner Jackson states that he likes what is
currently stated. He would like to add the language, "wherever practical or wherever possible"
to the bid process. Due to the fact there are some small towns and small areas where they
only have 2 dealers. Given that exception only, he likes what is written up and feels that the
commission should be a little stricter than the NRS. Commissioner McKay states that according
the state statute, for professional services sometimes they have the most responsible and
responsive bidder which gives a little more leeway. There will need to be verification with
what the state's exact wording is.
The grantee must follow all applicable local, state and/or federal laws pertaining to the
expenditure of funds. Proof of Invitation to Bid, contracts and any other pertinent
documentation must be retained by the grantee. Likewise, all local, state and federal permits
required for construction projects must be acquired by the grantee before grant monies can
be disbursed.

The grantee must obtain 3 (three) bids from within the state of Nevada if possible. Whenever
practical grantee shall go with the lowest bid.
ELIGIBLE PROJECT COST AND NON-ELIGIBLE COST
Commission Cox states that the eligible and non-eligible cost came straight out of Colorado and
the commission can change it how they see fit. Commissioner Griggs feels that for non-eligible
costs suggests the language, “asset purchases over a set amount”. It can be stated that grant,
during the grant period can be applied toward a purchase. The commission will not purchase a
pickup truck that will last 20 years, but will only benefit the commission for 2 years.
Commissioner Cox states that in the non-eligible agencies should not be able to bill for vehicle
maintenance; whereas, a volunteer should be able to reimburse for mileage. Commissioner
Lambert agrees that mileage is important for nonprofits. But he disagrees with flier, brochures,
publications and printing being non-eligible. Volunteer insurance should be eligible also.
Vehicle maintenance does not need to be non-eligible due to the fact that volunteer are able
to file for mileage. Mileage needs to be allowed for contractors. He also feels that time
association with grant writing, fliers, and volunteer insurance belong as eligible items.
Commissioner Jackson states, from looking at public comment, this is one of the issues that
needs to be completed at the workshop.
APPLICATION FEE
No discussion ensued on this topic.
GRANT AWARDS DISBURSEMENT OF FUNDS
Commissioner Cox states that the first paragraph has already been discussed. For the
reimbursement basis, the commission might have to make some provisions in that area. Not
sure if that would done in regulations. The commission had tried already to make the provision
to write the check directly to the supplier or manufacturer, if it was for the purchase of
equipment. Commissioner Jackson, one issue relating to this, is what should be done about a
project that genuinely has an issue and it cannot be completed in 2 years. Does this need to be
dealt with in this section, the ability to extend time periods for projects or even have the
ability to extend a grant if the project was under budgeted. Commissioner Cox stated, this
section was added because there are times when applicants get lazy and do not complete the
project in 2 years. How does the commission that separate that from somebody that may have
had part of their project washed away? It would be nice to be able to break down that certain
size projects have definite end dates. There needs to be a reasonable end date to a project
once the committee funds it. Commissioner Lee suggests the language, “unless approved by
the commission with a 2/3 majority vote." Commissioner Jackson agrees and thinks there
needs to be a provision that allows the commission to do that. Also, the rules should be
different for smaller projects than bigger projects. Possibly look at this as three sets of rules,
rules for the small groups, rules for the medium groups, and rules for the large groups.
Commissioner Griggs feels that the wording needs to be added in regards to a group that has
taken the money but has not completed the project.
IDEAS FOR A GRANT AGREEMENT
Commissioner Cox stated that the idea behind the grant agreement was for the commission to
have a legal way to handle a situation where a group defaults on their commitment.

In reference to item #3(Ideas for a Grant Agreement), Commissioner Cox asked if the 30 pay
period was acceptable and Commissioner McKay agreed.

3.
Schedule of Payments
The commission’s share of this project is not to exceed the approved grant amount listed in
this agreement above, a maximum of $________________.
Payment will be made upon submission of invoice for work completed or other items provided
for in the grant application as approved by the commission. Payments will be made within 30
days of approval of the above mentioned invoice.
The commission reserves the right to inspect all projects prior to, during, or at the conclusion
of the project and/or periodically thereafter. A representative of the sponsor may be required
to attend the inspection.
Commissioner Cox states in reference to item #4 (Ideas for a Grant Agreement), there have
been times that he has seen a project get funded and then the land was no longer available for
motorized recreation. Commissioner Griggs stated that this is a good point, but feel this
statement should be more general.
4.
Recreational Use
Any lands used for this project will not be converted to any non-motorized recreational use
without prior written approval of the commission. All improvements resulting from the
project shall be maintained in a safe manner and the sponsor will periodically inspect the
project site to ensure that requirement is satisfied.
Commissioner Griggs states, he is not sure if item #5 (Ideas for a Grant Agreement) covers the
situation if an organization is awarded a grant, they spend some of the money, the
commission reimburses them but then they do not complete the project. It needs to
be defined how to handle if a group is in default of the project agreed to.
5. Termination
The project in whole or in part, may be terminated by the commission at any time before the
date of completion for any of the following reasons:
A. The sponsor has failed to comply with the terms of this agreement.
B. The sponsor has insufficient funds to complete the project.
C. The sponsor fails to begin work on this project within one year of the date on this
agreement.
In the event the project is terminated, the sponsor shall nevertheless bring the project to a
point of usefulness as determined by the commission.
Commissioner Lee brought up the point that none of the regulations address the appeal
process. Commissioner Lambert stated that appeals and conflict resolution should be
addressed. Commissioner Jackson suggests that the commission may want to put appeals into
the guidebook rather than into regulation. This is due to the fact that the appeal process may
need to be changed. If there is an appeal process, it protects the commission to some degree
against law suits. Commissioner Lee is not sure where the line is drawn of what is in the

regulations and what is in the guidebook. Commissioner Cox asks that there be some
investigation completed on this and brought to the workshop.
Commissioner Jackson states that he feels the scoring committee should be renamed the
funding committee.
6. PUBLIC COMMENT
Carson City - Scott Gerz, Nevada Trail Stewards - Thanks Commissioner Cox for running a good
meeting and keeping things on track. And thanks the commission from the OHV community for
the opportunity to attend these types of meetings. Apparently several of the interested parties
did not receive a notification email of the meeting. He would like to suggest the ability for the
public to have the ability to contact the commission via email or live text session during a
meeting so that the secretary could field those and the public could be more involved in more
public comment from remote locations.
Commissioner Jackson stated that the commission has already looked into receiving email
responses from the public and will be an agenda item for the 5-15-2014 meeting.
Commissioner Lambert states that he hopes there is follow up on the ability to teleconference
that was discussed a few meetings ago. He feels that it is very import for the rural community
to be involved with OHV.
Commissioner Jackson does not remember when that was promised. He recalls it being brought
up in public comment and at that time there was no promise made. He thinks that the solution
that is currently being worked on right now is more than reasonable. Where people can view
the meeting via the internet and would be able to email in their comments to be read into
public comment.
Commissioner Lambert followed up on this issue with the publications department a few weeks
ago. If the commission acquires a government phone line and institutes conference calling, it
does not require an operator. Normal conference calling procedures would fall into place.
Commissioner Cox would like this to be placed on the agenda for the next commission meeting.
7. ADJOURNMENT
Commissioner Jackson moves to adjourn the meeting.
Commissioner McKay 2nd the motion.
The meeting was adjourned at 11:34 a.m.

