Commission on Off - Highway Vehicles
DMV Committee Meeting
September 8, 2014
Meeting Minutes **DRAFT**
Meeting Locations:

Downtown Reno Library
301 South Center Street
Reno, Nevada 89501
Tele-Conference: 712-432-1212 Meeting ID # 957-738-378

I. MEETING OF THE NEVADA COMMISSION ON OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLES – DMV COMMITTEE
1. CALL TO ORDER
Commissioner Jackson called the meeting to order at 12:01 pm.
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The pledge was recited.
3. ROLL CALL OF THE COMMISSION MEMBERS
Commissioner Gerow - Absent
Commissioner Jackson - Present, Reno
Commissioner Lambert - Present, Reno
Chair McKay – Present, Reno
A quorum is present for this committee.
4. PUBLIC COMMENT
None
5. DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES BILL DRAFT REQUEST
The Department of Motor Vehicles has put together a bill draft request which asks for the money they are allotted for
the administration of the decal to be changed. Commissioner Jackson states that there are several ways to deal with
this bill draft request; it can be supported as is or the committee can come up with some different ideas.
Commissioner Lambert states that there are other states that have put together a system that allows them to be in the
cash register and that seems to be a positive step forward. It seems desirable to the community to get the decals in
the cash register and it seems that it would limit costs. Possibly use technology and take pictures of the VIN as done in
other states for attestation. Getting them to the cash register would improve compliance and also the image of the
sticker program. His goal is to get them into the register and lower the overhead costs and lower data input for the
DMV. Commissioner McKay states that the DMV wants a percentage increase cover their costs. The earlier
Commission had decided that OHV dealers would be a great way to get OHV’s registered because there are more of
them. Perhaps make a VIN inspection available at DMV. Sean McDonald, DMV, states that the biggest issue with
having VIN inspections at the DMV is that the DMV is a highway funded agency. The OHV program is not funded by
the highway program. Commissioner Lambert states that dealers could still attest to the VIN, but in the rural areas is
where the photo and attestation would be used. Commissioner Jackson states that there are several counties where
there is not an OHV dealer and that is one of the issues.
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Public Comment: Scott Gerz, Nevada Trail Stewards, states that this would be a good component to be tied in with
some of the educational programs that will be going on to help with compliance. A lot of the educational material
could contain someone that is certified by the state or organization to be able to certify the VIN numbers on site. Then
be able to travel to the rural areas to downsize the need for additional personal or equipment.
Commissioner Jackson would like to table this item and return to it later on in the meeting.
6. BILL DRAFT REQUEST
The idea of this committee is to obtain ideas for bill draft requests. Commissioner Jackson states that one of the ideas
raised is for the Commission to ask for the monies from the gasoline tax. The gasoline tax is levied by the Federal
Government. Currently the monies assigned to off highway vehicles are sent to the Parks Department. The
Commission was not in existence when these monies were started. One proposal that Commissioner Jackson would
make is to change the legislation so that the OHV Commission would receive at least 50% of those funds allocated to
off highway vehicles. Commissioner Lambert states that where that money goes is determined by the Governor and it
is not a legislative issue. Leo Drumm, BLM, states that the part of the Federal Tax goes to Federal Highway
Administration. Which is administered through the recreation and trails program and part of the money is off
highway vehicle money. There are also state and local taxes collected on gasoline. In 1990, Arizona completed a study
and determined about 1.75 percent of the motor fuel consumed in Arizona was actually being consumed by off
highway vehicles. So their legislature took a percentage of the state motor fuels tax and put that into the OHV fund.
That helped provide funding for the different state agencies that are associated. Commissioner Jackson asks if 30% of
the monies from the federal government go to the off highway vehicle? That money at present is administered by the
parks department. Leo Drumm, BLM, states that is correct. It is Federal Highway Funds that is designed for
recreational trail programs. It it split three different ways, 30% for non motorized, 30% for motorized the remained
40% could be used for either or. At any one time depending on the number of grants there could be 70% that could go
to off highway vehicle trails and improvement. He is not sure the state has anyway to tap into those funds. They are
administered by state parks in all 50 states, that is how the recreation trail program is funded. Commissioner
Lambert states the Federal Highway Transportation Authority administers the alternate transportation highway
program which administers the recreational trail association program. It is run by Christopher Dallas is the head of
the alternate transportation program which is Federal. It is up to the Governor who is appointed those funds and he
does not know that it is always the state parks but is usually is. Commissioner Jackson asks Kim Miller to research this
issue. Commissioner McKay states in NRS they specify a certain amount for reimbursement to OHV dealers
for completing the titling, which is not much of an incentive for the dealers. He would like to find out if there is a more
reasonable amount or a better way to accomplish that. Commissioner Lambert states that legislation allows a $2.00
fee and that many dealers are charging other fees because there is no ability to not allow that. There has been a lot of
people complaining that one can have an OHV that is not used on public lands, for use on a ranch for example, and if it
is taken onto public lands for one day that there is a fine. This topic should be discussed with DMV. Commissioner
Jackson states that Commissioner Lambert is referring that if one register's an OHV for one year and then have a time
lapse in registration, there is a fine or a late fee. Since OHV are the types of vehicles that are not used on public lands
continually, that is unfair to some. Sean McDonald, DMV, would agree in looking at a language change in regards to
that issue.
Public Comment: Scott Gerz, Nevada Trail Stewards, suggests allowing the ability for private parties under
supervision of off road vehicle certification to be able to identify and inspect VIN numbers in rural areas as part of an
educational outreach.
Commissioner McKay states that there is fair percentage of Nevadan’s that purchases California OHV stickers. Possibly
look into requiring Nevada residents to purchase a Nevada off roads sticker.
MOTION: Commissioner Lambert makes a motion to work on language that precludes Nevada residents from
operating under a California nonresident motor vehicle green sticker or OHV sticker. Commissioner McKay seconds
the motion.
Motion passes unanimously.
7. RAISING OF REVENUE
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This issue is in regards to raising the revenue in order to meet with the concerns of the Department of Motor Vehicles.
Commissioner Jackson asks if there are any ideas or support for raising the revenue for DMV. There are several ways
to complete this; increase their percentage or increase the price of the sticker. Commissioner Lambert states that if
the motion he just made passes, to not allow Nevada residents to operate under a California sticker, it should increase
revenue. He is okay with the idea of raising the price to $25.00 if necessary. Commissioner McKay states that his
question is more about timing. For the average person that purchases an OHV sticker in Nevada may not have seen
much progress. He would not like to see an increase in fee's until it can the public can see their registration fee's put
to use. Commissioner Lambert states that even if there is support for a fee increase it would not be until the next
round of legislation. He would like to lower DMV's overhead by getting the attestation cleaned up so they do not have
the data entry. There are several things that can help DMV greatly and the number one thing would be to get the
stickers to the cash register so that people can apply.
Public Comment: Troy Dillard, DMV, there has been several comments about raising revenue for DMV. The BDR that
is put forth is not to raise revenue and he wants to make that clear. When this piece of legislation initially passed
there was 85/15 funding that was put in play. It was put in play to get the program off the ground. The DMV does not
want revenue from this program; all the department is seeking is the cost that is required to carry out the program.
Hence if nothing is done except increase the number of registrations, then the 15% will sit with the DMV and not be
utilized for the purposes of what it was intended for. If registrations do not increase then it is more than 15% to carry
out that piece of the program. The DMV is looking solely at cost issues for what they are statuary mandated to do
today.
Commissioner Jackson stated that there needs to be an increase to cover the costs until the number of registrations
goes up. It will be hard to get the revenue's up until there is law enforcement, education and those issues. And those
issues cannot be completed until there are the funds to complete them. Any increase in the sticker price would be
temporary until the Commission can get over this part.
Peter Krueger states that it is too early to tell. There are a lot of good ideas but there is way too many BDR's. He
would suggest narrowing these down to what the most important one or two issues. The Commission should try and
work with DMV to see if they can come up with a compromise.
8. PRIVAZIATION OF DECAL SALES
Commissioner Jackson states that he would like to separate two of the items; the decal is different from the titling of
the OHV. The discussion here is only about the decal. There has been no proposal to take away titling from DMV.
Privatization of the actual decal would mean the sale and distribution of the decal would be handled by the
Commission in whatever way the Commission decides best. Suggestion would be through OHV dealerships. The
dealers would fill out a decal application on line and issue the decal at that point. However, this would not help those
people who do not have a dealership in their county. There would need to be a provision to allow people to do it via
mail to a dealership. Nathan Hastings states that due to how this issue is agendized, the discussion is limited to the
registration side of the topic and would not be open to someone making a motion related to the title side of it.
Commissioner McKay asks how much concern there is in the registration process about having a title. Could OHV
dealers fill out a form with basic information, including a VIN number and a person can purchase a decal without
having to have a title in the first place? Commissioner Jackson states that is has not been looked into and is not sure.
Commissioner Lambert states that in NRS 490 if a person is going to sell a vehicle it must be titled. If one owns the
vehicle and does not intend to sell it, a person can purchase a decal without a title. Sean McDonald, DMV, states for the
registration, if law enforcement is involved, a form needs to be completed by a dealership and there needs to be a
system in place to make sure the information is transferred to law enforcement.
Public Comment: Scott Gerz, Nevada Trail Stewards, states to allow dealer authorized personnel to take care of the
VIN inspection and possible decal distribution and sales, especially in rural areas.
Commissioner Baker states that in Utah their decal is not associated with a VIN and she is wondering how important
the VIN is. Is there another way to process the decal without the VIN verification? Commissioner Jackson states that
one would only be able to obtain a decal if one had a title. Under Commissioner Lambert’s proposal one would be able
to just purchase a decal with a certain amount of information. It is Sean McDonald's understanding that some
information needs to go to law enforcement. It is up to the Commission for what to put forward on this issue.
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Commissioner Baker states she would like more information to see if other states associate the decal to VIN
verification. If a process could be completed directly on line, they would be a lot more participation. Commissioner
McKay states the current audit of the Commission is looking into how other states operate their OHV Commission.
Peter Krueger asks what the idea of privatization is. Commissioner Jackson states that the intent would be to take the
registration portion out of the hands of the public entity, DMV. The OHV registration would come directly to the
Commission and the Commission would handle the administration. The point of sale should be the dealership, via
mail or in person. Commissioner Lambert states that in Utah most gasoline stations sell the OHV decals. He does not
want to limit the Commission and there should be other options and not just the dealerships.
MOTION: Commissioner Lambert makes a motion for the Commission move forward on completing research,
evaluation, have another meeting of this committee and then present the answers to the full commission.
Commissioner McKay seconds the motion.
The motion passes unanimously.
Commissioner Jackson asks Kim Miller to complete some of the research on this issue. Also schedule a second meeting
of this committee within 10 days.
Commissioner Jackson would like to return to the item that he tabled earlier, #5 Department of Motor Vehicles Bill
Draft Request. He would like to reopen questions, answers or possible additions on to the DMV's bill draft.
Commissioner McKay would like to see if they are open to Nevada residents being required to purchase a Nevada
decal as part of their bill draft.
Troy Dillard, DMV, the bill draft request that has been submitted by the DMV is to clean up the existing issues in
relation to the ability to fund the requirements of the program as it stands today. The issue on whether or not to
require Nevada residents to purchase a decal is a new policy issue and needs to be housed in a separate BDR with
other policy issues. Commissioner Jackson states that some of their current BDR will be opposing to some extent, if
the DMV's BDR went forward and the Commission also went forward with a BDR taking the decal portion away from
DMV. Would the DMV agree that putting the decal in the hands of dealer or other retail outlets be a good idea? And if
so the Commission would be willing to work on a temporary solution to the funding. Troy Dillard states that the BDR
that is being submitted by the DMV, the way it is crafted, only the expenses incurred by the DMV would be maintained
by the department. All of rest of the revenue would flow to the Commission for the Commission to allocate as it sees
fit. Any changes the Commission makes on the policy side that impacts the cost or the savings to the department
operation automatically flow over to the Commission. If the Commission separates the State involvement in reference
to the decals; to his understanding in the states where the decal is sold over the counter, that decal is associated with a
person not the VIN. If there is a searchable data base for law enforcement and it is a from a state that sells over the
counter than it goes to the person. In Nevada it goes back to the vehicle. Commissioner Jackson states that the
Commission has not made any decision. Commissioner Lambert states in Oregon it is tied to the VIN. The dealers
really do try to look at it and if not the person attests to it being true. Once the person has attested to it, the VN is tied
to the decal number and law enforcement checks the VIN if the person is stopped. It is different from state to state.
Troy Dillard states it is a policy decision for the Commission. How will it be tied to the VIN, if that is what the
Commission wants. The title still needs to tie to the vehicle. How to choose to move forward is up to the Commission
and the DMV will follow the policy. Commissioner Jackson asks as a Commission if they going to support or not
support DMV's bill draft request. Commissioner Lambert states that the draft bill request is still in draft form and its
final language is expected when? Sean McDonald, DMV, states that the final draft has been submitted for review. Troy
Dillard, DMV, states that the Commission will not be able to see the final language until LCB writes it up during
session. Commission Lambert states that he cannot support the BDR until he sees the final draft. He thinks this should
be tabled for now and some more research completed. Commissioner Elmore states that for him the biggest question
is if the DMV the best home to administer the program. It does not matter how much is charged for the decal if the
Commission cannot control the program costs. At this point he does not feel there is enough information to know the
answer to that question. Without truly understanding the cost of the DMV, which is complex, and really understanding
how OHV fits into that. He does not think anyone knows yes or no. Commissioner Baker states that in concept
supporting the DMV to be able to have their costs covered makes sense. But a cap was also discussed and indicating
that a one day turnaround was not needed so that cost can be controlled and lowered as much as possible. She agrees
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with Commission Elmore. She is saying yes in concept. If the decals can be removed and that is the right thing to do
then the costs would be less. If the decals need to be housed there she hopes the DMV would work with the
Commission to help to reduce costs. Sean McDonald, DMV, states that the purpose of the DMV's BDR is to meet
expenses. Commissioner Jackson states in principle it sounds good that they only take what they need and they give
the Commission back the rest. He has an issue with finding out what the real costs are. He suggests to the author of the
BDR that the Commission be able to see what the actual costs are, some kind of audited cost approval. As written he
does not support the current BDR, his mind may change once he can see the final language from LCB and there are
some amendments made. Commissioner McKay agrees there needs to be more research. Peter Krueger, Capitol
Partners, states that is premature for this committee to recommend the Commission taking a position at this time. He
advises continued work with DMV to obtain all the information that is needed.
9. PUBLIC COMMENT
Troy Dillard, DMV, states that the DMV has set up online renewals for existing registrants. If those on line renewals
were to be mandated some of the costs coming in could be controlled. That could be a future policy decision.
Carol Vance, she states that she has listened to several of the meetings over the phone and the voices of the
commissioners and the public are difficult to understand. It is not good quality and hopes that could be changed in
some way. Commissioner Jackson states that the Commission is working on it.
Kim Miller reads into record a letter from Larry Calkins, it is listed as Article A.
Commissioner McKay states that he makes good points and it is something to be researched.
Commissioner Jackson states that this letter is conformation from a user group that the Commission is on the right
track.
Peter Kruger asks for a historical background in regards to this letter. It seems to be two parts, one they are not
included in the operation of the Commission and two the gas tax. Why are street legal vehicles not included in this
legislation? Commissioner Lambert states that because the Nevada definition of an OHV is a vehicle that is motorized
not licensed. So the definition excluded vehicles with license plates. Commissioner Jackson states that a group of OHV
users was created. The problem with OHV's because they were not licensed could be purchased in another state and
brought into Nevada and not have to pay state tax. If a registered vehicle is purchased in another state then that
vehicle must be registered in Nevada and pay sales tax. The author of the letter is correct in his opinion. It is a valid
idea. Sean McDonald, DMV, states that if a vehicle is plated and is registered it can go off road. If it is a custom vehicle
for off road then an OHV decal can be obtained for off road use.
10. ADJOURNMENT
MOTION: Commissioner Lambert makes a motion to adjourn. Commissioner McKay seconds the motion.
The motion passes unanimously.
The meeting is adjourned at 1:15pm
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