Commission on Off - Highway Vehicles
Full Commission Meeting
July 2, 2014
Meeting Minutes
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

I. MEETING OF THE NEVADA COMMISSION ON OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLES
1. CALL TO ORDER
Chair McKay called the meeting to order at 9:39 am.
3. ROLL CALL OF THE COMMISSION MEMBERS
Commissioner Cox - Present, Las Vegas
Commissioner Elmore - Present, Carson City
Commissioner Gerow - Present, Carson City
Commissioner Jackson - Present, Carson City
Commissioner Lambert - Present, Carson City
Chair McKay – Present, Carson City
Commissioner Lee - Present, Las Vegas (arrived late)
Commissioner Gerow - Present, Carson City
Commissioner Baker - Present, Las Vegas (arrived late)
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Commissioner Gerow led the pledge.
4. PUBLIC COMMENT
Chair McKay stated that he has changed the rules a little in regards to public comment. There will be
public comment at the beginning and end each meeting; however, if there is public comment specific
to an item on the agenda it is encouraged to make a comment at that time.
Carson City - Scott Gerz, Nevada Trail Stewards, The Nevada Trail Steward’s supporting
organizations and groups strongly reiterate the OHV communities distaste for a subjective grant
awards process. Another subjective grant awards process would place the commission and grant
program at great risk. Enough cannot be said about the desire for a scored, open, and publicly
notified grant process. Thank you and we look forward to a great meeting.
Las Vegas - No public in Las Vegas.
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5. MEETING MINUTES
Chair McKay states the minutes to be reviewed are from the May 29th, 2014 meeting. There are 19
pages of detail. The commission will review and discuss for possible action the minutes from the
May 29, 2014 NCOHV meeting. Possible action will include approving, modifying, or rejecting said
minutes. The Commission may also discuss the status of minutes from other prior meetings that may
not yet have been approved by the Commission. Possible action my include placing said minutes on
future agendas for approval.
Commissioner Jackson makes a motion to approve the minutes from May 29, 2014.
Commissioner Lambert 2nd the motion.
Commissioner Lee arrived to the meeting.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
Commissioner Jackson states that the February minutes have not been approved and asks for an
explanation from the Chair for the record. Chair McKay states that he needed more time researching
the issues surrounding those minutes. Those minutes will be scheduled for consideration at the next
meeting. Let the record show that the next meeting will have those minutes on the agenda.
Commissioner Cox asks when the next meeting will be held. Chair McKay states that will be
discussed at the end of the meeting and it looks like it will be towards the end of the month.
Commissioner Jackson asks that while waiting for Commissioner Baker, could that issue be dealt
with now. Chair McKay states that the next meeting could be held at the end of the month if that fits
with everyone's schedule. The board can pick some dates and solicit agenda items, at the end of the
meeting there will be a discussion of time frames and dates and agenda items.
6. NVOHV MISSION STATEMENT
Chair McKay states that he selected this item for the agenda for discussion or possible action, the
Nevada Commission of Off Highway Vehicles mission statement. In reference to NRS 490.067 Sec 7
the Commission will discuss, revise, accept or reject the language included in the Nevada Off Highway
Vehicle mission statement. NRS 490.067 Sec 7 is referenced and discusses the makeup of the
commission; Sec 7 states that each member of the commission in, shall swear or affirm that he or she
will work to create and promote responsible off highway vehicle recreation in the state. A mission
statement is important for the commission, it leads to focus and it can have some applications in the
grant guide and regulations. Chair McKay is asking the commission to consider accepting this as the
mission statement for the commission.
Commissioner Lambert makes a motion to accept the statement provided in the commission's oath.
Commissioner Gerow 2nd the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
7. DEVELOPMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS
The Commission will discuss proposed regulatory language primarily related to the OHV grant
process, which was developed at the May 13, 2014, meeting of the OHV Regulations Committee.
Possible action by the full Commission may include further development, modification, amendment,
and / or removal of any or all of the regulatory sections which have been proposed to date, and/or
addition of further sections the Commission may discuss and deem proper. Possible action may also
include decision to forward regulatory language to the Legislative Counsel Bureau for drafting
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purposes and scheduling a public workshop, in furtherance of the rule-making process outlined in
NRS 233B.
Chair McKay states that there are copies of the grant regulation process that was developed at the
May 13, 2014 meeting which may be a good template for guiding the discussion.
Item # 1 under Eligible Applicants, the public may speak on any of the items as they are discussed.
Commissioners will speak first and then the public can speak if they wish and then back to the
commission.
1. Local, county, state governments, federal agencies, recreation and any other applicants MUST be
corporations, non-profits, clubs, etc. and must be in good standing with and recognized by the Secretary
of State’s office in which they are incorporated. They MUST provide proof of legality if asked by the
scoring committee.
Commissioner Jackson states that there are a couple of issues with item # 1. He would propose
rewriting this item. He states that Commissioner Cox had brought up previously to splitt the grant
process into two forms. Grants under $10,000.00 and grants over $10,000.00, this would allow for
restrictions on grants over $10,000.00 and who can apply. Also, this would help to not cut out
smaller clubs or other associations who are not as familiar with the grant process. The motion would
be who can apply for grants: grants under $10,000.00 any club, nonprofit, school, institute of higher
education, government agency, local, state or federal. Then applicants for grants over $10,000.00,
any 105 federal tax exempt club or organization, schools, institutes of higher education or
government agencies, local state or federal. Commissioner Lambert states that at this late date he
would prefer to continue with what has already been worked on and not take a major step to retool.
He does not support the change. Commissioner Jackson states that before he makes a motion, he
would accept any help in regards to this language. The current language can be incorporated in
regards to good standing with the recognized Secretary of State office and providing proof. He would
like to delete line 1 and the first four words of line 2 and replace them with the previously mentioned
language. Commissioner Cox states whether it is completed here or it is completed later in the
document, there needs to be some separation of the amounts of money that people apply for.
Whether it is kept at the simple $10,000.00 level or whether to try and incorporate small, medium,
and large grants; there does need to be a distinction somewhere in this document. Chair McKay
agrees and was not sure whether to put it here or later in the grant regulations. Commissioner Lee
asks what the point of having the different levels is. Will there be a simplified application for
something less than $10,000.00? What is the commission trying to gain by separating the grants? He
could see if there was a simplified application that would make applying for the smaller grants easier.
Commissioner Jackson states through the chair that his view is to make it easy and reasonable for
certain groups to be able to apply for the grants. This would allow for the smaller clubs to get in,
allow a place for them, and then if they are successful in the $10,000.00 grants they may come back
for a larger grant. At that point they will have a track record that can be reviewed. This is the correct
place to put this and it should be further expanded upon later on in regulations. This would give a
good base to start with. Commissioner Lee states that he is not opposed to this but is asking if there
will be another application. It seems like this is making more work for the commission. He is not
opposed to the work but is trying to get it all straight. Commissioner Jackson states that it would be
relatively easy to streamline the present application. Just because we have this in regulations does
not mean we have to use it the first time out. We may choose not to use this in the first round, but if
it is in the regulations it gives the commission the ability to do so. The amounts can always be
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changed later on. It is just a matter of removing a few things from the application and he does not
feel that it will be a lot of work. Commissioner Lee states that if this is going to be put into
regulations then the commission needs to be prepared to use it. If something in the regulations that
are not used, then the commission is going back to the same place it was in the past. If the
commission is going to put it in, then put it in and use it. If the application can be simplified then so
be it. It could be a good idea especially if someone were to request a small grant for maybe some
overtime which may only be a few thousand dollars. If the commission decides to approve it today
then the commission needs to be ready for it to go into effect. Commissioner Elmore is in favor of
slitting the grants. He likes the concept of a simpler, more efficient, and quicker system that allows
more flexibility in the application process. This could allow the commission more protection down
the road. He also thinks that if the grants are split, then it should be discussed now in regards to who
can apply. If we send people down two different paths, the sooner they know which path they have
to take the better. He would rather state that early in the regulations rather than later.
Scott Gerz, Nevada Trail Stewards, agrees with Commissioner Lee's statement in adding more
complexity to this grant process. The commission is under quite a strenuous workload when the
grants come around. Now with the discussion of separating these into a small, $10,000.00 or larger
grant process or as was suggested by Commissioner Cox, the small, medium and large grant process;
there will be an additional eight steps to one and twelve steps to the other in the grant process. Just
the actual breakdown of workload will be immense; it will be much larger than it was originally. The
concept of breaking these grants down into different categories;, there is no benefit. The application
is fairly streamlined application as it is and most clubs that he has spoken to have been able to apply
under the application process that the commission originally agreed on. The commission spent quite
a large amount of time going through this grant process, the grant guidelines, and the grant book and
had a very good grant program on line. The problem with the grant program was changing it from
the scoring to a subjective grant award. Other than that the grant process seemed to be very
streamlined and seemed to work out fairly well. I would strongly be against breaking this into
another eight or twelve category system with different dollar values allocating into different
categories. Commissioner Jackson stated no one suggested breaking these down into eight or nine
categories. It is simply more than anything, the qualifications and making the qualification process
easier for certain groups. Scott Gerz, Nevada Trail Stewards, states that if it is broken down in to a
small $10,000.00 grants and a larger grants; there is public, law enforcement, and education. That
breaks down to each grant category times two, if it is broken down in to small, medium and large
grants then there will be each category times three.
Commissioner Jackson makes a motion to remove number one and replace it with, “Who can apply
for a grant under $10,000.00, any club, nonprofit, school, institute of higher education or government
agency, local state or federal. Who can apply for grants over $10,000.00, any 501 federally tax
exempt club or organization, school, institute of higher education, or government agency local state
or federal. The entity must be in good standing as a corporation with the Secretary of State in which
they are organized. They must provide proof of legality if asked by the scoring committee.
Commissioner Elmore 2nd the motion for discussion.
Commissioner Lambert states that the Silver Flume program in the state of Nevada is frequently
broken and they have had a great deal of difficulty in even returning phone calls. The commission
will open itself for liability. The corporate status may have been revoked due to fault that may be
acceptable; but to say that if it is not in good standing (given the current experience with the Silver
Flume in particular and the phone system throughout the state of Nevada corporate offices) is
unacceptable. He would ask for a friendly amendment that a corporation would only be disallowed if
it was revoked. Commissioner Jackson states through the Chair to Commissioner Lambert that part
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of the language is taken straight from the language which was agreed to by Commissioner Lambert at
the committee hearing. Commissioner Lambert states that he did not like it then and does not like it
today. Commissioner Jackson states that any corporation should be in good standing with the state.
He has opened many corporations in this state and sits on the board of at least two corporations and
there has never been a problem getting issues resolved. Ross Miller has been very good over the last
7 years in making sure that corporations can get registered and can be in good standing and should
be in good standing.
Chair McKay asks for a friendly amendment to the last line, "the corporation must provide proof of
legality to the scoring committee" and not the wording, "if asked for". Commissioner Jackson accepts.
Commissioner Elmore accepts. Commissioner Lambert states if the commission needs to look at
whether or not a corporation has proof of legality, that should be placed in the actual grant
application guide and points should be removed if they do not have it. Make it part of the application.
Commissioner Elmore states to Commissioner Lambert that puts the burden back onto the
commission to figure out whether or not they are legitimate or not. The entity should be the one
deciding whether or not they can apply. Commissioner Lambert through the Chair states that it is
providing the commission the piece of paper that they would have to ask for so that the commission
does not have to ask for it. If the commission has to ask for the piece of paper; ask for it and make it
part of the application. One is asking for it because you know you might want it and the other is
asking for it because you decided you might want it. Commissioner Jackson states through the Chair
to Commissioner Lambert that it should be part of the application but it should be part of the
regulations as well. When the commission looks at the application or any other documents, if that
document is silent or ambiguous on any issue then the commission needs to be able to fall back to the
regulations. If it is included in the regulations as proposed by the Chair, the commission would be
covered. It should be asked for in the application but that should be addition to and not instead of.
Commissioner Gerow states the fact that the commission would not want to have an entity in poor
standing, even if they lost points in the scoring. If they scored high enough to get a grant that would
be unacceptable. Commissioner Lambert states to make it a 100 point negative. Commissioner
Gerow states that it is like letting them in the door even though they are disqualified. Commissioner
Lambert states that if you put it in the application it keeps them out of the door. Commissioner Cox
states that the entire point of regulations was to have something to fall back on. It seems to him that
it needs to be in regulations as well as in the guidebook. Commissioner Lambert asked for the motion
to be restated to indicate that it will be in the guidebook. Commissioner Jackson accepts the motion
to include it in the guidebook as well.
The motion is restated, “Who can apply for a grant under $10,000.00, any club, nonprofits, school,
institute of higher education or government agency local, state or federal. Who can apply for grants
over $10,000.00, any 501C3 federal tax exempt club or organization, school, institute of higher
education or government agency local state or federal. The entity must be in good standing in the
state that it is organized and must be able to show proof of which from the Secretary of State's office
in which they are incorporated. They MUST provide proof of legality to the scoring committee in the
application and in the guidebook. Commissioner Elmore agrees.
Leo Drumm, BLM, asks if this includes agencies, local, county, and state? How will they provide
proof? Commissioner Jackson states through the Chair to Mr. Drumm, they do not need to, only
corporations need to.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
Commissioner Lambert opposes.
The motion passes.
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2. Any entity requesting a grant must provide proof satisfactory to the Commission that the appropriate
federal, state or local governmental agency has been consulted and approves the project to be funded by
the grant and regarding the area affected by the project.
Commissioner Elmore states that he would like to add "written proof" so the entity cannot say that
they have verbal proof. Commissioner Lambert states that is already there because a letter of
support is required from the land agency.
Commissioner Elmore makes a motion for item 2 to read, "Any entity requesting a grant must
provide written proof that is satisfactory to the Commission that the appropriate federal, state or
local governmental agency has been consulted and approved the project to be funded by the grant
and regarding the area affected by the project".
Commissioner Jackson 2nd the motion.
Chair McKay call for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
3. If an agency has more than one office that operates independently of another office with management
of another area of public lands, each unit can apply as independent applicants.
Chair McKay states that this item will stand as written.
4. 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. With the understanding
that some grants are multiple year grants and the applicant being able to show substantial completion
of their grant, this could be waive by 2/3 majority vote of the Commission.
AG Hastings states for a point of order in regards to item 3. There was no motion made by the
commission to make a change and what can be done for efficiency at the end of the meeting. A
member of the commission could make a motion for all items that were not changed to move forward
on the draft as discussed in the meeting. There will need to be an action made in that form so the
items can move forward.
On item 4, Commissioner Jackson states that part of the sentence is stating "substantial completion"
and he is not sure what that means and there is no definition of what that is. It should be up to the
commission whether they feel that the project needs to be fixed. The entity that completed the work
can bring that to the commission and depending on what the commission decides then the project
will be considered complete or not. The word substantial or any other verbiage before completion
can only mean the commission could be sued. Commissioner Lambert states that substantial
completion is a term that has been long used in the construction industry and the reason it is used is
to eliminate subjective behavior and lawsuits. Substantial completion is defined and subjective
behavior is undesirable. He encourages the commission to retain the wording substantial
completion; it is the word that is used in construction law. Commissioner Elmore states if there is an
organization needing a grant, he is not sure why the commission would want to limit their ability to
keep applying for worthwhile projects. He would like to ask for a status report of the previous grants
and does not want entities to feel that they are excluded because they were awarded a multi-year
grant that is worthwhile or a long term project. He wants to ensure the group is still moving forward
with progress and he would ask that they provide a status of previous grants if asked by the
commission. Commissioner Cox states that opens up two subjects for him. This item was put in
because there are groups in other areas of the state that keep applying for grants and never complete
the projects. When everything is complete, it is complete; whether there is a punch list or not. When
the project is complete then they can apply for another grant. He does not think multi-year grants
have been addressed and they need to be addressed. If there is an organization that comes up with a
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multi-year project and they also have a smaller project that they can complete within a year, it is
something that needs to be looked at. This part was put in so that there are not people getting grants
and never completing a project. There should be no substantial. When it is complete it is complete,
end of story. Commissioner Lambert would like to point out that there are often issues involving
engineering and other issues. With the word substantial completion, there is documentation
showing that it is a well defined term. The reason it is done is because the commission can be held
accountable for putting rules in place that impairs the project. He will stand by substantial
completion, it is the nature of construction and it is the nature of the construction industry.
Commissioner Jackson states when he had a house built or when he had work completed on a house,
it never states substantial is state’s complete and complete to the satisfaction of the person paying
the bill. Without a definition (he asked Commissioner Lambert in a side bar if he could offer a
definition) it will just get the commission in trouble. All that needs to be done is to take it out, it is
complete. If a person comes along and states a project is not complete because of a certain reason;
this is a commission of eleven reasonable people and the commission can make the decision of
whether or not to pay the group and move forward or not. Commissioner Lee states that it will still
need to be a vote whether it is accepted or not. Commissioner Lambert states that when contractors
higher contractors they cannot get a contract signed without the word substantial completion. It is a
known part of construction finance and law. It is extremely well defined and it is in place for a
reason. Despite continuing to say that the commission will be at liability for not using those words,
his opinion is that the risk greatly improves without using substantial completion in the contracts. In
the business of business the term substantial completion is well defined. Commissioner Jackson is
comfortable with this but by a vote of the commission; substantial completion is not cast in stone but
by current progress with a vote of the commission. Any organization that is well defined and a trust
worthy will not have a problem with this. Commissioner Lambert states for creditability purposes
that his family has an unlimited general contracting license that that he has extremely high level
credentials in regards to construction finance. He does this on a daily basis when he is in the field. He
encourages not rewriting construction law and staying with words that work and encourages not
making contracts that are not signable.
Commissioner Baker wants to note for the record that she joined the meeting.
Commissioner Lamberts continues to state this is just the discussion, the first line is solid if you
already have a grant going then you cannot apply. This is a clarification that an exception to that
would be, so maybe there does not need to be anything about completion. Maybe it needs to say, "If a
grant is not complete then with the majority vote of the commission it could be considered". It could
state that if an entity as not completed a grant then they cannot apply but with 2/3's consideration
they possibly could. Commissioner Elmore states that the first sentence in this bullet point is
potentially dangerous in that it could turn worthwhile applicants who have an existing award from
even thinking they can apply for another worthwhile grant. There are some potential pitfalls here.
He also thinks that if it requires a vote then does that require an additional meeting to determine
whether the grant can be accepted. So if the commission will require a 2/3 vote, when will that
happen within in the cycle. Will the commission be prepared to have an additional meeting to
determine which ones will be considered? Chair McKay states that it could be in the same process
and it could all be considered at the same time if the application is there. Commissioner Elmore
states that the danger in that is that an entity would potentially work on an application and the
commission could deny it. Leaving the entity upset because they spent a lot of time investing in an
application that the commission was not going to accept. That is where this needs to be planned out.
Commissioner Jackson states that it would work by just taking the wording out. If someone applies
for a grant that already has a grant going, then it is up to a commission to vote whether they are
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going to allow that grant to go forward or not. If the whole section is taken out it would resolve the
problem. Chair McKay asks Commissioner Jackson to read the section with those words removed.
Commissioner Elmore states that the commission does want to be able to ask applicants who have a
previous grant approved to provide proof of progress, but it could be written they only provide proof
if asked. This could be changed to, "Any applicant who have previously received a grant must be able
to provide proof of progress on those grant or grants if asked by the commission". Commissioner
Jackson states that he would vote for that if Commissioner Elmore wanted to make that a motion.
Commissioner Elmore makes a motion for item 4 to read, “Any applicants who have previously
received a grant must be able to provide proof of progress on those grant or grants to the
commission or grant body if asked”.
Commissioner Jackson 2nd the motion.
Public Comment - Scott Gerz, Nevada Trail Stewards, agrees with Commissioner Elmore's concept
that they do not want to exclude any additional requests for grants for good successful projects and
wants to make sure to keep the pipeline full of good projects. As a potential grant recipient and grant
writer there is an extensive amount of labor and work that goes into this. So to simply say that you
just disregard my grant because I am still waiting on a tool to arrive and I can provide all of the
necessary proof on that again would make it a subjective process. As Commissioner Lee and
Commissioner Lambert brought up, substantial completion of a grant is a understood and welcomed
term that has been used for quite some time and he does not know why the commission would want
to vary from that. It leaves the commission enough room to say, yes you have been working and you
have this much work completed and we understand it has been a 40 below winter and you are out
there chipping through ice and you cannot get the rest of the trail completed. So let's go ahead and
accept that for where it needs to be. I would also bring up a typo on the last line, I believe it says this
should be waived by a 2/3 majority vote of the commission instead of wave. You may want to correct
that as well. Chair McKay states that there should be substantial completion, as a lot of these
construction documents contain it as it is the standard of the industry. It would make fewer
problems for us and not more.
Commissioner Elmore restates his motion, “Any applicants who have previously received a grant
must be able to provide proof of progress on the previously awarded grant or grants if ask for such
by the commission”. Commissioner Jackson stated that he would rather it says instead of “asked by
the commission”, that it would say “be provided” so they know they have to provide it.
Commissioner Elmore accepts the friendly amendment. So the period would be on previous awards
grant or grants period. Commissioner Cox asks if it needs to go on to state before being awarded
another grant. Commissioner Elmore states that he does not think so. This item would spur them to
provide it if they are applying for a grant. This also spurs them to provide proof at the time of the
application. If nothing else it will provide the commission with an idea of where they are at on the
previously awarded grant without having to have a formal progress report. Commissioner Gerow
states if he understands correctly this will still include with the understanding that some grants are
multi-year grants and the applicant, being able to show substantial completion of the grant, this can
be waive by a 2/3 majority vote of the commission. Commissioner Elmore states that is incorrect.
He thinks that verbiage is unnecessary and that they simply have to provide proof of progress on the
previously awarded grant end of story. It does not subject the commission to having to have a vote at
any point in the application process to figure out whether or not who can apply. Commissioner
Gerow states that his concern is that by not giving the commission a point to where they can actually
waive by 2/3 majority, it could have a good project stopped by something out of their control. He
would not want to penalize a really good applicant that has other project that would be good. It
provides a little more latitude to do what is best for the community. Commissioner Elmore states
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that he is asking them to provide proof of progress. If the entity can provide proof of progress and it
makes sense, it is not going to require a vote. He is leery of requiring substantial completion
somewhere within this item. It may work for the construction industry but we are not in the
construction industry and we are trying to make this user friendly for smaller groups and clubs.
Commissioner Lambert agrees with most of what Commissioner Elmore state but the commission is
in the construction funding industry and that puts us in the middle of that.
Chair McKay call for the vote.
Commissioner Lambert asks for the motion to be restated. Commissioner Elmore restates the
motion; “Any applicants who have previously received a grant must be able to provide proof of
progress on the previously awarded grant or grants.
Motion passes unanimously.
5. An organization is deemed to be eligible for projects on public lands when a written agreement exists
between the non-profit organization and a public land management agency.
Chair McKay states this item will stand as written.
AG Hastings states that in reference to the language in a legal reading, the wording needs to match.
They both either need to say organization or they both need to say non-profit organization.
Commissioner Jackson makes a motion to remove the words non-profit from the beginning of the
second line on item 5. Commissioner Lambert seconds the motion.
Commissioner Lee asks why it does not just say the applicant. That is what is stated on the rest of the
items and that should be an agreement between the applicant and the public lands. Commissioner
Jackson accepts the language put forward by Commissioner Lee. He restates his motion to strike the
word non-profit from the beginning of line two in section five and replace with applicant. Also strike
the second word in line one, organization, and replace it with applicant. Commissioner Lambert
accepts.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
General Guidelines and Rules
1. Applicants can be eligible to be awarded grant funds, either by ownership, lease, easement, written
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.
Commissioner Baker states the second part of it fits into a potential item 6 for the Eligible Applicants.
Chair McKay asks if she is proposing that the second line, "the general guideline line for control and
tenure of the property should be in the previous section? Commissioner Baker states on how to
move forward on reviewing the grants and the process. Part of it would be a new item 6
under Eligible Applicants and wants to share with the full commission the thought that she had
in regards to the overall grant process. In reading the statute that was created for the whole process
and the commission, the legislatures were very clear in that they wanted us to have a nonvoting
advisory board. They were clear that it was specifically for helping the commission evaluate the
grants and it does not say the word may. In the NRS it has the word may and shall. The word shall is
not subjective and the commission must do them. Per the NRS they wanted us to create a nonvoting
advisory to the commission and they listed all of the categories they wanted represented. It has been
said that there is a representative from the BLM. In the last grant process, the commission did not
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ask for their input on the grants before decisions were made. That is what the intention of this is.
There is also supposed to be more than an adviser from just the BLM. There is supposed to be one
from forest service, NRS, a teacher in the higher education system with instruction in environmental
science, the department of conservation and natural resources, department of wildlife, department of
motor vehicles, department of tourism, the Nevada Indian commission and fish and wildlife. The
commission needs to figure out in the regulations how to solicit their input. Marcy had shared with
her that some of them had not been too excited to offer someone to serve. As a commission, we want
to prove to the people that created the NRS that we understand this and are trying. It is not our fault
if the agency does not comply. One idea for the commission to consider; if the agency is not willing to
put a member on the nonvoting advisory board to help the commission, then maybe that agency
cannot apply for a grant. We do not want to punish the agencies but the commission wants it
understood that they take the NRS seriously and it is not the fault of the commission if others do not.
Commissioner Lambert asks if Commissioner Baker is making a motion at this point for an item 6
that states something along the lines, if you have the ability to provide and adviser and you do not
choose so then you will not be eligible for grants. Commissioner Baker states yes. Commissioner
Lambert states that if she makes that a motion he would second it.
Commissioner Baker makes said motion from Commissioner Lambert. Commissioner Lambert 2nd
the motion. Commissioner Jackson asks for the motion to be restated. Commissioner Baker restates
her motion, “Per NRS, paragraph 3 Sub D, requesting the commission solicit nine nonvoting advisers
to serve for terms of two years. If they choose not to participate then they are not eligible to submit a
grant for consideration”. Commissioner Lambert 2nd the motion. Commissioner Elmore does not
disagree with the concept of the motion but would be concerned with one of the entities not knowing
that they were solicited. He would want to be clear that they were formally solicited before
excluding them from receiving a grant award. Commissioner Jackson states that the Chair can
instruct the secretary of the commission to send out a letter within a reasonable amount of time to all
of the agencies and instruct the secretary to continue to send out a letter every three months to the
those agencies that have not provided a representative. Chair McKay states that it would be
incumbent upon us to identify those advisers and communicate with them both the grants applicants
and their role in the advisory process. If that was forfeited then they would forfeit a
grant application due to their inactivity. Commissioner Baker states that she would like to say in all
fairness their role needs to be clarified in the grant process. Chair McKay states that as a procedural
matter it would be once the grants are submitted to the commission. The grants would then be
forwarded for review and their review would be part of the commissions scoring review process.
Commissioner Lambert states that he has used many of the advisers in the past and believes the
word adviser informs us to how to use them. He calls them when he needs to discuss issues with
them. It is not only covered but is open to us today. They tend to be very open and available. It is a
matter of generating a phone list. Commissioner Baker states that there is language in the NRS that
states how the commission is suppose to use the advisers. Commissioner Elmore states that it is NRS
490.068 is where it discusses the nonvoting advisers and their role. Commissioner Baker states that
the nonvoting advisers solicited by the commission pursuant to paragraph D of Sub section 1. They
shall assist the commission in carrying out the duties set forth in this section and shall review for
completeness and compliance with requirements of paragraph A of Sub section 2 all applications for
grants. The commission would want to include that in the letter to them. Commissioner Elmore he is
not opposed to the item but does not feel that it should be a hard and fast line as whether or not they
can apply. He thinks it is smart to address this issue but maybe something along the lines of
applicants who are listed in NRS and who have been solicited for a nonvoting adviser and who have
not provided one are subject to denial or rejection. Commissioner Lambert states that when the
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commission writes the scoring, it is the principle portion in criteria as they did in the early grant
book. Then when the commission has other items that go against that people will say the commission
is back to being subjective and perhaps we are going in the wrong direction. The commission needs
something but it needs to be a score reduction within the scoring criteria. Commissioner Elmore
states if you let an entity get that far, time and energy will have been invested. When an entity has
invested time and energy and find out they needed to do something else and are not eligible, they will
walk away with a sour taste in their mouth. State was it required early and then the entity can do
their homework before they get too far down the road. Commissioner Lambert states that he was
following the line subject to denial which is the same thing you were just arguing against and I was
just trying to follow your lead and I could of misunderstood what was stated. Commissioner Baker
states that she appreciates what is being said, but she wants to show that the commission is working
hard to include the advisers and maybe it is too strong of language to say that if they do not
participate they cannot apply. She is open to modifying her motion. Commissioner Gerow agrees, by
doing this it will give the commission power to get the nonvoting parties to help the commission
along. If they provide the help that is needed then that puts them in the ballgame and forces them to
do what they need to do anyways. Commissioner Lambert states that Leo Drumm works for the BLM,
he provides advice on grants and he has grant applications; is he being sent to Ethics. How is that
dealt with? Now there are advisers providing input on grant that they might participate in. Chair
McKay states that he is a nonvoting adviser. Commissioner Lambert states that he is giving advice
that he may benefit from and it is no different from advocacy. Commissioner Jackson states that it
does put the commission in a difficult situation. If an entity is advising on their specific grant or on
their group of grants, the way to get around it is that the adviser cannot be the same person that
applies for the grant for their department. AG Hastings states that in the next section that there will
be discussion on a general approach to ethics issues. The legislature created this situation by statute
and it is not up to the commission to fix the situation. Concerns about a non-voting adviser doing
something that might potentially be unethical are the same exact concerns about a commissioner
potentially doing something that may be unethical. Just as the legislature did create this situation by
making that rule for the non-voting advisers, the legislature has also enacted a statute that can be
discussed later when we get to that point. It discusses the question of how the commission handles
participation, disclosure, advocacy and voting. The commission is governed by that statute nonvoting advisers are governed by that statute and the commission can draft language that makes
reference to that statute. This is a valid concern there is a statute in regards to ethics in government
that directly addresses this all parties that would have some concern about questionable conduct,
they will all be governed by that statute. Item 6 can be more policy based and the ethics issue will be
dealt with later.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
Commissioner Elmore proposes for the next full commission meeting that there is a draft letter
soliciting the nonvoting advisers drafted for approval. Chair McKay agrees. Commissioner Jackson
asks if there needs to be authorization by the commission or can the chair request a letter be put
together and sent out. AG Hastings states that the statute mandates that the commission develop
regulations for the grant process. He is not sure if this can be taken on administratively or not but to
be safe he would put it on the next agenda.
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General Guidelines and Rules
1. Applicants can be eligible 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.
Leo Drumm, BLM, states that this item is tied in with item 5 about projects on public lands where a
written agreement exists. He would request that the term special use agreement be stricken and just
use the word agreement. For both the Forest Service and the BLM a special use agreement is a
particular type of agreement that would not be applicable in this type of agreement. The use of a
general term for us would be better and that way it would eliminate any type of confusion. Another
suggestion is in regards to control and tenure on the last line, he feels it should be in item 3 which
addresses control and tenure. AG Hastings asks Mr. Drumm, the two options of special use
agreement or agreements which are being discussed. The term use agreement without the word
special, what does that mean to you in the context of your concern? Leo Drumm states that it implies
a specific use of public land for an activity or certain purpose. AG Hastings asks that if that is the
intent of the commission, or if the term agreement is too broad and vague to communicate what the
commission wants. He is worried that term is too broad to accurately communicate that the entity
with the property interest has agreed with the applicant to let the person do it but if it is a use
agreement then it is not as broad and vague. It lets the commission know that the entity with the
property interest has a use agreement with the applicant to let them complete the project. It is not a
special use agreement which has specific meaning for the BLM but is more specific. Commissioner
Lambert states that he understands what Mr. Drumm's concern is having done this a few times. The
problem is that there are several groups which all have different terminology and their terms are
well defined and written in law at this point. The word agreement would not exclude the different
groups and having the term be broader would help not to exclude anyone that the commission might
want to work with. Leo Drumm states that typically a use agreement implies some type of land
action or an easement. The BLM would probably not be issuing that type of agreement for like a trail
project. It would more likely be an MOU agreement that allows them to complete the activity. They
would not convey any rights or special uses through that. When he sees wording like that he wants
to make sure that everyone is very clear that they are speaking the same language. If the BLM lands
people would see something like this they would look at this as a land action and would like to keep it
more general. Federal lands seem to be covered in a previous item 5, maybe the commission could
make this specific to private property or something like that. Chair McKay states that it is a good idea
and asks for any objections to leave it as agreement, and as broad and useful as possible.
Commissioner Jackson makes a motion to the top line of item 1, to strike the words special use.
Commissioner Gerow seconds the motion. Commissioner Cox asks if they should add the word
written so that it states a written agreement. The guidebook will ask for a written agreement.
Commissioner Jackson states to replace the words special use with the word written. Commissioner
Gerow agrees with the amendment. Commissioner Cox asks if they are moving the other sentence as
Mr. Drumm suggested. Chair McKay states that they are leaving it in. Leo Drumm states that his
suggestion was to move that down to item 3. Commissioner Jackson states that he does not feel that
it is necessary and it does not matter if it is in there twice as long as it is not contradictory.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
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2. All easements, rights-of-way, or control and tenure MUST be in place at the time of submitting a
grant application.
Chair McKay states that this item stand as written.
3. The length of tenure must be sufficient to complete the project and to meet the program
requirements for ongoing maintenance and operations. A general guideline is 25 years.
Commissioner Lambert states that there is a conflict between 25 years with remaining 20 years in
item 1 and then 25 years on item 3, they need to match. Commissioner Jackson makes a motion to
the 2nd line of item 3, add the words "with 20 years remaining at the time of application".
Commissioner Lambert 2nd the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
4.

The grantee is responsible for the continued operation and maintenance of funded facilities.

Leo Drumm, BLM, would suggest stating it as, "the grantee is responsible for providing
documentation of the continued operation maintenance of facilities". He suggest this because once a
project is completed on public land it becomes the responsibility for example of the BLM to maintain.
So if an entity has created a trail or trail head, they will incorporate it into the facilities maintenance
system and put that on a regular maintenance track. The group that actually constructed it may not
be the one's which are maintaining it. Commissioner Jackson asks Mr. Drumm to step back up to the
desk and asks him to restates how item 4 should read. Leo Drumm states item 4 would read, “The
grantee is responsible for providing documentation of the continued operation maintenance of the
funded facilities”.
Commissioner Jackson states that he would make that as his motion. Commissioner Lambert
seconds the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
5.

An awarded grant must be completed within 2 years after it has been awarded.

Chair McKay asks for discussion on this item. AG Hasting states that this may be overly cautious in
order to make sure that the language is clear, but it may need to say, "An awarded grant project must
be completed within 2 years after it has been awarded". It could be read that the grant must be
completed before the distribution of the grant. It is the project that must be completed.
Commissioner Gerow asks what if it is not a project but a purchase. Commissioner Elmore states
that he would hate to see the commission limited without some flexibility on the back end. Can we
add in, unless the commission approves otherwise. If someone is really trying to make progress and
they hit some sort of pitfall that is beyond their control, he would hate to this limited due to some
unforeseen situation. Michelle Hamilton, Department of Public Safety, states that they are a granting
agency and in some cases one might want to consider a provision to pass some type of an extension
to the grant. Chair McKay states a phrase such as, if the commission approves an extension. Michelle
Hamilton states that they usually ask for 90 days out that the entities have to come forward with a
compelling reason and not wait until the end of the grant period. If they really are not completing the
grant, then the commission denies the extension and closes the grant. Commissioner Elmore asks if
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Michelle Hamilton could wordsmith how that is handled in your world in regards to an extension.
Commissioner Jackson makes a motion for item 5 to state, "an awarded grant project or purchase
must be completed within 2 years after it has been awarded unless an extension is approved by the
commission". Commissioner Lambert 2nd the motion. Commissioner Cox states that Michelle
Hamilton referred to 90 days prior to, should those words be included? Commissioner Jackson states
that there needs to be some flexibility. The commission can always say no. If it is left open, then the
commission can have maximum flexibility. Commissioner Lambert states that it would be
appropriate for the Chair to instruct the secretary to send out a letter 90 days prior to the close of the
grant cycle advising them that they have 30 days to generate the required documentation. Chair
McKay states that would be helpful. Commissioner Baker states that for this line item it could say as
Commissioner Jackson stated, unless the grantee gets an extension. But probably someplace else
there needs to be a process to apply for the extension and what that looks like.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
6.

The scoring criteria to be the sole criteria for judging grant awards.

Commissioner Baker states that she spoke with Marcie in regards to this item. The MHSCP has
millions of dollars and they do the grant process. She said they started without scoring and they went
to a scoring process just to remove any selective criteria. What they did was they gave a cap. If an
entity did not receive a certain score then they did not get funded. She thinks that is helpful in these
guidelines to think about the grants the commission already had. The grant that had the flying
saucer, everyone thought it was cool and it might have received a grade. It might be in a category
where there is still money but no one on the commission wanted to fund it and so it would have
scored low. If there is a cap on the scoring maybe that will help so that it is based on scoring. Then
the commission would not score anything so low that nobody is excited about awarding it.
Commissioner Elmore states that he would be hesitant to not allow the commission to partially fund
a project that did not meet a specific score. The grantee may fill out their application and do
everything that is determined necessary and the commission determines that the full grant does not
make sense but there might be value that comes from a portion of the application. So the entity might
not reach the cap and that would limit the commission. Commissioner Jackson states if there is a cap
were an application has to reach 80 points, basically what that would mean is that if two
commissioner decided to give an application a zero, two commissioners could block any grant. It
would mean that basically two commissioners could have veto power. Commissioner Baker would
like to comment on Commissioner Elmore's statement and is hoping with any of the grants that the
commission would allow a process that lets the commission discuss. If discussion is not allowed
during this process, that would hurt the process. She does not see the scoring directly associated to
the discussion. But if the commission does not have something to build in the negotiation separate
from the scoring, she is asking that they would. The discussion and negotiation was huge for the
grants last time. Chair McKay states that perhaps in addition to this first line that the commission
can impose any special conditions it wishes. Commissioner Elmore agrees with Commissioner Baker
and his concern with having the cap is that if they did not reach the threshold it would prevent the
commission the ability to hold a discussion and approve just a portion of the grant. He does not
want a cap to be the end all on whether or not a grant could be awarded or not in full or in portion.
Commissioner Baker states that her concern is the exact opposite. If it will only be scored and it
scores a 25 and there is money in that category, where is the provision that allows the commission to
deny it. Chair McKay states that they might need to add a portion that the commission has the right
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to refuse for any reason a grant proposal. Commissioner Lambert states that if the commission is
performing its job then there will be adequate applicants. Having looked at many states and the
problems that they have had, subjective behavior has always been the problem. Subjective does not
work for the user groups; they have concerns having just watched what the commission did. The
bottom line is that he will vote against subjective behavior. His user groups have not only attended
the earlier grant committee and the regulations groups, they have also written many letters of
support for non selective scoring. The scoring must be subjective. Scott Gerz, Nevada Trail Stewards,
he can see where a lot of this is coming from and obviously he knows where a lot of this is coming
from. He can see where this is going and he does not want to lead back to the same circle. Flat out
item 6 should remain as is right now. Commissioner Elmore agrees and Commissioner Baker agrees
there should be a cap on the grant. If your application does not get 60% or whatever the case may
be, the commission needs to talk to the applicant and they need to be able to adjust the application
make it fair to where the commission will see it. In regards to Commissioner Jackson's statement
where there are 11 reasonable people on the commission, he stated in the same sentence that two of
them would be able to come in and vote zeros. If two people out of ten or eleven vote zero's to veto a
grant, then there is obviously some discussion happening and there larger issues with ethical
behavior then there is with a simple scoring piece that needed to be put in place. A scoring portion of
this grant needs to be put in place so the commissioner can be responsible to the public openly. So
those two commissioners who voted zero's when the other commissioners voted ninety's or so can
actually be brought out and asked why this is so far off from the other commissioners. So be very
cautious of where this is leading. We want to make sure that this is as open as possible and we want
to make sure that the scoring sheet is simple. You can put what you want into the grant guidelines
and requirements on the score sheet but it should be followed and it must be followed. This cannot
be another subjective process where we are taking the states money and the OHV user's community
money. The commission is taking the money and basically saying they are going to spend it anyway
they want. That is not the way that this is meant to work. You will be held responsible and the
commission is obviously under a magnifying glass, we all are. We want to make sure that we are
clear on that and not lose sight on where we are going. Commissioner Jackson states that everyone
agrees and there is not anyone on this commission that does not agree that score sheets should be
made public. He feels that is a good idea because if one commissioner scores a 70 and everyone else
scores a 90 then obviously there is an issue. He believes that the commission should be able to vote
on this and whether a grant is funded or not should be from a vote of the commission. This should be
done by a vote of the commission and he agrees with the rest of the commission that the score sheets
should be made public. Anybody’s scoring sheet should be able to back up their vote and should be
able to say why it was scored the way it was. There should be public accountability, but the bottom
line is that the commission needs to be able to vote on this and each commissioner should vote their
conscious and the way that they feel. For example, if there is bad grant or a grant that looks like it
could be subject to fraud, the commission is stuck with it if it scores high. We are not talking
subjective scoring; we are talking scoring on reasonable criteria. The commission should vote and he
would make the suggestion that they have the scoring and the scoring is made public, but the final
decision is a vote of the commission. Commissioner Lambert states that there was an interesting
topic brought up in regards to the score sheets and asks if the score sheets were ever provided to
those who asked for them from when Mr. Jackson was Chair. If we are going to provide them to the
public and if we had provided them to the public and used them, we would not be where we are now.
So he suggests the commission gather those up and post them. Scott Gerz states a follow up to
Commissioner Jackson's comment, trying to lead this back into a subjective concept. That is the way
the original scoring criteria was set up and the way the original guideline was set up was to use the
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scoring criteria. There still has not been an adequate explanation on why the scoring criteria were
not used during the first grant rounds. So it is very concerning to the Trail Stewards, to the OHV
community, all the organizations that we represent, and all the club we represent that this not be
able to happen again. I will fight this tooth and nail to make sure that the scoring criteria stays in
place. The fact that they are still pushing at this point, after the problems that this grant process had
turned into, I am stunned that we are still having this conversation. Commissioner Lambert thanks
Mr. Gerz for his time and for bringing that up. His issue with this is that this board and commission
actually was about to approve something that he scored in the 40's. Then it became so subjective
that the commission was about to approve a side by side for something that scored in the 40's
without a single support letter. That entity would of missed 20 points right off the top. He cannot say
it enough that California went in the ditch and Nevada went in the ditch because they felt they were
capable of subjective behavior when we are expected to behave professionally. We have never
provided the score sheets to the public or to the commissioners. Commissioner Cox goes back to
Commissioner Baker's criteria of having a threshold and if this is going to be solely on scoring. We
need to set a threshold of 75 points for a passing grade. Granted the commission is going to rewrite
the guideline book so there will be further discussion on how to reach that score. If it will be based
solely on scoring then he suggests that there be a threshold. Chair McKay states that if he
understands correctly, then it would read, “The commission would leave the scoring criteria to be the
sole criteria for passing grant awards and the commission will set a 75% score for awards”.
Commissioner Cox states that his suggestion is 75 points and in the future if it needs to change it, it
can be changed but does not want to leave it open.
Commissioner Cox makes a motion for the scoring criteria be the sole criteria for judging grant
awards with a scoring threshold of at least 75 points or higher to be funded. Commissioner Lambert
seconds the motion for the purpose of discussion. He is concerned about the 75 percent. An entity
that is unable to get letters of support from the community is instantly out. It seems like you get to
stay in school with 65%. There are single 25% criteria items; it would of completely thrown many
people out very early on. He offers a friendly amendment of 65% for total cut off. Commissioner Cox
states that in the scoring criteria an applicant did not receive points for how many letters of support
they had. The guide book has to be rewritten and someplace else in here it says no one category will
be more than 10% or ten points. He is open to flexibility whether it is 65% or 75%. We will have to
rewrite the guidebook to give the commission more opportunity to give points in different areas.
Commissioner Jackson states that he could not vote for something that is 65 but could vote at 70. He
makes a friendly amendment to make it 70 points. Commissioner Cox agrees to the friendly
amendment. Commissioner Lambert as the seconder does not accept the friendly amendment.
Commissioner Jackson states that if Commissioner Cox would restate his motion he would second the
motion.
Commissioner Cox restates his motion, In order for a grant to be funded solely based on the scoring
sheets it must receive 70% or better. Commissioner Jackson seconds the motion. Commissioner
Gerow states that one of the problems he sees, if you have 100 applications and you have 100 score
70. Who will decide who gets what? This will not let any portion of the commission be what he
considers the last line of defense. The commission still has to pick and choose. He likes where the
commission can look at different applications and hold a discussion in regards to them for partial
funding. By doing it this way there could be a project that might score really high and want
$250,000.00 of the budget; if they score one point higher than 20 other projects that wanted
$10,000.00 each. Then one entity receives the grant because of one point and there is no discussion.
It seems to him that is putting the commission into a fail position. By having a criteria of points that
you approve, if 70 is good does 71 take precedence over 70. This criteria that could cause problems
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and he does not think the commission will be able to maximize the use of the money. Commissioner
Elmore states that he is very scared by a hard cap on scoring. The biggest question for him is when
will the scoring occur? Will they be scored after the discussion or prior? There are a significant
number of pitfalls if you put a cap or a threshold in place and that really limits the ability to fund
based on that. The process is really simple in his mind; it is the applicant’s job to sell the commission
on giving them what they are asking for either in full or in portion. If the applicant cannot sell it, then
the commission does not fund it or only funds a portion of it. The scoring has value in that the
commission can hand a person something back that states this is where you were strong and this is
where you were weak. In the end, if the entity cannot sell the commission in the combination of the
application itself and the presentation then they should not be funded. The discussion that comes out
of the commission as a whole on each grant process is where the real value came for him in the last
grant process. It is a multifaceted tool versus this scoring sheet which is drop dead pass fail.
Commissioner Cox states that he might be able to answer part of Commissioner Elmore's questions.
From sitting on scoring committee's in Colorado, the idea is that each commissioner was given the
grant applications 30 day or more prior to the meeting and they come to the meeting with the score
sheets already filled out. Then the applicants are provided a time for presentation for any questions.
During that time the score can be changed. At the end of the presentation each commissioner should
have the score sheet filled out and it gets turned in right then and there. In regards to when the
scoring will occur, basically it should be completed before the meeting based on what is received in
the grant packet and only get clarification if there are questions. During the award process that is
different. Once it is known who scored on the top and who might get funded, then during the award
process is when the commission asks them if there are any comprises to try and make the money go
further. But if they say no, that is what must be funded. Scott Gerz states to Commissioner Cox what
he has seen and agrees with him in regards to how the scoring has gone. Most commissioners will
come in and review the grant, they will fill out their preliminary scores, they will go to the
presentation and will have a final score that may be plus or minus on those categories during the
applicants presentation. And yes commissioners being able to participate in those presentations and
ask questions and possibly modify the grant with the applicant there is definitely beneficial to the
OHV community. That is the way we want to see things run. We want to see flexibility take place.
There should be the ability for the commissioners to say, I did not like this part can you do this, what
about this part, why are we going to have giant 200 foot pink blimps floating around in the Nevada
desert. Let's do something differently. Can you give me another suggestion? What is part two what
is phase 2? You can modify those things and they can be done there. I don't believe that picking an
arbitrary number at this point that you will say is a pass or fail number when you do not even know
what scoring criteria is going to finalize at. You are going to say that 75% of this is going to be a
failing grade. I think that is unacceptable and I do not think item 6 should be changed. It should stay
in its entirety. If something has to be added, it should be added in the handbook in the guidebook.
There should be the ability to put that information in there if there are items that need to be on the
scoring criteria.. That is where these items take place. As Commissioner Cox stated, other states have
done it this way that grants have been non-subjectively awarded for years and for millions and
millions of dollars. We cannot afford to have this same subjective issue pop up again. As
Commissioner Jackson has said several times now, you can have a coercion going on with a couple of
commissioners. Commissioner Jackson asked for a point of order and states that he never said
coercion and he is really getting bored with Mr. Gerz mischaracterization of his statements. He asks
Mr. Gerz to stick to the facts. Mr. Gerz states that if he had the facts he would love to and he would
actually love to have the facts. So maybe he can work on getting that to him. The point is that he
stated that two commissioners could put a zero failing grade on a grant and therefore veto the grant.
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If two commissioners can do this then we cannot allow this grant scoring to be manipulated again.
He would suggest that this stays the way it is. If there is going to be a pass/fail, then it goes into the
application and the application handbook. Michelle Hamilton, Department of Public Safety, states
that when they award grants they have what is known as a scoring and a peer review process. It is
similar to what was brought up, they can change their score and a lot of time they do because subject
matter experts can bring in a light to say that this project really is not good or this particular item
could be received for free from the FBI or they can get volunteers. So it is good to have that
discussion. Her concern is maybe the commission needs to put somewhere that they can do partial
funding. There are agencies that have huge resources and can write brilliant grants and there are also
agencies where it is a sergeant in the jail that is writing the grant. She hates to put a project just
solely on the grant writing ability of an agency. If you keep the scoring, she does not want subjective,
we don't like subjective. You have a whole commission that is doing a vote book and it should be and
the scores are always public but at the same time maybe that can be added it in the guidebook.
Because if that person gets a 100 and someone else get 99, that particular entity put in for a lot of
money are you then compelled to give them 100% of the award. She does not see anywhere where
the word partial award is. Commissioner Jackson stated in the last awards the Parks and Recreation
have quote unquote subjective criteria and they denied at least two or three of the same grants that
OHV denied. So obviously we are all in line whether it be a subjective system or not. Once you have
eleven people making a decision, they make their score sheets available to the public ,and people can
see what their thoughts are; maybe people can add notes to their score sheets saying "I did not score
this well because". If you have that situation, we then fulfill the concerns that Commissioner Gerow
and Elmore have and still be a fair system.
Commissioner Cox withdraws his motion.
Commissioner Lambert makes a motion that item 6 should be the scoring criteria should remain the
sole criteria for judging grant awards. The motion dies for lack of a second.
Commissioner Jackson makes a motion that all score sheet shall be made public, any grant not
reaching a minimum of 70% shall be withdrawn and that the final decision on whether to fund grants
or not should be made by a majority vote of the commission. Commissioner Cox seconds the motion
for discussion. Commissioner Gerow offers a friendly amendment to bring down the requirement to
60% and above. Commissioner Jackson accepts the amendment. Commissioner Baker offers a
friendly amendment; add the wording of authorization for partial funding. Commissioner Jackson
would be happy to add that but would that be better in a separate motion? Commissioner Baker asks
separate criteria not tied to the scoring? Commissioner Jackson states a in a separate motion, and in
a separate item. Commissioner Baker withdraws her friendly amendment. Commissioner Elmore
asks Commissioner Jackson in regards to his motion, does that mean that the 60 is required in order
to be discussed for the acceptance of the application or is it a minimum of 60 in order for them to be
awarded any or all monies? Commissioner Jackson states that 60 in order to be awards any or all
monies but he will work with it get what he wants. Commissioner Elmore thinks that the motion as
stated was slightly ambiguous was to what the 60 got you. Commissioner Jackson asked how
Commissioner Elmore would like it to read. Commissioner Elmore states that a 60 and over for the
grant application to be accepted for further consideration. Commissioner Jackson accepts.
Commissioner Cox accepts. Commissioner Lee asks Commissioner Jackson to explain what exactly,
he saying, that they will look at the scoring and then the commission will take an arbitrary vote?
Where are you headed? Commissioner Jackson states what he is trying to say is the commission
would do the scoring, it will be public, and the vote will be generally based on the scores. Depending
on the scores, the commission will have the ability as a whole to discuss and make a decision.
Generally it will be based on the scores and the scores will be used as the main criteria. The final
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decision will be a vote of the commission. Commissioner Lambert states that he is troubled by
several items within this motion. One that is glaring is that there is no a date or timeline that the
scores will be published on the website. It would be totally unsupportable without it happening very
quickly. He is still very troubled by the direction that this is headed. Chair McKay offers a point of
information; in the important dates section the call for grants will be open for 60 days, at the close of
the call for grants they will be published on the website for review 30 days. After the grants are
published on the website the commission as a whole will have a meeting scheduled to score the
grants. Scored grants will be published on the website for 15 days allowing for an appeals process
and time for review. Commissioner Jackson states that he would be happy to add that language to his
motion. The motion is restated as; “All score sheets shall be made public within three business days
of the vote and shall remain there for 15 days. Any grant which is considered for funding must
achieve at least 60%. The final decision on whether a grant is funded will be made by a majority vote
of the commission”. Commissioner Elmore asks what if all of the applications score under a 60%.
Commissioner Jackson states that they do not have to fund grants. If the grants do not meet the
criteria then they do not meet the criteria. Commissioner Elmore asks if they all score above 60.
Commissioner Jackson states that the commission will consider them all. Commissioner Elmore asks
if we award entity X all of their money and we award entity Y some of their money but their score
was higher do we set ourselves up for appeal simply because their score was higher. Commissioner
Jackson states that the commission would know that at the time and would be able to bring that point
up during the discussion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
Call for Division: Commissioner Cox- yes; Commissioner Elmore-no; Commissioner Baker- yes;
Commissioner Gerow- yes; Commissioner Jackson- yes; Commissioner Lambert- no; Commissioner
Lee- no
The vote is 4 to 3 the motion passes.
7.

Each grant applicant will be given a chance to make a presentation to the scoring committee.

Chair McKay states the statement will stand as written.
8. The purpose of this presentation is to be able to change the score the grant received. It may work in
the applicants favor or not. It will also provide a time to answer any questions the scoring committee
may have about the application either in whole or in part.
Commissioner Elmore states to combine item 7 and 8 that, way the topic of presentations can be
covered in one item.
Commissioner Elmore makes a motion to combine item 7 and 8 as they are listed. Commissioner
Lambert seconds the motion. Commissioner Baker offers a friendly amendment not to include the
line item "it may work in the applicants favor or not". Instead state "we can adjust the scoring after
the presentation". If stated, "it will also provide a time to answer any questions the scoring
committee may have about the application either in whole or in part and adjust score accordingly".
AG Hastings states that he believes the first sentence in item 8 already includes by implication what
is being stated. During the presentation one can be changing the score, it is already there. Chair
McKay states to combine item 7 and 8 to read, “Each grant applicant will be given a chance to make a
presentation to the scoring committee. The purpose of this presentation is to be able to change the
score the grant received. It will also provide a time to answer any questions the scoring committee
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may have about the application either in whole or in part. Commissioner Elmore would like to strike
scoring committee and change it to commission. Commissioner Lambert accepts.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
12:20pm a 30 minute lunch break.
9. 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 on any issue
concerning that grant.
10. In the case that a commissioner is presently or has been in the last 2 years, an owner, officer,
funder, or any other leadership position of an entity seeking a grant or other consideration.
Commissioner may not vote on any issue concerning that grant.
Commissioner Jackson makes a motion to strike items 9 and 10 and replace them with, "All
commissioners and advisers actions will be governed by NRS 281A.420."
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
A discussion is held between Commissioner Elmore and AG Hastings in regards to voting, advocating
and the ethics commission. Commissioner Jackson joined the conversation.
11. The commission will impose sanction against any person including commissioner’s advisers and
presenters of any grant request who knowingly misrepresents their entity or grant request.
12. Sanctions will include but are not limited to. A ban on any person and or entity who has been
sanctioned from applying for a grant or other consideration for a period to be decided by majority vote
of the commission the period being not less than 1 year and not more than 10 years .
AG Hastings states that the commission will want to be clear if they are going to decide that it is
proper and authorize for the development and exercise certain sanctions. The commission will want
to be clear on any sanctions that might be appropriate for potential violations of ethics issues
covered by NRS 281 are not what the commission is going after and it is something separate. In
other words, because NRS 281A already lays out what the sanctions are for ethics violations, it is a
fine line. If an applicant makes a misrepresentation to the commission, that is something different
than an ethics violation that would be addressed by NRS 281A. It does discuss improper advocacy of
something you have an interest in and conflicts of interest, but this discusses a misrepresentation
that is in a grant request. Commissioner Lambert states that the issue of sanctions was dealt with in
the regulatory committee. Somehow the recommendations did not get to forward to the entire
commission. If the commission were to have sanctions, the commission would need the authority to
make judgments. If there is the authority to make judgments there must be an appeals process and a
secondary court system and a Supreme Court system. Not only are we not capable or qualified to do
this, we do not have the regulatory authority to do so. This has been discussed once but they were
not allowed to send the regulatory recommendations to the commission due to a vote, so perhaps the
commission should go back and think about the fact that they will need a lot more recommendation

Page
20

than several lawyers on staff before they are qualified. He has checked with lawyers and the
commission does not have the authority. Commissioner Jackson states that the commission does
have the authority to allow someone to ask for or to be given a grant. Under this provision it
discusses the situation if someone comes before the commission and they misrepresent and lie to the
commission about something in the grant. The commission needs to be able to stop them from
applying again. The people sitting on the commission are public figures and subject to NRS 281. A
person off the street is not a public figure and they are not covered by NRS 281. AG Hastings states
that is correct generally. In NRS 281, the majority of what it governs is the acts of public officers and
not that of the public. He would ask on behalf of the commission if Michelle Hamilton could share her
perspective on whether there have been efforts at all made towards some sort of punitive action if
misrepresentations are found. Michelle Hamilton, Department of Public Safety - states that they have
a conflict of interest boiler plate that is prepared for the Department of Public Safety. All members
that are expected make any decisions on grants are expected to sign that. AG Hasting states that from
the start, members of the commission have responsibility under ethical standards and conflict of
interest standards as they participate in the process. What about applicants who may make
misrepresentation in their application, have you seen and attempted to address that in any way?
Michelle Hamilton states that she would think that if she were to look at the grant award process
that it would be in the boiler plate and when the entity signs, that entity is swearing that they are
honest and they will fulfill the project. Commissioner Lambert asks if it is not true that there is a lot
of case law regarding receiving monies inappropriately. Also, that you would sue them as that case
law is voluminous and they will never be able to duplicate the recourse discovery legal
responsibilities. If I came to you and totally, fictitiously make a grant up and you funded it and you
figured it out, would you not sue me; because you do not have the authority to sanction me? Michelle
Hamilton states that they would request the funds back and go to the District Attorney for the
Department of Public Safety. Given the flow of this conversation, you have an ethics commission, you
have a statute in place that you can do that, I am not sure if you can get the wording to extend that to
all applicants. AG Hastings states that he was trying to get an idea in regards to precluding people
from applying in the future, is anything you have ever seen put on paper. Michelle Hamilton states
that is why they do not go 100% with a scoring process. They have had dealings with other entities,
so when it comes time to make a score the peer reviewers may not know the history of how that
person has performed but their office would. If said person did not report on time, was not
forthcoming or not successful in their project then they would weight that as part of the overall score
and to downgrade them and to not fund them in the future. She would have something in the process
to look at the past performance and not fund them in the future. Commissioner Jackson states she is
basically saying that if you have to sue them to get the money back, what happens if they reapply?
Michelle Hamilton states that their office works off of a performance basis and it would be hard for
them to get monies and not perform. Commissioner Jackson asks if you discovered that someone
misrepresented completely, would you allow them to reapply after it was discovered. Michelle
Hamilton states that you could put this in the wording or make it a condition but if they did not
perform you could score them a zero and not fund them. Commissioner Jackson states that due to
the commission’s process they cannot do that. They have to be fair in the scoring and justify the
scoring. AG Hastings states that Michelle Hamilton has expressed the process of the grant process
that she has worked with; he wondered if this type of excluding people from applying is something
that had ever come up. Something important to note is that the word sanctions is a problematic
word regardless of whether or not it would go forward, he does not think it can have the word
sanction in it. The other issue he would raise is the issue of due process. Any time that anybody has
a right to apply for something or to receive a benefit, if they are either denied that in such a way that
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would constitute some sort of penalty; any type of imposition of a penalty requires due process. His
legal advice is that what is stated right now would have to be supplemented to allow for a certain due
process. There would have to be a separate hearing for the person who would be sanctioned to be
able to present their side. To even consider the ability to do that there would have to be statutory
authority for the commission to do those kinds of functions, in addition to the other functions that
the commission can do. There has to be statutory authority for the commission to even enter into
that process and he would have to more research to find out whether or not that authority is there.
Commissioner Jackson makes a motion for items 11 and 12 to read, “The commission can consider
during the grant award process past performance as part of their deliberations”. Commissioner
Elmore seconds for discussion. Commissioner Lambert states that it has been said that the
commission will consider grantees past performance in the scoring criteria, are we still dealing with
other ethics issues or just that item? Commissioner Jackson states that it would not be something
that is awarded points on the scoring sheet; it would be something to be considered during the
discussion period. Commissioner Lambert states that it would not be held in negative or positive
points and it would be more subjective. Commissioner Jackson agrees. Commissioner Lambert
states that there have been multiple meetings in regards to subjective behavior and there has been
multiple failures regarding it. Scott Gerz, Nevada Trail Stewards, is concerned this is subjectively
based concept that will affect grantees and awards. It seems to him, as Commissioner Jackson stated,
that looking at previous presentations or representations where the presenter was dishonest or lied
during the presentation or in any way; again is leading that into another subjective basis. Where who
is judging if this is a lie or the truth and that will fall onto this organization. Now unfortunate we have
a very accurate example with what happened with the Trail Stewards grant in this past grant cycle.
Commissioner Lambert presented the Trail Stewards grant and now we are finding that if the
commission decides to sanction the Trail Stewards, the Trail Stewards would no longer be able to
apply to the commission for anywhere between 1 and 10 years on an arbitrary decision that
someone lied or misrepresented without having an actually process in place. Again, we are finding
another subjective judge, jury, and executioner in this position. As a potential grant recipient and
grant applicant, he is finding this very difficult to swallow that they will be punished. It seems as if
there is already a direction in line and actual victim and target. Commissioner Jackson states that Mr.
Gerz has completely misrepresented what was said. The motion is, “Commissioners can consider
past performance”. That is it and there is nothing about sanctions and there is nothing about tenure
and there is nothing about subjective. Commissioner Elmore proposes a friendly amendment, to
strike items 11 and 12 as listed and replace with said motion. Commissioner Jackson accepts and
states that his motion is to strike items 11 and 12 and replace it with the said motion. Commissioner
Elmore accepts.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
Commissioner Lambert opposes.
The motion passes.
13. All applicants are encouraged to arrange pre-application meetings with appropriate federal, state,
local government agencies to determine requirements, processes, time schedules and documentation
required for the proposed applications.
Commissioner Lambert states that there is no need for this language because an applicant will not
get a support letter without the meetings. It is redundant. Commissioner Jackson agrees with
Commissioner Lambert but having this in the regulations covers the commission if there is some
unusual circumstance where the applicant did not have the meeting. If this is an applicant’s first time
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applying for a grant, it reminds them to go and have the meetings. There is no harm in keeping it.
Commissioner Gerow states it is basically saying that the commission is encouraging them to do so
and gives them a heads up if they did not know to do so. Commissioner Lee states that he does not
know why the commission would be encouraging the applicants to do this; this should be up to the
applicants. This should be part of the guidebook and not part of the regulation.
Commissioner Lee makes a motion to strike item 13 and put it into the guidebook. Commissioner
Elmore seconds the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
14. The commission shall 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 Lambert states that the commission spent months working on this already and came
up with scoring criteria. The scoring criteria allowed up to 20% or 25 % and he does not understand
why they would have spent months and meetings to ignore the work that had been done. The grant
committee came up with criteria that had 25% for the recommendation and support of letters both
for county and for clubs, 5% given to agencies and such and the clubs given 20%. It was highly
supported. A lot of this looks like we are throwing out the work that we did for an entire year and a
half. Commissioner Jackson states that this was discussed at the committee level and he believes that
this is what the committee recommended. He personally believes that giving 25% based on one
criteria alone is a little arbitrary. It did not seem to work in the last go around. Some people were
gaming the system, knowing they could go out and get 30 or 40 letters of support, some of which did
not even apply to that specific grant. There are two questions that are close to each other, one can be
if there is support from a state agency and is there support from local clubs. Leo Drumm, BLM, has
concern with the second sentence the way he reads NRS, he does not see that it gives the commission
the ability to defer the rule making process to this grant guide. NRS 490.068 states that the
commission shall adopt regulations setting forth who may apply for a grant, adopt regulations for
awarding the grants from the fund and adopt regulations for acceptable performance. He is
concerned and curious what additional regulations would be adopted in this grant guide that would
not have already adopted in these regulations that are being discussed here. Commissioner Jackson
states that basically the grant guide is going to be based of regulations. He does not think that there
will be any additional rules but this language gives the commission the ability to create the
guidebook and gives the ability to write it the way it needs to be written. Any rules and regulations
will be based on regulations that are already being applied for. So there are not any additional
regulations but there may be an interpretation. Chair McKay asks for discussion purposes if it should
state, “The commission may create special conditions within the grant guide and it feels necessary to
government distribution”. That way maybe it can include partial funding of things or stipulations.
Leo Drumm states that he is concerned when he sees the word regulation when regulations are
being created. The statutes are pretty to clear to when and how the regulations are to be created.
Commissioner Cox states to strike the sentence that Leo Drumm is concerned about because it is
covered in item 15. Commissioner Lambert states that there has been several statements made by
the prior Chair today that are distasteful, number one is the notion that 20% of the grade did not
work. Not using the scoring criteria is what did not work. Having a breakfast meeting and changing
the criteria of the grants is what did not work. Having unagendized meetings did not work. What
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does work is using the scoring criteria and why 20% of the points were given to the clubs is that it is
their money. Not only is it their money to choose who gets it but it is their money to tell us who they
support. Commissioner Jackson states that the fact that Commissioner Lambert feels that he has
stated something incorrect; he would like him to provide him those nonfactual items. The reality is
that the situation of giving 20% to an organization did not work. It made the scoring lopsided and it
was not an effective use of the scoring facility. Commissioner Lambert has made allegations that are
completely unfounded and untrue and he suggests that Commissioner Lambert either prove these
allegations or withdraw them. Chair McKay states that there is history between Commissioner
Jackson and Commissioner Lambert and each has their own side of the story. The job of the
commission is to get a product through, get some consensus to make this better. There can be honest
objections to what is being proposed but let's keep this civil and commit to this group moving
forward. Some of the accusations will play out one way or another but let's keep focused on the job
that needs to be completed today. AG Hasting states from an open meeting law perspective he would
suggest that this is getting away from what is suppose to be discussed.
Commissioner Lambert makes a motion for item 14 to read, “The commission shall within the
guidelines of the regulations create a grant guide. The commission may create such rules within
grant guide that it feels necessary to govern the distribution of grant money. The grant guide may
include a questioner for each grant application to be completed by each commissioner”.
Commissioner Lee seconds for discussion purposes. Commissioner Elmore states that is curious,
"the commission shall put forth a grant guide, the grant may include a scoring sheet to be used by
commissioners in reviewing the applications". His wording would leave out the second sentence.
Commission Lambert accepts the friendly amendment. Commissioner Jackson speaks against this
because it still does not give the commission the ability to bargain with the applicant to how much of
the grant to fund or any line item adjustments that the commission may want to make. Also does not
include the 10% limit on the scoring per question. Commissioner Elmore states that he thinks that if
it is left a bit broader, at some point the commission will have to sit down as a body and rework the
grant application scoring sheet and get it where the commission wants it to be. If there is no limit or
cap and leave this item very broad when the commission does get to the grant application scoring
sheet, which will be to be revisited at some point down the road it call all be adjusted then. This is
simply saying that we will publish a grant guide; it will include the scoring sheet.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
Commissioner Jackson opposes.
The motion passes.
15. 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 Baker is wondering if this is the item to include partial funding. She makes a motion
for this time to say, "The commission may set any rules or requirement to any or all grants it feels
necessary, including partial funding, 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 Gerow seconds the motion.
Commissioner Lambert states that this is very subjective, user groups have complained and he will
not support this. The commission needs to work to be less subjective. Scott Gerz, Nevada Trail
Stewards, states that “the commission may set any rules or requirements” come off as a very
subjective term and a very subjective conditions. He appreciates what Commissioner Baker is saying.
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He thought the commission had discussed in the grant regulatory meetings earlier, that there was an
opportunity during the presentation to negotiate the grant amount and make changes if possible. He
was expecting that was being left in place, which seem to him that is place it should be. Many of the
commissioners seem to be along with that same concept that they like a bit or a piece but they really
did not like another piece and should not fail a grant on a non-negotiated term. That needs to be
going back to taking place during the actual presentation where the grant applicant can make that
modification. Then the commission can come to terms with that modification and agree with it.
Therefore change their scoring sheets at that time to approve and reflect that modification. He would
really like to see it as, “the commission may set any and all”, kind of overall encumbrance. He would
like to see that removed. It makes it so hard to swallow that they would go through all of this action,
all of these activities again and then there will be another subjective context that take place and the
commission will just put a stop to it. Commissioner Baker thinks that she may agree with Scott and
thinks that is exactly what was being discussed. This line item means when there is discussion with
the applicant and considering modifying the scoring and talking through what they may want to do.
Like what was done before is exactly what was said, ask the applicant if they would be open to
modifications. That is what this reads and it also stipulates the partial funding. It was intended to be
the same thing. Mr. Gerz is thinking that is not clear and he is wondering what additional
clarification she would put on it so that it is clear. Commissioner Gerow states one issue that he has
is if there was a grant applicant that did not come before the commission that still might be a viable
project. There needs to be just a little verbiage where they can either have a little freedom to say
okay we can modify the application. If they do not show up then the commission does not have that
access, then does the commission just flat deny it. The commission is not trying to squash
applications but they are trying to make the ability to make deals. Commissioner Jackson states that
item 15 is a vehicle that allows the commission the ability to change the grants and the terms of the
grants to agreeable stipulations. The commission is not forcing anything on anyone. It is having a
discussion to alter the grant to make it easier to fund. He thinks this should stay as is, with the added
partial funding language. Commissioner Elmore ask for friendly amendment to add the line that
state, "any imposed stipulations must support the mission statement of the commission and the OHV
program or fall in line with the integrity of the program so that it is clear that the stipulations are to
benefit the program and not necessary just undue burdens that the commission is trying to impose
on the organizations". Commissioner Baker agrees. Commissioner Lee states that Michelle Hamilton
from DPS sent him the following language, "special conditions yes or no. This project is subject to
such conditions or limitations which could be partial funding as set forth. This will allow the
commission to add conditions or limitations that need to be signed before you make the final award".
He thinks this would cover the commission, a special condition, no rules or regulations.
Commissioner Jackson likes the language from Commissioner Lee but maybe the wording changes in
funding could be added, it would be more specific than just saying limitations. Scott Gerz would like
to follow up and answer Commissioner Baker's question. The way he saw this working was basically
going back to item 7 and he knows the commission does not like going back on item numbers but it
seems to me that is where it would fit. It could be each grant application will be given the chance to
make a presentation to the scoring committee, at that time certain changes or modification to the
application may be agreed upon would be a simpler way to do it. The way he as seen this work in the
past and the way he was really hoping to work this through with the commission in the upcoming
workshops; to be able to state that they have a scoring card and the commissioner take their scoring
card home, they review the grant and they score it technically in column number 1. Then when they
bring their scoring card in for the presentation, ask those questions and alleviate those concerns or
divulge more concerns. In column number 2, they would write their final score in that would be
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submitted. Then that would be their own average between what they had technically surmised and
also what they had come up with during the presentation and any agreements that were made from
there. Commissioner Gerow states that you are taking applicants that if they are not able to come to
the meeting, and then basically you could have a viable applicant that with a minor tweak they get a
grant. But since they are not there and the commission did it without having a section where they
might have stipulations or where they can say this is what the commission can do, can you abide by
that then we are good to go. Michelle Hamilton states that if those people are not there and the
commission decides that they want to make an award but you want them to hang a banner. Then the
commission would make the award and put a check mark that there is a special condition that they
need to agree to or a stipulation. The applicant would sign that as part of their grant agreement and
what it does is makes it part of the grant agreement. There is a section for special conditions, in
other words, did they agree to keep those people on past the funding period or did they agree to
acknowledge the commission. There are all kinds’ special conditions.
Commissioner Baker makes a motion that this item reads, "The commission may add any special
conditions to the grant agreement stating such conditions or limitations including partial funding as
set forth (then identify what those conditions are). This will allow the commission to add conditions
or limitations that need to be signed before you make the final award". Commissioner Gerow seconds
the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
16. Cost of administration, monitoring, supervision by the commission of any grant may be charged to
the grantee and may not exceed 10% of the total amount of the grant.
Commissioner Jackson states that he is not sure if this is the place to add this but many of the grants
come through agencies and agencies charge a fee to the final grantor. He would like to include those
so that the agency fees that are charged to the grantee are not to exceed 10%. He would add after
commission, "or supervisory agency". Leo Drumm, BLM, he does not believe the condition can
impose a restriction on the administrative fees charged by the BLM on any type of grant. The BLM
does have an issue with that and they have an issue with the administrative surcharge and
sequestration. Their national operations center, any time the BLM sets up an account, automatically
takes 22% off the top. Which is one of the reasons why BLM has been encouraging the field offices to
work with partners or local government, so that they apply for the money and it actually does not
show up in federal coffers and be subject to those surcharges. He honestly does not believe that by
putting this in regulation that it would have any effect on the national operation center; they would
still charge us the 22% as soon as the account is open. That is one of the limitations that BLM is
working with and that is why they have been working through partners. Commissioner Jackson
states with that being said, item 16 should stay as written. Commissioner Cox is wonders if the
commission has the Department of Criminal Justice administer the grants. Does this amount cover
what they would charge? Michelle Hamilton states that in the past her office is allowed to charge up
to 10% administrative fees for the Justice Assistance grant and various other grants that they
administer. They have found that to be adequate however and they would go ahead with that. There
could be a time if they were expected to travel more than once to do site management or there was
more burdens to them and at that time they would come back for more money. But they would be
comfortable with 10%. Leo Drumm suggests offering more points for partnerships.
Chair McKay states that item 16 will remain as stated.
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17. Any matter or issue, on which the grant guide is silent, the commission will refer to the regulations
adopted by the commission. The regulations will always supersede the rules set forth in the grant guide.
Leo Drumm, BLM, would suggest striking the last line since the commission struck the second line in
item 14. There does not seem to be any needs for it.
Commissioner Lambert makes a motion that item 17 would be, "Any matter or issue on which the
grant guide is silent the commission will refer to the regulations adopted by the commission".
Commissioner Cox seconds the motion. Commissioner Elmore states that he is curious if the
regulations do not catch it. The commission is striving to be perfect but there are issues that the
regulations might not address. Could it be added in something where that any matter not addressed
within regulations will be addressed in accordance to Open Meeting Law. AG Hastings states the
regulatory process and the rule making process is specifically designated in statute to how is has to
happen, including amendments or additions or things that would need to be fixed or changed to
where it could not just happen.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
18. Grant application and project criteria MUST be prepared in a minimum font size of 12 pitch.
Chair McKay states that this item will remain as written.
19. Any grant received CANNOT be used as a match for another grant.
Commission Lambert states that there are cases where giving the 5% to 10% are the only way
projects can be completed. Anytime that the commission can buy 90% of free money by issuing 10%
is a good thing, he is greatly opposed to this item. Commissioner Gerow also agrees and anytime the
commission can get its hands on outside money, even if it is 50/50, it is still doubling the money. He
would like instead of the word “cannot”, possibly have that is goes before the commission to where
they can make and informed decision.
Commissioner Lambert makes a motion to strike item 19. Commissioner Gerow seconds the motion
for purposes of discussion. Leo Drumm, BLM, states that striking it would work but he suggests, "Any
grant received from the commission cannot be used as a match for another grant from the
commission". That leaves it open for matching from other grants or leveraging.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
20. 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 states that this is an item that comes up a lot in these grants. It is
appropriate at $22.00 and it is even rather generous for unskilled labor. It is inappropriate for
project managers, engineers and others. The norm is market rate for people like that and $22.00 per
hour for field workers. Operators are usually paid union scale. That is just part of the system.
Commissioner Lambert makes a motion. “Volunteer labor directly engaged with the project work on
the ground is an eligible match. The volunteer labor rate for unskilled and unclassified labor is to be
$22.00 an hour; market labor rate to be used for professional services and equipment operators.
Commissioner Lee seconds for discussion. Could this not just be in the guide book, is this something
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that needs to be in the regulations. It is easier to change the guidebook than it is easier to change
regulations. If this is something that has the potential to change from year to year it would make
more sense to me to have it in the guide book. Commissioner Lambert asks if his amendment to his
motion as it stands would be to strike it. If this addressed now than it does not have to be addressed
later. Commissioner Baker offers a friendly amendment to not call out any of them and have those all
per the guideline. Instead of calling out the $22.00 for the volunteer and for every other criteria use
the standard labor rate, it seems like everything should be standard. That way if the volunteer rate
changes we do not have to go back in and change the regulations. Commissioner Jackson states that
all of these different one's do not need to be called out. He agrees that this may be better in the guide
book but if there is one rate of $22.00 it seems to be an average rate. He would suggest to leave it as
is with the average rate, if you want to strike it you can put it in the guide book. Leo Drumm, BLM,
suggests to not including a specific dollar amount in regulations because it is bound to change and it
has changed from $16.00 to $24.00 over the past 12 years. Put that specific dollar amount in the
guide book and put that provision in regulations. That volunteer labor rates will be paid at prevailing
current rates.
Commissioner Lambert changes his motion and withdraws what was said. The new motion would
be to strike item 20 and replace it with, "Wages and Davis Bacon wages will be spelled out in the
guidebook". Commissioner Lambert restates him motion, item 20 will be replaced with the guide
book will be the guide for wages and contributions. Commissioner Gerow seconds for discussion.
Commissioner Jackson suggests that striking it would be easier. Either strike it or change it to
prevailing wage. Commissioner Cox states that we put this in regulations as a guide for volunteer
labor rate. Something the commission can fall back on, because no matter what is put in the
guidebook if somebody sues the commission they need something in regulations to fall back on. This
is strictly for volunteers.
Commissioner Lambert removes his motion.
Commissioner Lambert makes a motion to strike item 20. Commissioner Lee seconds the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
Commissioner Jackson asks to suspend Commissioner Lambert's motion and hear Commissioner
Elmore's motion.
Commission Elmore makes a motion that item 20 read, "Volunteer labor directly engaged in the
project work on the ground is an eligible match. The volunteer labor rate to be used will be
published in the guide book”. Commissioner Jackson seconds the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
21. No grant will be awarded that exceeds the maximum amount as defined by NRS 490.069
Chair McKay states that this item will remain as written.
22. All funds do not have to be awarded by grants, some funds may be directly spent by the commission
as defined by NRS 490.069 3 and 4. Not to exceed 5% of any give category, excluding the administrative
category.
Chair McKay states that this item will remain as written.
A. General Compliance
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All projects must comply with applicable State statutes, regulatory requirements, and policies. Projects
being completed on federal land must be in compliance with the applicable federal statutes.
Commissioner Jackson makes a motion the word State be removed. Commissioner Gerow seconds
the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
Permitting Requirements
If awarded a grant the applicant is responsible to apply for 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.
Commissioner Lambert states that one problem is that it could easily take 90 days to complete
engineering and an entity cannot get a permit without engineering. This should probably be stricken.
Commissioner Jackson states that it was discussed at length. Giving an entity 90 days to get it done
is not a big issue. A line could be added that states it could be extended with the approval of the
commission. That way if there is a real problem the committee would allow an extension. There has
to be a deadline somewhere. Commissioner Gerow states that this is just an application; it does not
mean that they have to have a completed permit, just have to apply. Commissioner Lambert suggests
that they add the wording “to begin the application process”. To actually apply for the application
the engineering has to be complete, BLM probably has to sign the engineering off and the hydrologist
has to sign it off if you are going across a six inch wide stream. Leo Drumm, BLM, states that the way
he reads this, if the commission is going to award money and then the entity is going to apply to a
federal agency for whatever permits are required, that could take up to two years and you just shot
your funding for that year. His suggestion would be that if an entity is awarded a grant, that entity
has 90 days to provide the permits that are required. The entity needed to have done this a long time
ago. If the entity is proposing to build a trail on public land there will be NEPA involved that will
probably take 6 months to a year to complete. Depending on where it is there could be other
consultations that are required. In prior discussions this was why they should have all of those
processes in place and those permits already being worked on and this 90 days was just to kind of
finalize any last minute details. That is not the time to start the process. His suggestion would be to
strike apply for and put provide. Than after the grant has been awarded the entity has 90 days to
provide that documentation to the commission. He would also suggest striking the last line as it is a
reiteration of the first line. Doug Holcomb states that his comment is the cost of a NEPA evaluation.
He does not know how many small groups can afford to have NEPA done before they get a grant.
Commissioner Jackson states that the commission is one of the few agencies that can actually pay for
a NEPA study. So an entity can actually apply for a grant to do a NEPA study. Doug Holcomb states
that he is hearing that he would apply for a NEPA grant from the commission and if that was
approved then he would apply for another grant for the actual project. Commissioner Jackson states
that after the study is complete, yes. It would be a separate grant. One will not get a NEPA study
done in a few weeks. You will come with a long term look at what you want to complete, then apply
to us for money for a NEPA study. If the commission thought the project was viable and could be
done and the grant would be approved and then the next year you would come back. The chances of
you receiving the second grant are pretty high since the commission already has money invested.
Chair McKay restates Leo Drumm language, "If awarded a grant the applicant is responsible to
provide for 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" and strike
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the last line. Commissioner Jackson makes a motion to Permitting Requirements the middle of the
first line strike the words apply for and replace it with the word provide. Commissioner Elmore
seconds the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
Commissioner Elmore leaves the meeting.
Grant Categories
The grantee will notify the commission when the scope of work of the grant is completed and a majority
vote of the commission will determine if the performance of work is acceptable.
Chair McKay states that this line will remain as written.
The guidebook shall award points for volunteerism and in kind matches along with cash matches.
Chair McKay states that this line will remain as written.
Important Dates
Upon a call for grants, the call for grants will be open for 60 days. At the close of the call for grants the
grants will be published on the website for public review. 30 days after the grants are published on the
website the commission in whole will have a meeting scheduled to score the grants. The scored grants
scoring and proposed awards will be published on the website for 15 days allowing an appeals process
and time for review. At that point with no appeals present the awards may be issued.
Should the issuance of any grant be appealed or an appeal made for a grant not issued, the grants
within that category will be held until the appeal is settled. All other grants will be funded. In the event
that the grant which is being appealed, there are monies which have not been allocated in the fund
available, then all grants shall be funded and the appealed grant shall be held until a final decision is
made by the committee as a whole within 30 days.
Commissioner Lee states that the last sentence should read, “Decisions made by the commission as a
whole”. Commissioner Jackson states that it is his understanding that it is the correct wording. We
are a grant committee and we are a committee as a whole which means the whole commission is part
of that committee. Chair McKay states that in the third sentence it is stated the commission as a
whole but he guesses that is okay. He was thinking to add onto the last line, “ at least 30 days after
the grants have been published on the website the commission in whole will have a meeting to score
the grants”. Commissioner Cox has an issue; if a commissioner cannot make the meeting due to
illness or something can their score sheets be mailed in and still counted in the scores. Chair McKay
states that he does not know why not, the commissioner would not be able to change a score due to
presentation but the original scores can be submitted. Commissioner Cox thinks it should be in
regulations so that it does not come up later. Chair McKay asks if he is proposing to add in a line in
regulations that a commissioner can mail in is score sheet and that will be his scores for the
particular grants. Commissioner Cox states yes. Commissioner Jackson states that raises an issue,
what if more than 50% of the commission decides to mail them in and there is not a quorum. Do the
score sheets count as a quorum? AG Hastings states that the meeting in which the scoring would
occur would be subject to the Open Meeting Law. Commissioner Jackson states that it comes down to
if they are not present for the oral presentation, and the commission is putting a lot of weight behind
the oral presentation, in that the score may go up or down based on the oral presentation. Is it a
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disadvantage to the applicants if a commissioner is not present for the oral because the oral might
adjust their score by 20%? If that particular commissioner is not there and only uses the score from
what was seen in writing that might put that particular person at a disadvantage. Commissioner Cox
states that the goal is to be there, but if you could not physically be there and there was no phone in.
It was just a thought if this could be an issue. Commissioner Gerow states that it is a fine line since
there is a fine line to just get to a vote. If you had an entity that scored 59 but did such a great
presentation that if that commissioner was there it would have pushed that entity over the threshold.
The entity could say because a commissioner did not attend he was disqualified. Commissioner
Jackson states that if a commissioner cannot be there for the meeting, he is not sure that it would
make that much of a difference to the average score. If there are 8 commissioners there instead of
10, just divide the scores by 8 and come up with the average, do not include the absent
commissioners score. Scott Gerz, Nevada Trail Stewards, he wants to specify that grants are a
general term. The call for grants will be open for 60 day and the close of the call for grants the grants
will be published. Should it not say applications instead of grants, it kind of got mixed up and not
sure if you are talking about the actual grant request, the grant proposal, will there be an RFI or an
RFO. All of that is lumped into the grant. I think you want the grant application as these deadline
dates.
Commissioner Jackson makes a motion that in the first line, to the word grant add the applications.
The call will be replaced with solicitation. On line three the word commission will be replaced with
committee as whole. Commissioner Lambert seconds the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
Application Rules
1. Applicants MUST submit a complete application (1 original, 2, copies, and 1 electronic copy) with
all necessary attachments.
Chair McKay states that this item will remain as written.
2. Due to the high number of applications, any application that is found to be incomplete will be set
aside and not scored.
Chair McKay states that this item will remain as written.
3. An attempt will be made by the scoring committee to contact the applicant to get a complete
application; however, all applications must be complete and turned in by the noticed deadline.
Chair McKay states that this item will remain as written.
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).
Chair McKay states that this item will remain as written.
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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.
Chair McKay states that this will remain as written.
Michelle Hamilton states that under the deadline and it asks for an original and two copies, does it
have to be postmarked. Chair McKays states if they meet the deadline then they meet the deadline.
Commissioner Lambert states that they have accepted hand carried to the mailbox in the past. There
is no post mark requirement. Michelle Hamilton states that they have a deadline but it has to be
postmarked by that deadline.
Match item descriptions
In-Kind Match
An In-Kind match is the donation of a product, service or cash used to complete the project. An In-Kind
match is not required; however is encouraged.
Chair McKay states that this item will remain as written.
Grantees are encouraged to supply their “in-house” engineering, design, labor, and equipment costs as
an In-Kind match. If this is not practical, these are also allowable costs for reimbursement.
Chair McKay states that this item will remain as written.
All items used for match must be described in the grant agreement and must be documented upon the
completion of the project. The following are types of match that can be used to match reimbursable
funds:
1. Force Account is the use of the applicant’s staff (labor) and/or equipment. Documentation of force
account labor must include the name of each worker, dates worked, hourly rate of pay, number of hours
worked, total cost and work accomplished.
2. Donated Material that is submitted as match may not exceed the cost of the materials or the
market price at the time they were charged to the project, whichever is less. An invoice marked
“donation,” or a gift letter from the donor must be retained as documentation of the donation.
3. Contract Services may be submitted as match. When an employer, other than the grantee,
furnishes the services of an employee, these services are valued at the employee’s regular rate of pay
(benefits are not included). These services must be for the same skill for which the employee is normally
paid. Documentation must include the employee’s name, dates worked, hourly rate, and number of
hours worked, total cost, and work accomplished.
4. Volunteer Labor may be used for match. Rates must be consistent with the rate regularly paid by
the grantee for similar work. Documentation must include name, dates worked, hourly rate, and
number of hours worked, total donated cost, and work accomplished. For FY 2014, the rate is $22.00
per hour.
Commissioner Lee states that the last sentence can be either stricken or state as set forth in the
guidebook.
Commissioner Lee makes that a motion. Commissioner Lambert seconds the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
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The motion passes unanimously and they have stricken the last sentence in item 4.
Bidding Process
NRS 332.039 Advertisements or requests for bid on contract.
NRS 332.045 Advertisement to be by notice to bid; publication; contents of notice.
NRS 332.047 On-line bidding.
NRS 332.061 Limitation on disclosure of proprietary information and of bid containing provision
requiring negotiation or evaluation.
NRS 332.065 Award of contract for which bids have been advertised or requested: Lowest responsive
and responsible bidder; preference given to recycled products; reawarding contract.
NRS 332.068 Notice of protest of award of contract: Period for filing; contents; posting and disposition
of bond or security; stay of action; immunity of governing body from liability to bidder.
NRS 332.075 Rejection of bids.
NRS 332.085 Determination of bidder’s responsibility.
NRS 332.095 Assignment of contracts.
NRS 332.105 Bidders’ bonds.
Exceptions to Requirements for Competitive Bidding
NRS 332.112 Emergency contracts.
NRS 332.115 Contracts not adapted to award by competitive bidding; purchase of equipment by local
law enforcement agency, response agency or other local governmental agency; purchase of goods
commonly used by hospital.
NRS 332.117 Award of contract to nonprofit organization or agency for training and employment of
persons with mental or physical disabilities.
NRS 332.135 Contracts with carriers; solicitation of informal rate quotations; contracts with
Purchasing Division of Department of Administration.
NRS 332.146 Auction, closeout and bankruptcy sales; sale of merchandise left after exhibition.
NRS 332.148 Failure to receive responsible bids.
Commissioner Baker asks if the commission is requiring people to go through the bidding process,
she is not familiar with this part of NRS and does not know what it means. The other part of that is
during the purchasing process; before the commission required items to be purchased in Nevada and
is not sure if that should be added here. Chair McKay states that they will make it a stipulation of the
grant award. Will that work for you Commissioner Baker, that equipment or services with be
purchased in Nevada or do you think it should be added in regulations. Commissioner Baker states
that she is okay to add it as a stipulation on each one. The commission may forget and when
applicants are writing their grant they know. She is okay with not including it, she does not want to
lose sight of that. Commissioner Jackson states that the problem with doing that and not doing it on a
case by case basis is the equipment or service the need may not be available in our state. What we
have here are the regulations set forth by NRS which cannot be changed. We could put it in the
guidebook that the commission greatly encourages people to use products from our state and greatly
encourages people to get three bids on almost everything.
Chair McKay states that this will stand as written.
Eligible project cost
Employee services of seasonal and non-permanent staff hired specifically for this grant. Duties that are
covered include on the ground field work.
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Permanent staff salary is an eligible cost, but it MUST be for project work only. This includes planning,
development of projects tasks and time lines, supervision, and field work.
Youth programs and youth-oriented projects
Consultant services
Supplies, materials and tools for the grant project
Signs and interpretive aids
Construction, reconstruction and maintenance work of trails
Construction of bridges, railings, ramps, fences and retaining structures
Bank stabilization, re-vegetation, and erosion control
Rehabilitation of closed trails or damage areas since the start of the registration program NRS490
Trailhead development including parking lots, restrooms and related facilities
Education and outreach
Equipment for snow trail grooming
Safety, education, and user information programs
Trail planning
Feasibility and trail use studies, management plans for shared trails, inventory, and analysis of existing
and proposed trails.
Food for volunteers working on the project
Environmental reviews
Michelle Hamilton, Department of Public Safety, states that she looked through all the eligible
equipment and several of the grants have put in for ATV's as necessary equipment for public safety
and she does not see where that would fall under this. It does not spell it out here. Law enforcement
items as needed for public safety. Chair McKay states that he wonders if law enforcement items are
it. They have equipment for snow trail grooming but should equipment as eligible. Equipment and
vehicles? AG Hastings states that the 6th or 7th item on the list where it states supplies, materials,
and tools for the grant project. Maybe you could add a couple items. Chair McKay states to add
equipment, vehicles, and law enforcement items to the 6th line.
Commissioner Jackson makes a motion, under item eligible project costs on line 7; add the wording
equipment, vehicles and other law enforcement supplies. Commissioner Gerow seconds the motion.
AG Hastings states that instead of stating the word other before law enforcement supplies, just state
vehicles, and equipment and law enforcement supplies. Commissioner Jackson accepts.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
NON-eligible Cost
Cost that are expended that are not included in the project budget and submitted with the grant
application
Volunteer insurance
Expenses related to the promotion of the organization or fund raising
Time and services associated with writing the grant
Facilities that are ornamental and do not have direct benefit to trial users
General overhead cost or taps, (example, cost to support the organization)
Marketing and advertising
Vehicle maintenance
Mileage for non governmental agencies and districts)(mileage for non-governmental organizations is
allowed)
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Depreciation on vehicles, tools and equipment used for the grant
Food for banquets or alcohol
Team building or bonding
Leo Drumm, BLM, states the forth line from the bottom states mileage for non-governmental
agencies and districts and in parentheses mileage for non-governmental agencies. This should be
mileage for government agencies and districts.
Commissioner Jackson makes a motion under non-eligible costs line 9 the third word, mileage for
non-governmental, strike the word non so it will state mileage for governmental agencies and
districts. Commissioner Gerow seconds the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
Grant Awards Disbursement of Funds
Except as provide herein, the commission shall authorize disbursement of funds allocated to a project on
a reimbursement basis. This means that the grantee shall initially pay all project cost and then seek
reimbursement through the commission.
In some cases the commission may decide to pay for the cost of equipment, materials, and other such
costs as the commission deems appropriate directly to the supplier on behalf of the grantee. This will
ease the burden on grantees.
After the grants are selected, an agreement between the commission and the grantee will be completed.
You are required to submit any additional information requested in the award letter and finalize the
agreement within 90 days after receipt of the grant award letter.
The finalized agreement will identify an “end” date of the project. Applicants have 2 years to achieve
substantial completion of the project.
Commissioner Jackson states that he will raise is objection to substantial completion and would like
to strike the word substantial. Michelle Hamilton, Department of Public Safety, states that the item
that states the grantee shall pay the project costs directly to the supplier; that might be a little messy
and it might be easier to front that money to grantee and let the grantee pay. There might be title
costs, warranties and those types of things. Chair McKay states that it says they may decide to pay
for those it does not mean that is the only way. Michelle Hamilton states that it says either
reimbursement or directly to the supplier and it does not say that you may front the money to
someone. It was discussed earlier and some of the nonprofit stuff would be hard for them to do. She
wanted to throw that out because it was a discussion at the grant committee. Commissioner Baker
states that she wanted to add a item for clarification, applying for an extension and this might be the
place for that item and does not want to lose sight of that.
Commissioner Jackson makes a motion under the grant awards distribution of funds, a line would be
added that the commission will create the process for extension of any grants or grant completions,
this process will be contained in the guidebook. Next to the bottom line strike the word substantial.
Commissioner Gerow seconds the motion. Commissioner Jackson states that substantial completion
has been a long term portion of construction law and practice and there is good cause for it and he
will vote against anything that removes that.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
Commissioner Lambert opposes.
The motion passes.
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Commissioner Jackson makes a motion to approve all the items that contained no changes. These
items include Eligible Applicants item 3, General Guidelines and Rules item 2, item 16, item 18, item
21 and item 22, Grant Categories. Commissioner Gerow seconds the motion.
Chair McKay call for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
Commissioner Jackson makes a motion that all foregoing parts of the regulations that were not
changed be approved. Application Rules item 1, item 2, item 3, item 4 and item 5. Match item
descriptions In-Kind Match item 1, item 2, and item 3. Bidding Process in its entirety. Commissioner
Gerow seconds the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
Commissioner Cox makes a motion to forward this onto LCB for drafting purposes. Commissioner
Jackson seconds the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
8. SMALL BUSINESS IMPACT STATEMENT
Chair McKay states that after consulting with counsel and others in regards to the small business
impact statement it can stand as presented.
Commissioner Jackson makes a motion that the Small Business Impact Statement be forwarded to
LCB for approval. Commissioner Gerow seconds the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously.
9. COMBINATION OF THE REGULATION AND GRANT GUIDE COMMITTEE
Chair McKay states that the people that have been working on the regulations and the grant guide are
basically the same individuals. He would like to combine the committee's and repopulate them. Then
a revision of the grant guide can be started. Commissioner Jackson states that he would like to be
appointed to the committee. Chair McKay states that at present he would like to populate the
committee; Commissioner Lee as Chair, Commissioner Griggs, Commissioner Cox, Commissioner
Baker, Commissioner Lambert and Commissioner McKay.
Commissioner Lambert makes a motion to support the Chairman's choice for combination and
population of the committee. Commissioner Cox seconds the motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
Commissioner Jackson opposes.
The motion passes.
Commissioner Lee left the meeting at 3:30 pm due to an emergency.
10. TREASURER'S REPORT
Commissioner Cox states that he can provide a report through the end of June. The last deposit
received from the state (there are two deposits a month received from the state) on June 23, 2014
was for $31,195.00 which is the largest deposit they have ever received. The commission started out
the year receiving about $28,000.00 a month and it has steadily gone up month by month. In June,
including that deposit brings the total to $59,195.00. When the budget was placed on the website, it
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showed a budgeted amount of $403,049.17. The income for the year now is $256,292.00 but one has
to remember that the income that is being gained right now does not go towards this budget, it goes
towards what can be spent next year.
11. PUBLIC COMMENT
Scott Gerz, Nevada Trail Stewards, would like to thank the commission for a great meeting and
spending almost your entire day out here in Carson. It looks like a lot was accomplished. I look
forward to finishing this up.
Commissioner Baker states on the next agenda she would like to work Kim at the DMV to get the
mailing address of all of the dealerships that are authorized to register. She would like to have a
meeting with them to discuss the challenges that they see the owners of off highway having in trying
to get registered. Then begin to work through those challenges. Using that list there needs to be a
discussion with the DMV as a join BDR for the next legislative change so that we would be
complementing each other with that initiative.
12. ADJOURNMENT
Commissioner Lambert makes a motion to adjourn the meeting. Commissioner Gerow seconds the
motion.
Chair McKay calls for the vote.
The motion passes unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 3:34pm.
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