NEVADA ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES (NACO)
Board of Directors’ Meeting
January 22, 2016, 9:30 a.m.
NACO Office
304 S. Minnesota Street
Carson City, NV 89703
AGENDA
Some NACO Board members may attend via video link or phone from other locations. Items on the
agenda may be taken out of order. The NACO Board may combine two or more agenda items for
consideration. The NACO Board may remove an item from the agenda or delay discussion relating to an
item on the agenda at any time.
Call to Order, Roll Call, Salute to the Flag
1. Public Comment. Please Limit Comments to 3 Minutes.
2. Approval of Agenda. For Possible Action.
3. Investiture of 2016 NACO Officers.
4. NACO President’s Report.
.
5. NACO Executive Director’s Report.
6. Approval of Minutes of the December 18, 2015 NACO Board of Directors Meeting. For Possible
Action.
7. Approval to Expand the NACO Executive Committee to Include an At-Large Representative from
Washoe County. For Possible Action.
8. Approval of a Request by the Nevada Rural Housing Authority for NACO Membership as a
Government Partner. For Possible Action.
9. Presentation by Western Insurance Specialties.
10. Update and Possible Action regarding a Proposal to Consolidate the University of Nevada, Reno
College of Agriculture, Biotechnology and Natural Resources (CABNR), Cooperative Extension,
and the Nevada Agriculture Experiment Station (NAES). For Possible Action.
11. Discussion on the November 10, 2015 Federal Court Ruling in the Civil Rights Lawsuit against
Lyon County and its Former Public Administrator and the Response by Lyon County.
12. Presentation on the Programs and Activities of the Nevada Division of Emergency Management.
13. Update on the Nevada Supreme Court’s Committee to Study Evidence-Based Pretrial Release.
14. Discussion regarding Possible Opportunities for Expanding Legal Representation for NACO and
Nevada’s Counties.
15. Update and Possible Action on AB191 Enacted in the 2015 Legislative Session which Authorizes
a County to Place on the Ballot at the General Election on November 8, 2016 a Question which
Asks the Voters in the County whether to Authorize the Board of County Commissioners to
Impose, for the Period beginning on January1, 2017, Annual Increases to Taxes on Certain Motor
Vehicle Fuels. For Possible Action.
16. Update and Possible Action regarding NACO’s Priorities and Discussions with Nevada’s
Congressional Delegation during the National Association of Counties Legislative Conference in
Washington, D.C. February 20-24, 2016. For Possible Action.

17. Update on the Feasibility of NACO Serving as a Wildfire Grant Clearinghouse for Addressing the
State Wildland Fire Issues in Prevention, Suppression and Post Mitigation.
18. Discussion and Possible Approval of a NACO Position Paper on the Basin and Range National
Monument Designation. For Possible Action.
Note: The NACO Board of Directors May Interrupt the Open Meeting and Exclude the
Public from the Meeting for the Limited Purpose of Receiving the Information and for
Deliberation Relative to Agenda Item #19 below:
19. Discussion and Possible Action regarding the Bureau of Land Management’s and U.S. Forest
Service’s Greater Sage-Grouse Approved Resource Management Plans (ARMP’S) including the
The Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief Filed by Western Exploration LLC, Elko
County, Eureka County, Quantum Minerals, White Pine County, Lander County, Humboldt
County Ninety-Six Ranch, LLC, Paragon Precious Metals, LLC, Churchill County, Washoe
County and the State of Nevada. For Possible Action.
20. Update on NACO’s Comments on the Bureau of Land Management’s and U.S, Forest Service’s
Proposal under the Amended Resource Management Plans to Withdraw Lands Within Sagebrush
Focal Areas from Location and Entry under the 1872 Mining Law, Subject to Valid Existing
Rights, and Approval of NACO’s Comments on the Nevada and California Bi-State Distinct
Population Segment Forest Plan Amendment and Final Environmental Impact Statement. For
Possible Action.
21. Discussion and Possible Action to Support Increased Funding for U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service Predator Control Efforts in Nevada. For Possible
Action.
22. NACO Committee of the Emeritus Update. For Possible Action.
23. National Association of Counties and Western Interstate Region Board Member Updates.
24. NACO Board Member Updates.
25. Public Comment - Please Limit Comments to 3 Minutes
Adjournment.
Members of the public who are disabled and require special accommodations or assistance at the
meeting are requested to notify NACO in writing at 304 S. Minnesota Street, Carson City, NV 89703, or
by calling (775) 883-7863 at least three working days prior to the meeting.
Members of the public can request copies of the supporting material for the meeting by contacting
Amanda Evans at (775) 883-7863. Supporting material will be available at the NACO office and on the
NACO website at: www.nvnaco.org
This agenda was posted at the following locations:
NACO Office 304 S. Minnesota Street, Carson City, NV 89703
Washoe County Admin. Building 1001 E. Ninth Street, Reno, NV 89520
Clark County Admin. Building 500 S. Grand Central Parkway, Las Vegas, NV 89155
POOL/PACT 201 S. Roop Street, Carson City, NV 89701

The following links and/or pages are support for agenda
Item 6

NEVADA ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES (NACO)
Board of Directors’ Meeting
December 18, 2015, 9:30 a.m.
NACO Office
304 S. Minnesota Street
Carson City, NV 89703
UNADOPTED MINUTES
Attendance: (NACO staff – Jeff Fontaine, Dagny Stapleton, Amanda Evans, Tori Sundheim) President
Wichman; President Elect Carson; Vice President Phillips; Pershing County Commissioner Irwin;
Humboldt County Commissioner French, Washoe County Commissioner Herman, Lyon County
Commissioner Alt, Esmeralda County Commissioner Bates; Churchill County Commissioner Olsen;
Carson City Mayor Crowell; Lander County Commissioner Waits; Elko County Commissioner Dahl;
Eureka County Commissioner Goicoechea; Larry Burtness, County Fiscal Officers Association; Tammi
Davis, County Treasurers Association; Nancy Parent, County Clerks and Election Officials; and Bob
Roshak, County Sheriff’s Association
Other Attendees: Linda Bissett, NV Energy; Nye County Commissioner Carbone, Joni Eastley, Nye
County; Jake Tibbets, Eureka County; Rob Stokes, Elko County, Bill Brewer, Nevada Rural Housing
Authority.

1. Public Comment. None was given
2. Approval of Agenda. The agenda was approved on a motion by Commissioner Tipton with
second by Commissioner Irwin.
3. President’s Report. President Wichman noted that she is honored to have served as the NACO
President and is thankful for the support of the Board throughout her term.
.
4. NACO Executive Director’s Report. Jeff spoke about the issues recently experienced with the
video conference system and that staff is working with the system provider and internet service
providers to rectify the issues. Mayor Crowell noted that his neighboring office has a T1 line
installed and staff will contact his IT personnel to look into the possibility of extending the line. Jeff
discussed the special session of the Legislature that a fiscal note was submitted by Dagny on
behalf of the counties. He noted that AB1 is mainly composed of workforce development issues
and does not hugely affect counties. SB1 contains language regarding tax abatements, incentives
and infrastructure financing, it is very complex and there are three components that staff has
been working on. The first being section 64 regarding the streamlining of processes for the State
Engineer to transfer certain waters, which could also include inter-basin transfers which has
raised concern and work is being done to amend the section to provide protections. The second
is provisions for financing measures for bonding for infrastructure, including rail roads and natural
gas services. The third area of concern is the agreements that local governments have with the
Governor’s Office of Economic Development; work is being done to amend the bill to change the
provision that would allow the Executive Director of GOED to modify agreements without the
concurrence of local governments. Jeff also announced that at the meeting of the Legislative
st
Commission on Monday the 21 and the agenda includes discussion and possible action on a
possible interim study for SJR13 which could possibly change the property tax system. He noted
that it is imperative that the Resolution be looked at closely because if it is passed out of the 2017
Legislature it would go to the ballot in 2018 and would radically change the Nevada Constitution
and how property taxes are assessed. NACO will suggest to the Commission that the committee
be an ADHOC Committee comprised of affected parties such as the Treasurer’s and Assessors.
He noted that there will be a financial burden associated with the committee and Commissioner
Tipton asked who would be hired as the consultant and Jeff noted that Jeremy Aguero of Applied
Analysis would be the first choice since he has worked on the issue in the past. Jeff stated that
the item will be brought back to the Board when estimates have been received and that it is
imperative to have the best information available going into the 2017 session.

5. Approval of Minutes of the November 20, 2015 NACO Board of Directors Meeting. The
minutes were approved on a motion by Commissioner Tipton with concurrent second by
Commissioner Irwin and Commissioner Bates.
6. Update and Possible Action regarding a Proposal to Consolidate the University of Nevada,
Reno College of Agriculture, Biotechnology and Natural Resources (CABNR), Cooperative
Extension, and the Nevada Agriculture Experiment Station (NAES). Chancellor Klaich
thanked the Board for inviting him to return and for making NACO staff available to help him
understand the issues the Board has with the proposed consolidation. He noted the importance of
the relationship of the counties with the University and that he plans to continue to move toward
a more positive and productive relationship. He invited staff to participate in a two day retreat
being held in January by CABNR, NAES and Cooperative Extension during which the discussion
will surround how best to complete the mission of all the colleges and will include the Board
approved Position Statement. He also noted that Dean Payne needs to visit the counties and
have meetings with critical stakeholders within the counties as well to communicate his vision
and if his vision fits with that of the counties and stakeholders. He also stated that he is clear that
there are deep issues and a positive step forward would be to put together a working group to
start “drilling down” on the most fundamental issues and what can be done to solve them. He
stated that he will come to report and listed to the Board as often as necessary but he can’t solve
the issues on his own. President Whichman asked Jeff if staff is able to participate in the retreat
and he stated that would be a priority if the schedule allows. He also inquired as to the timeline of
the University taking the plan to the Board of Regents and the Chancellor stated that there is no
specific timeline for the plan to go the Board and that there is not a solid consolidation plan to
take to the Regents and that there is time to work on the issue. President Whichman thanked the
Chancellor for coming and asked him to forward the information on the retreat to staff as soon as
possible. She also noted that the relationship with the University is important to all the counties.
No action was taken by the Board.
7. Appointment of One of NACO’s Two Representatives to the National Association of
Counties Board of Directors. President Wichman noted that interest in serving was expressed
by Commissioners Tipton and Kirkpatrick. She stated that Commissioner Tipton would like to
continue serving until December of 2016 and suggested that Commissioner Kirkpatrick take over
the position in 2017. Commissioner Bates moved to retain Commissioner Tipton in the position
through 2016 and have Commissioner Kirkpatrick complete the service term. The motion was
unanimously approved on a second by Commissioner French. Commissioner Tipton stated that
she has things in the ‘works’ that she would like to complete and that it is important for the urban
counties to be involved and that by her serving through 2016 it will give Commissioner Kirkpatrick
the opportunity to become more familiar with NACo.
8. Nomination for a Position on the U.S. Bureau of Land Management’s Wild Horse and Burro
Advisory Board. Commissioner Tipton noted that she has tried for several years to get a seat on
the Board specific to a county elected official and was told that if there was a specific
restructuring of the Board to include an elected official that it would require the allotment of a seat
for every organization feeling that have a stake in the issue. Vice President Phillips volunteered to
apply to the Board. Dagny noted that there are specific seats open with specific expertise which is
a humane advocate, livestock, and wildlife, and that highlighting experience in the noted fields on
the application is imperative. It was noted that the term is three years and the Board meets
quarterly. Commissioner Dahl noted that he would support Vice President Phillips for the livestock
seat and Commissioner French for the wildlife seat. Dagny noted that the applications are due on
th
December 28 and a nomination letter would be completed on behalf of the NACO Board.
Commissioner Tipton moved for Vice President Phillips and Commissioner French be nominated
to fulfill the livestock and wildlife seats respectively and the motion was passed unanimously on a
second by President Elect Carson.
9. Approval of a Letter of Appreciation to Gwen Washburn for Her Service on the Nevada
Rural Housing Authority Board of Commissioners. A letter was approved on a motion by
Commissioner Tipton with second by Commissioner Olsen. The NRHA Executive Director Bill
Brewer stated that he appreciates the participation of NACO and that Ms. Washburn served the
Board faithfully and he looks forward to working with Joni Eastley the Boards recent appointment
to the Authority’s Board.

10. Discussion and Possible Approval of NACO’s 2016 Budget. President Wichman reminded
the Board that at the November meeting the Board suggested a 3% increase for staff and to look
at a comparable salary for Dagny and that Jeff reviewed her salary and the budget proposed
would move her to the mid-range of salaries for her position. On the revenue side Jeff pointed out
that the unreserved fund balance had been reduced from the preliminary budget, which was from
unexpected onetime expenses for the sage-grouse lawsuit, the need to replace the server and
the need to repair the sewer line lateral. He also noted that he recommends the transfer of
$55,600.00 from investment accounts to cover the costs associated with building improvements,
specifically the ADA restrooms due to the unexpected costs in FY2015. He noted that the
investments are solid, equipment and vehicle reserves and depreciation accounts are well funded
in separate accounts. Jeff also explained that the county dues revenues will be down for FY2016
and how they are calculated. He reiterated the increases in staff salaries for Dagny, Amanda and
Tori and that he has included funds on the expense side for a website upgrade and special
projects which could include the study on property taxes and law suits. He also noted a reduction
in light item expenses based on FY2015 actual expenses. The 2016 budget was unanimously
approved on a motion by President Elect Carson with second by Commissioner Tipton.
11. Discussion and Possible Action Regarding NACO’s Participation in National Association
of Counties Contracts for the Prescription Discount Card Program, Dental Program and
Medical Program. Jeff introduced Alex Koroknay-Palicz the Membership Coordinator for the
National Association of Counties and works closely with these programs, Alex provided additional
details and clarifications for the programs. Jeff noted the item will be a standing item for a period
of time and reminded that Nevada has been an enrolled member of the Prescription Discount
Card Program for a number of years and that there are two fairly new programs (Dental and
Health) that Nevada is not under contract to offer. He continued with a PowerPoint presentation
provided by NACo outlining the various programs. It was clarified that the programs are not
insurance but act in concert with insured, underinsured and uninsured citizens. The programs
provide discounts on prescriptions, lab work, various testing, dental, vision and hearing services;
while the prescription program is free there is a minimal fee for the dental and health programs. It
was noted that the National Association of Counties provides all necessary materials for
marketing the programs and registration in the programs is completed online by the individual
citizens. Amanda reviewed the documents included in the Board packet clarifying that the service
providers are all online and can be searched by zip code, and that a spreadsheet was received
with a list of all Nevada providers. She reviewed the county specific documents provided and
gave some ideas of potential savings based upon personal experiences. She noted again that
NACo and the program administrators work closely with the counties on the administration of the
programs and provide the marketing materials with county information preprinted on them.
Commissioner Waits inquired as to whom contacts the local pharmacies and Alex clarified that
CVS/Caremark makes contact with the service providers within a participating county.
Commissioner Irwin noted that his county’s local pharmacy was already aware of the program
and that the NACo program is most often the best savings option. No action was taken.
12. Update on the Nevada Department of Transportation’s Statewide Transportation Technical
Advisory Committee (STTAC). Sondra Rosenberg of NDOT informed the Board that the
Committee was established in 1993 to help the department with the requirements of the
Transportation Authorization bills requirements for outreach and communications and
engagement with other agencies throughout the state. The Committee is made up of members
from several different Boards, Commissions and Committee’s, noting that NACO’s representative
is Dagny. She stated that the Committee is currently under some restructuring of the By-laws as
they reflect language specific to outdated spending authorization bills and how the committee will
work going forward. President Wichman suggested considering a rural representative and Ms.
Rosenberg stated that that position is filled by the NACO representative. Dagny clarified that the
Committee reviews the list of proposed projects and that as NACO’s representative to please
bring any issues or projects to her attention to bring to the Committee. Commissioner Irwin
inquired as to funding changes since the passage of the most recent Congressional Authorization
and Ms. Rosenberg stated that they are still in the process of analyzing the bill but in brief
summary they see their funding going up slightly and that there is an allocation for a new program
for freight and that they are in a good position because they are in the middle of building the plan
and incorporate aspects of the Act. She noted that there were slight changes in names of
programs and the percentage of allocations split by populations.

13. Update and Possible Action on AB191 Enacted in the 2015 Legislative Session which
Authorizes a County to Place on the Ballot at the General Election on November 8, 2016 a
Question which Asks the Voters in the County whether to Authorize the Board of County
Commissioners to Impose, for the Period beginning on January1, 2017, Annual Increases
to Taxes on Certain Motor Vehicle Fuels. Jeff informed the Board that there are still several
questions and that information from LCB is still forthcoming but has been delayed due to the
special session. Jeff introduced Derek Morse, former Director of the Washoe County Regional
Transportation Commission and indicated that Washoe County was the first to have fuel
indexing. Mr. Morse noted that AB191 is very complex and that there were a lot of changes made
between the bill that allowed for Washoe’s fuel tax indexing and the bill passed in the 2015
session. He noted that Washoe County passed indexing in 2002 and again in 2008 and that
indexing recovers purchase power lost by inflation. Washoe County looks at all fuel taxes, local,
state and federal and calculates their index amount on a ten year average of rolling inflation with
caps. He stated that it is imperative to start now on public understanding and support for the
passage of indexing ballot initiatives. He noted that having specific projects identified and that
linking transportation to voter priorities is very important, he utilized the example of repaired and
well maintained roads leads to lower vehicle maintenance costs to the citizens and better roads
can assist in economic development and growth. He also noted that the funds Washoe County
received from indexing were ten times greater than those received during the course of the
federal stimulus programs. He also noted that communicating that the funds are under greater
local control than the current taxes is also important and that indexing only increases with
increased inflation. Commissioner Olsen inquired as to the sharing arrangement with NDOT and
it was clarified that the index on the state fuel taxes does go to the state but must be spent on
state projects within the county the indexing funds are collected from. He also stressed the
importance of knowing the difference between education and advocacy in the communication of
information to the citizens. Commissioner Waits inquired as to the duration of the indexing if
passed in 2016 and it was clarified that if passed the indexing would take place for ten years and
could be reapproved by the voters for an additional ten years, after which the bill is silent. Sondra
Rosenberg noted that NDOT is working with each county on their priorities and that they are
continuing to compile information for later distribution to the counties. Dagny also reminded the
Board that she requested the county road priorities via an email to the Board and she is still
compiling that data. No action was taken as information is still being compiled and NACO’s
potential role in engagement will be discussed in January.
14. Discussion and Possible Direction to Staff to Evaluate the Feasibility of NACO Serving as
a Wildfire Grant Clearinghouse for Addressing the State Wildland Fire Issues in
Prevention, Suppression and Post Mitigation. Jeff reminded the Board of the existence of the
Nevada Fire Safe Council that administered grants from the BLM, Forest Service, SNPLMA etc.
He noted that the Council declared bankruptcy and the grant funds were frozen causing
contractors etc. not to be paid and caused issues with the credibility of having a similar program.
He stated that UNR’s Dr. Elwood Miller updated the Board on the status of the funds at their
meeting in Eureka. Since that update the Department of Justice is allowing funds to be released
to some of the contractors and there is renewed interest in resurrecting a council or similar
organization that can provide several services including the administration of the associated
grants. He noted that the State Forester, Bob Roper would like to see the project renewed. It has
been discussed that NACO would be an organization that has credibility and that stakeholders
would have faith in NACO administering the program. He noted the actual ‘blueprint’ of what the
new organization would look like is in flux and a meeting will be held in January or February to
determine the actual needs of the proposed Council. Jeff inquired as to the Boards appetite for
ongoing research in NACO’s ability to fulfill the role. President Wichman noted concern with the
costs associated with administration of the council and Jeff noted that grant funds are available
for the administration of such organizations, but that would need to occur with current NACO
funding. Commissioner Tipton moved for staff to continue looking into the option and the motion
passed on a second by Commissioner Irwin. Commissioner Waits inquired as to the timeframe
associated and Jeff stated that the State Forester is coordinating the meeting previously
discussed and that staff will report back as developments require. Cheva Gabor, State Liaison
from the Forest Service stated that her office will assist with grant opportunities and that not
having the Council is a large void for the Agencies.
15. Discussion and Possible Approval of NACO’s Federal Priorities for Discussion with
Nevada’s Congressional Delegation during the National Association of Counties
Legislative Conference in Washington, D.C. February 20-24, 2016. Jeff informed the Board

that former Congressman John Porter has invited those in attendance to a private tour of the
Capitol and he needs to know who is interested in attending that tour as soon as possible. He
noted that various steering committee meetings etc. will take place prior to the official start of the
conference on Monday. He asked that those attending forward all necessary travel information to
Amanda for coordination and that Congressional visitation’s will be scheduled most likely on
Wednesday. Jeff noted that if the visits can’t be scheduled on Wednesday that they be scheduled
later in the day during the body of the conference. He also asked the Board for direction on the
list of priority issues included in the agenda packet which are very well known by the delegation
and proposed a different approach to the visits. Jeff proposed to educate the delegation this year
on the individual counties utilizing the County Explorer tool provided by NACo and create
commonality of issues affecting Nevada’s counties. President Wichman and Commissioner
Tipton agreed with the proposal and that she has had discussion with the need to educate those
that don’t have the same issues Nevada does by opening dialogue with common issues.
Commissioner Irwin suggested requesting meetings with the associated committee chairpersons
and Jeff said that may not be an expectation we are able to meet this year. Jeff did note that it is
more realistic to coordinate meetings with the committee staff but that NACO staff will work
toward the goal. President Wichman noted that what she has found most beneficial in attending
NACo events is the opportunity to educate other Commissioners on what the concerns are in
Nevada. It was suggested that the discussion include healthcare and to educate the delegation
regarding the county’s concerns with hospital care, Medicaid, indigent care etc. Commissioner
Dahl suggested obtaining copies of HR481, Congressman Amodei’s land transfer bill to distribute
to Commissioners from eastern counties. Jeff noted that staff will be preparing a briefing packet
based upon the Board’s discussion.
16. Discussion and Possible Action regarding Proposed NACO Comments on the Nevada and
California Bi-State Distinct Population Segment Forest Plan Amendment and Final
Environmental Impact Statement. Tori noted that she had completed drafting the format for
comments and has been working with Esmeralda and Douglas Counties as well as the
Governor’s office to retrieve supporting information and that the comment period was extended to
th
January 15 . She noted that there were significant changes to the Statement which seem to
mirror the plans for the Greater Sage-Grouse, and that most stakeholders didn’t know about the
changes that only affect Nevada and not California. She also noted concerns with connective
habitat inclusions and previously unidentified threats that are not clearly identified and are based
on old studies. Tori was directed by the Board to finish her draft comments and distribute them to
the affected Board members for review prior to the deadline.
17. Discussion and Possible Action regarding the Bureau of Land Management’s and U.S.
Forest Service’s Greater Sage-Grouse Approved Resource Management Plans (ARMP’S)
including;
a. The Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief Filed by Western Exploration LLC,
Elko County, Eureka County, Quantum Minerals, White Pine County, Lander County,
Humboldt County Ninety-Six Ranch, LLC, Paragon Precious Metals, LLC, Churchill
County, Washoe County and the State of Nevada. This item was heard in a closed
session with legal counsel.
b. Proposed NACO Comments on the BLM’s and USFS’s Proposal under the ARMP’s to
Withdraw Lands Within Sagebrush Focal Areas from Location and Entry under the
1872 Mining Law, Subject to Valid Existing Rights and Approval to Request to be Given
Cooperating Agency Status in the National Environmental Policy Act Analysis of the
Proposal. Tori requested Laura Granier discuss the new habitat map introduced at the
Sagebrush Ecosystem Council and Laura noted that she hasn’t received any feedback as to
if the new maps actually resolve any of the issues presented in court but that they do
increase core and priority habitat areas and that are vastly improved but have not been
ground truthed. She noted that concerns were raised by the Nevada Department of Wildlife
that if the new maps are greater than 10% different than the adopted maps that they could
not be adopted without going through an additional LUPA. She also noted that it was
discussed that all of the science was collected prior to the ROD being signed and that the
FEIS and the ROD now are contradictory. Commissioner French noted that the data didn’t
include a very large sample area and that the satellite photo’s used could not be effectively
utilized without ground truthing, as well as the fact that NDOW has much better and more
accurate information. Tori spoke regarding the comments to be submitted and that it is

important to include all possible effects that are imminent and/or could be experienced to not
only educate the department but to preserve rights in the future. Commissioner Goicoechea
noted that it will be important to incorporate the need for excessive need for proof of claim
validity and that if there are staked claims (not requiring excessive proof) on the day the plan
was adopted that those claims could still go forward. Tori also noted that the State should be
allowed to implement its plan for at least ten years prior to withdrawal of lands to mitigate
economic devastation within the state. Tori requested direction on what the Board would like
to see as the required alternatives to be proposed. Commissioner Goicoechea reminded the
Board that the LUPA did not adopt the state plan and that if nothing is done the LUPA
remains in place including the mineral withdrawals. He also stated that the options are
mineral withdrawal, no mineral withdrawal and a modified option would be that each project
should be reviewed so that the habitat can be ground-truthed prior to any withdrawal
decisions. Commissioner Tipton moved to accept the three alternatives and the items passed
on a second by President Elect Carson. She was directed to work further with
Commissioner’s Goicoechea, French and Jake Tibbets. She was also instructed to bring
back additional information on how NACO can become a cooperating agency on behalf of the
counties.
18. Update and Possible Action regarding NACO’s Efforts Seeking to Compel the U.S. Bureau
of Land Management to Comply with the Provisions of the Wild Free-Roaming Horse and
Burro Act. Jeff updated the board on the actions surrounding the draft appeal received on the
rd
date of the Board’s November meeting. The appeal was filed on November 23 and contained
several amendments prepared by Tori in concert with Mr. Pollot and Mayor Crowell. Mayor
Crowell noted that there is a chance to win the appeal with the work Tori completed on the
document. No action was taken.
19. Discussion and Possible Approval of a NACO Position Paper on the Basin and Range
National Monument Designation. Jeff noted that the original OPED was rewritten to be less
editorial at the direction of the Board, however due to the length of time it will no longer be
effective as an OPED and as the Antiquities Act is likely to be utilized again prior to the end of
year and that we have heard from Oregon on a proposed monument with lack of communication
and local input that changing the document to a position paper might be a better use of the
document. Commissioner Dahl noted support of a position paper more broadly addressing the
Antiquities Act to assist others with issues similar to what was experienced by the Basin and
Range designation. Commissioner Tipton moved to revise the document to a position paper for
Board approval and the item passed on a second by Commissioner Dahl.
20. Update on Recommendations Adopted by the Governor’s Drought Forum. Leo Drozdoff,
Director of the Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources gave the Board and
update on the development of the Forum and the process used to develop the report presented to
the Governor. The Forum identified areas of concern both in the public and private sector and
concentrated on education vs. penalization of residents, as well as reviewing programs that have
worked in one sector and determining how they could be used in others. The Forum’s
recommendations to the Governor include items in categories such as conservation, law,
research, financial & technical assistance, supply augmentation, long range planning, information
sharing and outreach and drought declarations and emergency actions. Additional concerns
addressed in the report include the ‘use it or lose it’ aspect of maintenance of water rights,
potential metering, local government’s approach for efficiency for new development and the
allowance of management plans. Some of the recommendations will require statutory changes
however; Mr. Drozdoff noted that the majority of Nevada water law is grounded in judicial opinion
which will need to be addressed in new statute. He also specifically noted that if a curtailment
order is issued the report specifies that it be only for outdoor water usage, as the law does not
currently state, to allow residents to effectively function within their homes. The report also
contains specific criteria for the declaration of a drought emergency. Commissioner Waits
inquired as to how the state is going to educate new legislators on the issue so the 2017 session
can be more effective. Mr. Drozdoff indicated that the report will be the key resource for
educating the legislature, it was also suggested that educating the members of NACO who in turn
can speak to their legislators would also be an effective tool.
21. NACO Committee of the Emeritus Update. Commissioner Irwin thanked staff for coordinating
the recent workshop noting that he received several comments on the success of the event. The
committee is continuing to work on the PAC and updates to the New Commissioner Handbook for

the 2016 NACO Conference. Commissioner Bates noted how helpful the handbook has been to
her as she navigates her first commission term. Dagny announced the next workshop in March
on Understanding Local Government Finance.
22. National Association of Counties and Western Interstate Region Board Member Updates.
Commissioner Irwin reported on his attendance at the Safe & Secure Counties symposium in
Colorado Springs including the workshops and trainings he attended. Commissioner French
reported on his attendance on a teleconference for WIR and that the full funding of PILT took a lot
of the push for public land transfers away. He also noted that wildfire funding was a large topic of
conversation and there was a lack of conversation about fire prevention. He also noted that there
was a lot of talk about transportation and what will happen with the passage of the FAST Act.
23. NACO Board Member Updates. Updates were given by several members of the Board on what
is occurring in their counties.
24. Public Comment. None was given
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NACO Position Paper on the Status of University of Nevada Cooperative
Extension (UNCE) and the Proposed UNCE-College of Agriculture,
Biotechnology, and Natural Resources Consolidation
In 2012-2013, the Nevada Association of Counties (NACO) had conversations with
President Marc Johnson and other representatives of the University of Nevada, Reno
regarding their proposal to consolidate the University’s Cooperative Extension
(UNCE) program with the College of Agriculture, Biotechnology, and Natural
Resources (CABNR). After hearing NACO’s objections, in a letter to NACO dated June
13, 2013, University President Marc Johnson stated that the University was not
going forward with the proposal at that time and would be working to build
relationships with the counties and engage in quarterly meetings with NACO.
During the subsequent two years, there were no meetings between NACO and UNR
in which the consolidation or future status of UNCE were discussed. Then, this
summer (2015), only after NACO a requested an update, counties were told that the
consolidation proposal would in fact move forward.
Following two meetings with representatives of the University, it has become clear
that the reasons that counties were concerned about both the proposed merger and
the health and stability of UNCE in 2013 are even stronger in 2015. NACO would
like to take this opportunity to make clear the concerns regarding both the
proposed merger and the current state of UNCE. Cooperative Extension provides
programs, services, and research that benefit not only Nevada’s counties, but also,
and more importantly, the Nevadans whose lives are improved by the outreach,
education, and resources that Cooperative Extension provides. NACO urges NSHE to
reconsider the proposal for consolidation and also to make assurances that the cuts
and administrative changes that have been made to UNCE will be restored and that
the program will be fully supported by the University going forward. Following the
outline below of the programmatic compromises that have been made to
Cooperative Extension in Nevada and the subsequent impacts to Nevada’s
communities and to the UNCE mission, is a list of assurances that NACO believes
must be met if UNCE is to continue to be the viable, award winning, program that
has served our State, the University, and Nevada’s communities so well in the past.
Opportunities for Collaboration and UNCE’s Record
In a letter from Provost Carman to the Faculty Senate dated August 25, 2015, the
Provost stated that one of the reasons behind the consolidation is to enhance
collaboration; however, currently there is not a lack of opportunity for collaboration
between UNCE and other University departments, just as there is no evidence to
suggest that there will be an overall increase in those opportunities were UNCE to
be put within one specific college. UNCE in its current form has actually been
remarkably successful and has received national recognition on a number of
occasions for their work - this is despite the fact that, comparatively, UNCE receives
less state dollars and is smaller in size than many of its counterparts across the
nation. In fact, recent data demonstrates that Rhode Island is the only state that has
less Extension faculty positions than Nevada. Yet, UNCE is the only extension
Nevada Association of Counties

program in the country to have received the National Excellence in Extension Award
twice. UNCE also received the USDA-NIFA (National Institute of Food and
Agriculture) Partnership Award twice, for two programs that support Nevada’s kids
and families. And the Living with Fire program was so successful that it became a
national model for wildfire prevention.
UNCE Funding
Since FY 2008-2009 the State portion of the UNCE budget has been cut over 70%,
resulting in a reduction of 39 positions (out of 69). During that same time, despite
severe county budget shortfalls and layoffs, counties have continued to dedicate
about the same amount of county dollars to Cooperative Extension. The results of
the 2009 cuts to Cooperative Extension were profound and the effects continue to
be felt by Nevadans across the State. Since 2009 there has been a relative
rebounding of the economy and recently much of the University’s budget has been
restored, with positions being added throughout University departments.
Cooperative Extension, however, has received only one small increase in funding,
for $500,000 (only 8% of what it would have taken to restore the cuts from 20082009.) Furthermore, this modest funding increase for UNCE was not supported by
University or NSHE Administration - it was awarded by the Legislature due to the
advocacy of UNCE Advisory Board members.
UNCE Positions
In addition, there has been no real restoration of UNCE positions. University
administration will argue that five new positions have been given to UNCE;
however, these positions are all split positions with other departments, and, the
evaluations and requirements for tenure will be determined by the other
departments/Colleges, not UNCE. This clearly places the focus of the positions on
on-campus work and other departments and does not encourage faculty members
to go out to counties and do outreach, UNCE programing, or education. Without a
focus in, or even the incentive to perform UNCE duties out in the field, these
positions are of little use to stakeholders throughout the state, and are also not
based on Cooperative Extension needs assessments that are regularly conducted at
the county level. Furthermore, these “new” split positions were granted to UNCE
over the past two years, despite the fact that in the June 13, 2013 letter to NACO,
President Johnson promised, “There will be no further split appointments between
UNCE and teaching responsibilities.” If past performance is the best indicator of
future action, these examples are indicators of how UNCE positions and activities
will continue to be managed going forward. The fears that UNCE will continue with
a lack of support and positions, and that UNCE dollars intended to fund programs off
campus will continue to be pulled onto campus and into other departments, are not
unfounded.
In addition to funding cuts, the administration has taken other actions that have
compromised UNCE’s ability to meet its mission and provide education and vital
programs in communities across Nevadan. One is the newly created requirement
that all UNCE faculty members who want tenure track positions have PhDs. UNCE
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faculty has traditionally been a mix of PhDs and faculty with other advanced degrees
- this reflects the varied academic and professional backgrounds required to meet
the complex needs of the Cooperative Extension mission. Extension faculty conduct
research but also meet community needs by doing outreach, education, and
coordinating and carrying out programming that ranges from 4-H and gardening to
career training and family support programs. This requirement handicaps the
ability of UNCE to replace retiring extension educators with the most qualified
professionals, especially in rural counties, yet increases incentives for the type of
solely research oriented candidate that might want to dedicate more time to on
campus activities. It also hinders the ability of UNCE to recruit and retain faculty. A
recent survey found that most Extension units in the West consider the master’s
degree the advanced degree required for tenure track Extension educators. There
are already examples of Nevada extension educator positions going unfilled as
educators retire.
Proposed Consolidation with the College of Agriculture
The University Administration has insisted that housing Cooperative Extension
within the College of Agriculture will enhance UNCE and will not pull state UNCE
dollars onto campus and out of extension offices and counties; however, the
counties are still concerned that this will not be the case. The aforementioned
examples of changes to the program, which were not vetted with stakeholders and
are contrary to previous commitments, have already weakened the program, and
counties have received no real assurances that such policies will not continue.
Though the Department of Agriculture, Biotechnology and Natural Resources
overlaps with a portion of UNCE’s charge, a significant portion of Cooperative
Extension activities are outside the purview of CABNR. This leaves further doubt as
to whether the proposed merger would support the full mission and activities of
Cooperative Extension. Though Agriculture is an important portion of UNCE’s
Mission, it is not the only focus. According to NRS 549.010, Cooperative Extension’s
charge is to “provide for continued educational, research, outreach and service
programs pertaining to agriculture, community development, health and nutrition,
horticulture, personal and family development, and natural resources in the rural
and urban communities (emphasis added) in the State of Nevada….” This is a
broad mission and an extremely varied list of program areas, making UNCE’s
current position as a stand-alone college with the ability to nimbly work with any
other department or college in the University system appropriate.
There are other Cooperative Extension programs in other land grant universities in
the U.S. that are housed within agriculture departments but only three of these are
in States with a similarly small sector of the State economy dedicated to agriculture
(UNCE/CABNR Planning Group Report, p. 11). NACO would ask whether programs
addressing small business support, youth career training, and literacy will be
supported within a college primarily focused on agriculture and natural resources?
And, if UNCE’s mission is to take many different types of knowledge into
communities in order to improve the social, economic, and environmental wellNevada Association of Counties
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being of Nevadans, how would being one further step removed from departments
like economics, health sciences, and education better achieve that goal?
Transparency and Communication with Partners and Stakeholders
Aside from a handful of recent meetings, some called by the counties themselves,
throughout the discussion on consolidating UNCE and CABNR there has been a lack
of effort to involve counties in the planning process for this decision, despite the fact
that UNCE and counties are partners. Discussions on the current proposal were
initiated by NACO, though it was clear that late this summer, when the counties did
reach out, that the proposal had already been discussed with faculty and that
planning had not included county stakeholders. Counties value extension because
of the connection that is created between their communities and the University, and
because of programs like 4-H, the Family Storyteller Literacy Program, and the
support of master gardeners, which many view as invaluable to all of the
communities in the State. There is an official mechanism through which the
administration and the counties work together on planning for UNCE and that is the
UNCE Advisory Board. This board, however, has not been called to meet for almost
two years and is, for all intents and purposes, currently defunct. This breakdown in
communications is further evidence that outreach to counties from the University,
whether it is in programming or governance, has not been made a priority.
The process for making a decision for a UNCE-CABNR consolidation has been
handled haphazardly at best, which is also a concern. The Administration has not
kept their promise, and their responsibility to the counties, to have them participate
in a process “over the next two years to… evaluate the most appropriate and
beneficial administrative structure for UNCE, CABNR, UNR, and the state of Nevada,”
as promised in June 2013. The original Planning Group, made up of UNCE faculty
and others and that was organized to produce a study on UNCE/CABNR
consolidation, stated in the final Planning Group Report that their product was
incomplete as they were not given enough time or the opportunity to incorporate
the input of key stakeholders and analysis (including from the deans of both
departments, UNCE Advisory Council members, and fiscal officers (p. 32). In
addition, the majority of concerns that were raised by the Report were dismissed in
a letter from Provost Carman dated February 15, 2013. There is no reason for NACO
to believe that this lack of transparency and dedication of proper analysis and
resources will not continue and further compromise UNCE.
Commitment and Assurances
As it stands now there are examples across the State of counties who, though they
are contributing the same amount of county revenue to their local cooperative
extension office, are seeing a significant decrease in Cooperative Extension services.
From Nye County to Pershing County, and from Washoe to Clark, there are fewer
extension educators, specialists, staff, and services, and communities are being
impacted. Each county has evidence of important programs, like 4H and Master
Gardeners, or programs that support families, being either cut or significantly
reduced. In 2006 UNCE published about 135 fact sheets, special publications, and
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other information documenting much of the research and work of UNCE faculty. By
2014, the production of these resources had fallen to a quarter of those produced
eight years earlier. This information is used by stakeholders and in support of
communities around the State and in 2014 consisted of only 36 publications.
The county funding that goes to UNCE programs, as well as the State budget dollars
that have been allocated, are both already approved for Cooperative Extension
outreach and educational programming, and, Nevada’s counties ask for a guarantee
that the entirety of this funding be used solely for UNCE activities that result in off
campus outreach and educational programs, both for this fiscal year and going
forward. Not only are counties the University’s partner in Cooperative Extension,
but counties also provide the largest single revenue source to the program.
Counties are justifiably concerned that significant policy changes continue to be
made to UNCE without any real notice or input on their behalf. The mission of
Cooperative Extension is an important one to counties, our State, the University
System, and one from which all Nevadans benefit. It is the position of Nevada’s
counties that, as a land grant university, the University administration should
commit itself to supporting a thriving Cooperative Extension and that, unless the
following assurances are officially adopted, Nevada’s counties, on behalf of all of
those throughout the State who benefit from the invaluable services that UNCE
provides to Nevada’s communities, must continue to question and protest the
decisions of the Administration regarding this program.
1. UNR and NSHE will request and support restoration of state-appropriated
resources for Extension programs throughout the state similar to the FY
2008-09 levels in the next Legislative session. This funding proposal should
be developed in collaboration with Extension Leadership and based on needs
identified at the county level.
2. ALL UNCE funds shall be used for UNCE activities only, activities intended to
be carried out “in the rural and urban communities in the State of Nevada”
(NRS 549.010):
- Per NRS.549.050, “All moneys appropriated pursuant to NRS
549.040 must be expended under the direction of the Director.”
The UNCE Director shall have all authority of expending all
Extension funds and managing its resources – state-appropriated,
county and federal, in accordance with state and federal laws.
3. The UNCE Advisory Committee will resume, at a minimum, quarterly
meetings, effective first quarter 2016. As was the case prior to 2013, it will
have representatives/stakeholders from throughout the state with diverse
interests in UNCE programs – rural, urban, various programs, various
geographic areas, etc., selected by UNCE leadership (Dean, Director, Area
Directors, Extension Educators, etc.), in consultation with the NACO Board of
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Directors. NACO shall have two appointments to this Board, one county
commissioner, and either the NACO Executive Director or Deputy Director.
4. UNCE shall maintain separate financial accounts and management of its
funds, and UNCE funds shall be under the exclusive control of the UNCE
Director. This shall include UNCE having its own CFO/Financial Director,
who is separate from any other entity/college.
5. UNCE shall be led by a Dean or Director, not an Assistant or Associate
Director.
6. UNCE shall conduct a national search for the Dean/Director of the University
of Nevada Cooperative Extension.
7. The terminal/advanced degree required for Extension Educator positions
will be determined on a case-by-case basis by the appropriate UNCE Area
Director, in consultation with the UNCE Director, and the UNCE Advisory
Committee.
8. The terminal/advanced degree required for other UNCE faculty positions
with regional or statewide responsibility will be determined on a case-bycase basis by the UNCE Director, in consultation with other UNCE leadership
(Dean, Director, Area Directors, Extension Educators, etc.), and the UNCE
Advisory Committee.
9. All UNCE faculty positions and Extension Educator positions shall remain
tenure track positions.
10. No joint appointments located on campus with UNCE and other NSHE units
shall be instituted from this point on with county funds, or with any stateappropriated funds specifically designated for Extension (including general
fund, as well as federal and county pass-through funds).
11. The UNCE Dean/Director may, in consultation with the UNCE Advisory
Committee, recommend approval of MOUs for joint appointments located on
campus with UNCE and other NSHE units that are to be funded by UNR’s
general state appropriations or other NSHE funds, funds not specifically
appropriated to UNCE.
12. The UNCE Director may, in consultation with the UNCE Advisory Committee
and NACO Board of Directors, recommend approval of MOUs that use
proportional Extension-appropriated funds for joint appointments located
off campus with UNCE and other NSHE units.
13. In future MOUs for joint positions, or for any current joint positions, with
UNCE, despite the origin of the funding, an MOU shall be created that
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includes measurable goals and evidence that the position is meeting UNCE’s
mission to provide education, outreach, and service programs to people
outside of the University, “in the rural and urban communities in the State of
Nevada,” (NRS 549.010). The MOUs shall also provide a mechanism for
ending the relationship if the UNCE Director concludes these goals are not
being satisfactorily met, and provide that the UNCE Director may redirect the
UNCE portion of the funding to other programs supporting the UNCE mission
as he/she sees fit, and as defined by state and federal law.
14. UNCE shall have the rights and responsibilities of a “major unit,” as defined
by NSHE and UNR bylaws and codes. This is to guarantee that any changes in
status would have to be approved at the level of the Board of Regents.
15. If there is consideration of elimination of any faculty or staff positions, or
combining of positions, resulting in termination of UNCE employees that may
result from the consolidated leadership, the UNCE Advisory Board shall be
consulted and given the opportunity to voice their opinions; and, any such
terminations must be approved by the UNCE Director, as well as the
Northern and Southern Area Directors, unanimously. Any such terminations
shall strictly adhere to procedures and give due notice, as dictated by NSHE
and UNR bylaws and codes.
16. Per NRS 549.070, “All supplies, materials, equipment, property or land
acquired for the use of county agricultural extension offices under the
provisions of chapter 213, Statutes of Nevada 1919, shall remain the
property of the county extension offices set up under the provisions of this
chapter.”

Nevada Association of Counties

7

The following links and/or pages are support for agenda
Item 11
http://lasvegassun.com/news/2015/nov/13/jury-awards-2-million-to-sons-in-case-of-looted-es/

The following links and/or pages are support for agenda
Item 12

Nevada Department of Public Safety
Division of Emergency Management

MISSION AND CAPABILITIES BRIEF
12/4/15

STATUTORY RESPONSIBILITIES (NRS 414)
•

•

•

•

•

Manage DEM resources and provide resources to statewide
EM organizations.
Prepare a comprehensive state emergency management plan
that is integrated with EM partners and their plans.
Institute a comprehensive planning, training, and exercises
plan with EM partners.
Administer and coordinate mutual aid agreements with other
states between political subdivisions of the state.
Conduct public outreach.

STATUTORY RESPONSIBILITIES (NRS 414)
•

•

•
•
•
•
•

Conduct studies and surveys of resources and capabilities for
EM response.
Administer the Emergency Assistance Account and the
Disaster Relief Account.
Administer the State Disaster Identification Team.
Coordinate Search and Rescue activities.
Coordinate Homeland Security efforts.
Activate SEOC as necessary.
Take all other preparatory steps ahead of emergencies.

DEM STRATEGIC PLANNING FRAMEWORK
Governor Sandoval’s Public Safety Strategic Priority
•

Safe and Livable Communities—Nevada is a great place to live, work,
and play, and State Government must provide public safety services
while protecting our national and cultural resources.

Department of Public Safety Vision, Mission, and Values
•

•

•

Vision: To be a unified multi-discipline and total force organization that
will provide excellent public safety services and will be known for our
abilities and resource capabilities to “to take care of business”
anywhere and anytime in the State of Nevada.
Mission: In partnership with the people of Nevada, the Department of
Public Safety provides services in support of protecting our citizens and
visitors by promoting safer communities through prevention,
preparedness, response, recovery, education, and enforcement.
Core Values: Integrity, Excellence, Courage, Accountability, Leadership,
Teamwork.

DEM VISION, MISSION, AND GOALS
•

•

•

Vision: Nevada’s Essential Emergency and Disaster Coordinating
Partner.
Mission: Coordinating preparedness, response, recovery, and
mitigation resources through partnerships to sustain safe and
livable communities for Nevada’s residents and visitors.
Goals:
1.
An efficient team, strengthened by collaboration,
communication, and leadership.
2.
An essential partner in the coordination of emergency and
disaster resources for the Whole Community.
3.
A statewide leader in sustaining and building emergency and
disaster response capacity.

DEM ADMINISTRATIVE OVERVIEW
•

33 Total Full-time Employees
•
•

•

5 Sections:
•
•
•
•
•

•

Fiscal and Administrative Section
Preparedness
Homeland Security
Grants/Mitigation/Recovery
Public Information Officer

Total State Appropriations for FY16
•
•
•

•

Carson City: 31 FTE
Las Vegas: 2 FTE

BA 3673: $372,611
BA 3675: $175,223
Total: $547,834

Total Federal Funding Authority for FY16
•
•
•

BA 3673: $4,770,840
BA 3675: $252,830
Total: $5,023,670

FISCAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE SECTION
•

Supports all facets of the agency (NRS 414.040.2)
•

Budgets/Closings (funding authority)
•
•

Coordinate BA 1335 Disaster Relief Account requests
Manage emergency, operating, and pass-through BAs
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

BA 1336: Emergency Assistance Account (NRS 414.135)
BA 3673: Operating/BA 3674 Pass through/BA 3675 HS Operating

Accounting (payables and receivables)
Personnel/Payroll
Travel and Purchasing
Audits and Financial Reporting
Contracts
Policies/Procedures/Internal Controls

PREPAREDNESS SECTION: PT&E
•

Planning: (NRS 414.040.4b)
•
•

•

Training: (NRS 414.040.4b)
•
•

•

State Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan
(SCEMP) (NRS 414.040)
State and Local Planning Initiatives and Deliverables
National Incident Management System-required training
Resource-specific training and SEOC staff training

Exercise (NRS 414.040.4c)
•
•

Activity to validate all planning and training events
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program
(HSEEP) Compliant

PREPAREDNESS SECTION: OPERATIONS
•

•

Resource Management
• Division of Emergency Management Coordination Center (DEMC)
• Statewide Resource Inventory
• Nevada Intrastate Mutual Aid System (NRS 414.020.1c), Emergency
Management Assistance Compact (EMAC), Interstate Mutual Aid
Coordination (NRS 415)
State Emergency Operation Center (SEOC) Management
• Duty Officers – 24-7
• Declaration of Emergency or Disaster (NRS 414.070)
• Emergency Support Function (ESF) – Multiple State Agencies that
support the SEOC
• WebEOC (Common Operating Picture Platform)
• Emergency communications coordination & satellite communications
vehicles
• State Technical Assistance Teams (NRS 353.2753)
• Search and Rescue Program (NRS 414.0170-260)

HOMELAND SECURITY
•
•

Governor’s Homeland Security Advisor (HSA)
Nevada Commission on Homeland Security (NCHS) (NRS 239C.120)
•

•

•
•

NCHS Committees:
• Critical Infrastructure Committee (CIC); Nevada Critical
Infrastructure Protection Plan Subcommittee (NCIPP); Cyber
Security Committee (CSC); Finance Committee; Legislative and
Bylaws Committee; and the State Homeland Security Strategy
Advisory Committee (SHSS).
Executive Order (EO) Advisory Committees:
• Homeland Security Working Group (HSWG) – EO 2015-32
• Nevada Public Safety Communications Committee (NPSCC) –
EO 2014-01

Annual Report of Governor (NRS 239C.200)
Nevada Fusion Center Report Liaison

GRANTS, RECOVERY, & MITIGATION SECTION
•

•
•

DEM is not only heavily funded by grants (95%) but it also works to provide
resources to local jurisdictions and tribal nations to support their local
services
There are two categories in grants: Pre & Post Disaster and Preparedness
Examples:
• Homeland Security Grant Program (HSGP)
• Emergency Management Performance Grants (EMPG)
• Pre-Disaster Mitigation Grants (PDM)
• Cooperating Technical Partners (CTP)
• Disaster Grants: Individual Assistance, Public Assistance, Post
Disaster Hazard Mitigation
• Communication Grants; State and Local Implementation Grant
Program (SLIGP)
• Department of Energy (DOE)
• Department of Education (DOE)
• Ebola preparedness grant funding

GRANTS, RECOVERY, & MITIGATION SECTION
•

Advisory Groups:
• Nevada Earthquake Safety Council (NESC)
• Nevada Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee
(NHMPC)
• Emergency Preparedness Working Group
(EPWG)
• Northern Nevada Volunteer Advisory
Committee
• Statewide Citizen Corps Council – EO 2011-26

PUBLIC INFORMATION OFFICER
The DEM Public Information Officer (PIO) “carries out public information
programs” (NRS 414.060.3.c) by communicating with local agencies, the public,
and the media. Key responsibilities include:
•
Gathering facts and information regarding daily activities and statewide
incidents
•
Public outreach and education as well as marketing awareness campaigns
•
Monitoring public opinions and media coverage
•
Public awareness as well as maintaining a social media and website
presence
•
Develop rapport with local, regional and state and federal agencies
•
Manages Joint Information Center
•
Prepare and distribute media releases
•
Additional responsibilities may include special event planning, news
conferences, and awards ceremonies
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COUNTY INDEX TAX REVENUE PROJECTIONS - FY17 - FY26
GASOLINE/GASOHOL
FY15
BASE GALLONS
COUNTY NAME
CARSON CITY
CHURCHILL
DOUGLAS
ELKO
ESMERALDA
EUREKA
HUMBOLDT
LANDER
LINCOLN
LYON
MINERAL
NYE
PERSHING
STOREY
WHITE PINE
TOTALS

TOTAL GASOLINE/
GASOHOL GALLONS
35,253,634
8,891,375
20,736,883
30,897,923
228,179
1,767,574
13,960,639
4,543,149
2,651,541
26,226,492
2,257,148
23,096,763
3,959,721
1,641,007
7,320,929
183,432,957

FY17
PROJECTED
GALLONS*
35,606,170
8,980,289
20,944,252
31,206,902
230,461
1,785,250
14,100,245
4,588,580
2,678,056
26,488,757
2,279,719
23,327,731
3,999,318
1,657,417
7,394,138

FY18

PROJECTED TAX**
$
1,068,185.11
$
269,408.66
$
628,327.55
$
936,207.07
$
6,913.82
$
53,557.49
$
423,007.36
$
137,657.41
$
80,341.69
$
794,662.71
$
68,391.58
$
699,831.92
$
119,979.55
$
49,722.51
$
221,824.15

185,267,287 $

FY19

PROJECTED
GALLONS*
35,962,232
9,070,092
21,153,694
31,518,971
232,765
1,803,102
14,241,248
4,634,466
2,704,837
26,753,644
2,302,517
23,561,008
4,039,311
1,673,991
7,468,080

PROJECTED TAX**
$
2,157,733.92
$
544,205.50
$
1,269,221.66
$
1,891,138.28
$
13,965.92
$
108,186.13
$
854,474.87
$
278,067.98
$
162,290.22
$
1,605,218.67
$
138,151.00
$
1,413,660.48
$
242,358.68
$
100,439.47
$
448,084.78

187,119,959

$11,227,197.57

5,558,018.60

*Projected growth of 1% per year
**Projected increase of $0.03 per year based on FY16 PPI indexing factor of 5.25%
This is a cumulative tax so subsequent increases are added to prior years indexed taxes
Clark and Washoe Counties are excluded from this spreadsheet as they have already enacted Indexing.

PROJECTED
GALLONS*
36,321,854
9,160,793
21,365,231
31,834,161
235,093
1,821,133
14,383,660
4,680,811
2,731,885
27,021,181
2,325,542
23,796,618
4,079,705
1,690,731
7,542,760

FY20

PROJECTED TAX**
$
3,268,966.89
$
824,471.33
$
1,922,870.82
$
2,865,074.49
$
21,158.37
$
163,901.99
$
1,294,529.43
$
421,272.99
$
245,869.68
$
2,431,906.28
$
209,298.77
$
2,141,695.62
$
367,173.41
$
152,165.80
$
678,848.44

188,991,159 $

17,009,204.31

PROJECTED
GALLONS*
36,685,073
9,252,400
21,578,884
32,152,503
237,444
1,839,345
14,527,497
4,727,619
2,759,204
27,291,393
2,348,797
24,034,584
4,120,502
1,707,638
7,618,188

FY21

PROJECTED TAX**
$
4,402,208.75
$
1,110,288.06
$
2,589,466.03
$
3,858,300.31
$
28,493.28
$
220,721.35
$
1,743,299.63
$
567,314.29
$
331,104.50
$
3,274,967.13
$
281,855.67
$
2,884,150.10
$
494,460.19
$
204,916.62
$
914,182.57

190,881,071 $

22,905,728.47

PROJECTED
GALLONS*
37,051,924
9,344,924
21,794,672
32,474,028
239,818
1,857,738
14,672,772
4,774,895
2,786,796
27,564,307
2,372,285
24,274,930
4,161,707
1,724,715
7,694,370

FY22

PROJECTED TAX**
$
5,557,788.55
$
1,401,738.67
$
3,269,200.87
$
4,871,104.14
$
35,972.76
$
278,660.71
$
2,200,915.78
$
716,234.29
$
418,019.44
$
4,134,646.00
$
355,842.78
$
3,641,239.51
$
624,255.98
$
258,707.23
$
1,154,155.49

192,789,881 $

28,918,482.20

PROJECTED
GALLONS*
37,422,443
9,438,374
22,012,619
32,798,768
242,217
1,876,315
14,819,500
4,822,644
2,814,664
27,839,950
2,396,008
24,517,679
4,203,324
1,741,962
7,771,314

FY23

PROJECTED TAX**
$
6,736,039.72
$
1,698,907.27
$
3,962,271.45
$
5,903,778.22
$
43,598.99
$
337,736.78
$
2,667,509.93
$
868,075.96
$
506,639.56
$
5,011,190.95
$
431,281.46
$
4,413,182.28
$
756,598.25
$
313,553.16
$
1,398,836.46

194,717,780 $

35,049,200.43

PROJECTED
GALLONS*
37,796,667
9,532,757
22,232,745
33,126,756
244,639
1,895,079
14,967,695
4,870,871
2,842,811
28,118,349
2,419,968
24,762,856
4,245,357
1,759,382
7,849,027

FY24

PROJECTED TAX**
$
7,937,300.13
$
2,001,879.07
$
4,668,876.52
$
6,956,618.67
$
51,374.14
$
397,966.50
$
3,143,215.87
$
1,022,882.84
$
596,990.28
$
5,904,853.34
$
508,193.31
$
5,200,199.79
$
891,524.94
$
369,470.14
$
1,648,295.63

196,664,958 $

41,299,641.17

PROJECTED
GALLONS*
38,174,634
9,628,085
22,455,073
33,458,023
247,085
1,914,029
15,117,372
4,919,579
2,871,239
28,399,533
2,444,168
25,010,485
4,287,810
1,776,975
7,927,517

FY25

PROJECTED TAX**
$
9,161,912.15
$
2,310,740.41
$
5,389,217.47
$
8,029,925.55
$
59,300.44
$
459,367.05
$
3,628,169.17
$
1,180,699.05
$
689,097.35
$
6,815,887.85
$
586,600.28
$
6,002,516.33
$
1,029,074.50
$
426,474.10
$
1,902,604.09

198,631,608 $

47,671,585.80

PROJECTED
GALLONS*
38,556,380
9,724,366
22,679,624
33,792,603
249,556
1,933,170
15,268,545
4,968,775
2,899,951
28,683,528
2,468,610
25,260,590
4,330,689
1,794,745
8,006,792

FY26

PROJECTED TAX**
$ 10,410,222.68
$
2,625,578.79
$
6,123,498.36
$
9,124,002.90
$
67,380.12
$
521,955.81
$
4,122,507.22
$
1,341,569.29
$
782,986.86
$
7,744,552.57
$
666,524.57
$
6,820,359.18
$
1,169,285.91
$
484,581.20
$
2,161,833.90

200,617,924 $

54,166,839.37

PROJECTED
GALLONS*
38,941,944
9,821,610
22,906,420
34,130,529
252,052
1,952,501
15,421,231
5,018,463
2,928,951
28,970,363
2,493,296
25,513,195
4,373,995
1,812,693
8,086,860

PROJECTED TAX**
$ 11,682,583.24
$
2,946,482.87
$
6,871,925.93
$ 10,239,158.81
$
75,615.47
$
585,750.40
$
4,626,369.22
$
1,505,538.87
$
878,685.26
$
8,691,109.00
$
747,988.69
$
7,653,958.63
$
1,312,198.63
$
543,807.79
$
2,426,058.05

202,624,103 $

60,787,230.85

Totals
62,382,941.14
15,733,700.63
36,694,876.67
54,675,308.42
403,773.33
3,127,804.21
24,703,998.49
8,039,312.96
4,692,024.83
46,408,994.51
3,994,128.12
40,870,793.83
7,006,910.04
2,903,838.03
12,954,723.56

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

County Portion
40,330,571.45
10,171,837.45
23,723,237.77
35,347,586.90
261,039.46
2,022,125.42
15,971,135.02
5,197,415.83
3,033,394.05
30,003,414.95
2,582,203.83
26,422,968.21
4,529,967.34
1,877,331.29
8,375,228.78

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

State Portion
22,052,369.69
5,561,863.17
12,971,638.90
19,327,721.53
142,733.87
1,105,678.79
8,732,863.47
2,841,897.13
1,658,630.78
16,405,579.56
1,411,924.29
14,447,825.62
2,476,942.70
1,026,506.74
4,579,494.78

$ 324,593,128.77

$

209,849,457.75

$

114,743,671.02

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

The following links and/or pages are support for agenda
Item 17

The following links and/or pages are support for agenda
Item 19

The following links and/or pages are support for agenda
Item 20

The following links and/or pages are support for agenda
Item 21

