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The Committee on Government Affairs was called to order by Vice Chairwoman Dina Neal 
at 10:03 a.m. on Wednesday, April 26, 2017, in Room 4100 of the Legislative Building, 
401 South Carson Street, Carson City, Nevada.  The meeting was videoconferenced to 
Room 4406 of the Grant Sawyer State Office Building, 555 East Washington Avenue, 
Las Vegas, Nevada.  Copies of the minutes, including the Agenda (Exhibit A), the 
Attendance Roster (Exhibit B), and other substantive exhibits, are available and on file in the 
Research Library of the Legislative Counsel Bureau and on the Nevada Legislature's website 
at www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/79th2017. 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 
Assemblywoman Dina Neal, Vice Chairwoman 
Assemblywoman Shannon Bilbray-Axelrod 
Assemblyman Chris Brooks 
Assemblyman Richard Carrillo 
Assemblyman Skip Daly 
Assemblyman John Ellison 
Assemblywoman Amber Joiner 
Assemblyman Al Kramer 
Assemblyman Jim Marchant 
Assemblyman Richard McArthur 
Assemblyman William McCurdy II 
Assemblywoman Daniele Monroe-Moreno 

 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT: 
 

Assemblyman Edgar Flores, Chairman (excused) 
Assemblywoman Melissa Woodbury (excused) 
 

 
GUEST LEGISLATORS PRESENT: 
 

None 
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STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 

Jered McDonald, Committee Policy Analyst 
Jim Penrose, Committee Counsel 
Carol Myers, Committee Secretary 
Cheryl Williams, Committee Assistant 

 
OTHERS PRESENT: 

 
Jeffrey Haag, Administrator, Purchasing Division, Department of Administration  
Barry Smith, Executive Director, Nevada Press Association 
Pat Whitten, County Manager, Storey County  
Jack McGuffey, Commissioner, Storey County  
Lisa A. Gianoli, representing Washoe County 
Nick Marano, City Manager, Carson City 
Jeff Page, County Manager, Lyon County 
Mary C. Walker, representing Douglas County 
Scott Jolcover, Chairman, Virginia City Tourism Commission 
Kim Fegert, Project Manager, Gold Hill Historical Society 

 
Vice Chairwoman Neal: 
[Roll was called.  Committee rules and protocol were explained.]  I will open the hearing on 
Senate Bill 39. 
 
Senate Bill 39:  Revises provisions relating to state purchasing. (BDR 27-122) 
 
Jeffrey Haag, Administrator, Purchasing Division, Department of Administration: 
Senate Bill 39 proposes changes to Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 333.300, 333.310, 
and 333.370 as they relate to posting and advertising requirements for state solicitation 
opportunities (Exhibit C).  Currently, if the estimated contract value is expected to exceed 
$50,000, NRS requires we advertise in at least one newspaper of general circulation in 
the state.  To date, we run advertisements most Wednesdays in the north and the south with 
an annual budget of $11,388.  
 
Additionally, NRS 333.370 requires a notice of award to be physically posted in at least 
three public buildings, including the location of the using agency.  Directly in line with the 
Governor's strategic initiative to create a responsive and efficient state government, this bill  
addresses ongoing concerns by the vendor community regarding the need for focused 
communication, and creates efficiencies and transparency by consolidating all 
procurement-related advertisements, postings, and communications to the website of the 
Purchasing Division, Department of Administration. 
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As we work to move the Purchasing Division forward, it is important that we embrace 
technology and communicate solicitation opportunities in a manner that garners the highest 
level of attention from potential bidders.  This initiative to consolidate communication to the 
Purchasing Division website directly supports an eProcurement technology initiative we are 
pursuing this session.  The eProcurement system will be tied to the Purchasing Division 
website providing a one-stop shop for all vendors to view Nevada solicitation opportunities 
and the existing contract status and engage directly with state agencies. 
 
Posting electronic solicitation opportunities will provide us the analytics to understand who is 
reviewing our solicitations and begin to understand why vendors are not responding to 
solicitations.  There are key data elements we cannot get through traditional advertising 
strategies.  This process improvement will allow the Purchasing Division to focus on those 
communication channels that are most effective.  This bill will allow us to focus our attention 
on educating and communicating with vendors on how best to work with them in their 
preferred method. 
 
Assemblyman Joiner:  
I appreciate wanting to save resources, but I thought the purpose of newspapers was for 
a history or an archiving of what is happening in the state.  It looks like you are already 
authorized to use the Internet, but you are removing the postings in the buildings and the 
newspaper.  My concern is we still have a lot of people who do not use the Internet.  If the 
notice is not posted in the building where it is being affected, that seems an unnecessary 
change, but I also worry about archiving.  How would someone look back historically to 
view the past postings? 
 
Jeff Haag: 
Today, our website has the ability to archive that information.  The eProcurement system will 
store the historical information and it will be available to the general public for review.  
I agree and appreciate your point about making the notices available outside of the Internet, 
whether it be in the newspaper or a physical location.  The vendor community includes the 
businesses that engage with these notices, and they have expressed that when pursuing 
statewide business opportunities, they are not looking in the newspaper or visiting the 
using agencies.  They have requested there be one central location where all solicitation 
opportunities—current, future, and past—can be viewed.  Also, we want them to be able to 
respond to solicitation opportunities all in one central location. 
 
Assemblyman Joiner:  
I understand your focus on who will bid on the solicitation opportunities.  However, there is 
a transparency issue when public money is being spent, and I am concerned that the general 
public should know what solicitation opportunities are available from state agencies.  I do not 
understand why it is not possible to post on the Internet now to give the vendor 
community a central location. 
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Jeff Haag: 
Currently, our solicitation opportunities are posted on our website, and I appreciate the 
perspective on the public notice.  The level of content we provide in the newspaper is 
very limited.  I do not know how much information we are truly communicating in that 
advertisement, other than there is a solicitation opportunity available through the 
Purchasing Division.  I certainly see the relevance of the physical posting.  We are hearing 
from our customers and vendors that they are not using the printed versions to access the 
information.  That does not mean other people are not, but we are not hearing from them. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
To follow up on Assemblywoman Joiner's concern, Nevada has rural counties where the 
Internet might not be readily available.  How is the Purchasing Division disseminating 
the notices to the rural counties? 
 
Jeff Haag: 
Today, we predominately advertise in the Las Vegas Review-Journal and the 
Reno Gazette-Journal.  If there is a solicitation opportunity for a state agency or local 
government in a rural area, we will run a specific advertisement in that rural newspaper.  
We may be uninformed as to who is reading the solicitation opportunities and the level of 
value we receive from that physical posting.  We continue to hear from the vendor 
community that they are missing opportunities because they are not looking in the 
newspapers.  They may not be informed about the postings on our website.  The vendor 
community is requesting an online portal where they can conduct business with the state.  
Our business opportunities begin at that notice of solicitation.  To my knowledge, the posting 
of solicitation opportunities in the rural areas' newspapers is not a concern that has been 
voiced to us. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
Section 4, subsection 5 reads like appeal language if the award is canceled.  The hearing 
officer must readvertise the bids or proposals if there is a lack of compliance.  What is a lack 
of compliance?  What is the process? 
 
Jeff Haag: 
A lack of compliance refers to NRS Chapter 333 and what happens if a protest or an appeal is 
filed.  The hearing officer has the ability to cancel a respective solicitation opportunity, and it 
is no longer valid.  If the Purchasing Division decides to reissue the solicitation opportunity, 
we will contact the hearing officer.  The cancellation reason might be an error in the 
procedure for developing the solicitation opportunity.  We would amend the process, revise 
the solicitation opportunity, and rerelease it.  Section 5 is referring to the readvertising of 
bids or proposals.  If a new award is issued, we are required to readvertise that bid 
or proposal. 
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Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
Is there anyone in Carson City or Las Vegas wishing to speak in support of S.B. 39?  
[There was no one.]  Is there anyone in Carson City or Las Vegas wishing to speak in 
opposition to S.B. 39? 
 
Barry Smith, Executive Director, Nevada Press Association: 
I am in opposition to S.B. 39 because it removes the requirement for a published public 
notice in the newspapers.  I am always speaking in favor of more notice, not less.  I applaud 
the efforts of the Purchasing Division for its technological improvements and making the 
solicitation opportunities available on its website.   
 
I worry about the consequences of removing required notices from the statute.  In this 
instance, there are two purposes for the notices.  First, it notifies potential vendors, and 
second, it notifies the public.  As I understand the bill, the Purchasing Division is planning to 
spend $1 million on an eProcurement system to enhance its ability to work with the vendor 
community.  How is the public informed of the solicitation opportunities?  How does 
a person or business that is not registered find out about them?  For me, the answer is simple.  
The entire benefit of this bill to the state is a little over $11,000 a year, but the cost of 
removing the notice to the public is a lack of accountability or public scrutiny on how their 
money is spent by state agencies through solicitation and award of bids. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
It was stated that the vendors need a better mechanism to do business with the state and that 
mechanism is the Internet.  Do you think that is a valid argument?  Clearly, people are 
moving in a paperless direction.  I have a concern about the rural areas and their ability to 
access information on bids and proposals of the past, present, and future.  Do you think 
S.B. 39 will still provide the necessary public transparency? 
 
Barry Smith: 
Yes, I agree the solicitation opportunities should be on the Purchasing Division's website.  
They post their solicitation opportunities almost daily.  When they are posted on the 
website, I think they should be in the newspaper for the record.  Newspapers archive and 
reach the general public. 
 
Nevada has over 350 agencies—state, local, school boards, water districts, et cetera.  There 
are many types of solicitation opportunities available, such as a request to install an 
air-conditioning system.  Presumably, if you are a registered vendor, the Purchasing Division 
will contact you.  The bill is saying everyone must check the Purchasing Division's website 
daily if he or she wants to know what solicitation opportunities are available.  As a member 
of the public interested in where my taxpayer dollars are spent, I am not going to the website 
to find out.  There is a difference between a public notice and a public record.  A public 
notice is a requirement to distribute information to the public.  When the Purchasing Division 
advertises, those public notices are received by over 200,000 homes in Nevada.  To view 
a public record, if it is available, you must know where to look for it.  That is a distinct 
difference from a public notice, where the obligation is to push that information out. 
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Assemblywoman Bilbray-Axelrod:  
It was mentioned the solicitation opportunities are printed in the Las Vegas Review-Journal 
and the Reno Gazette-Journal.  Can you tell me what those circulations are? 
 
Barry Smith: 
It totals around 200,000 subscribers.  The Las Vegas Review-Journal is approximately 
170,000 subscribers, and the Reno Gazette-Journal is approximately 30,000 to 
40,000 subscribers.  If you would like me to get more accurate numbers, I can do that. 
 
Assemblywoman Bilbray-Axelrod: 
In the Las Vegas Review-Journal, the requests for proposals are currently in the back of the 
newspaper.  I read the newspaper every day, and I skip that section.  A vendor would have to 
know to look there specifically.  I would think they would investigate online.  
To Assemblywoman Joiner's question, I understand there is a percentage of the population 
who do not have Internet access, but there are libraries and other public areas where people 
can access public notice information.  Correct? 
 
Barry Smith: 
Yes, absolutely correct.  I think there are some people who read public notices in the paper.  
The last survey my office did found that about 30 percent of newspaper readers viewed 
public notices regularly.  They are located under public notices in the newspapers and 
comprise all types such as foreclosures or zoning changes.  Literally hundreds of Nevada 
statutes require public notices, and if I want to glance through them, they are available to me 
in a central location.  In 2010, the Nevada Press Association began compiling the public 
notices from the newspapers' websites, and they are published on a statewide site.   
 
I do not like to see notices cut back.  I like to see notices reach more people.  In most cases, 
the people who are not on the Internet are rural, poor, minorities, or seniors.  We are saying 
those people are not important enough to notify. 
 
Assemblyman Carrillo:  
I view public notices as for a person looking for a particular thing.  Public notices include 
defaults on loans, adoptions, bankruptcies, and things like that.  If you are in a particular 
industry, you will be looking for specifics on the Internet and the newspaper.  I understand 
your point concerning people without Internet access and that the newspaper would be their 
resource, but a lot of entities are moving away from that.  I am trying to justify the point of 
utilizing another service versus the tried-and-true newspaper.  Are you saying we should not 
rely on the Internet? 
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Barry Smith: 
Yes, I am very much saying that.  We should not rely solely on the Internet.  I am kind of 
old-fashioned.  I read books, I watch baseball, and I shop in brick-and-mortar stores.  
That  does not mean I do not shop on Amazon.com or read e-books on a Kindle.  
My preference is my preference, and I want to make it as easy as possible for these people to 
access public notices.   
 
I say yes, put them on the Internet.  I say put them in print because traditionally they have 
been in print and people know where to look for them.  At the Division of State Library, 
Archives and Public Records, Department of Administration, I can go back 150 years and 
find public notices that exist because they were published in the newspaper.  I agree times are 
changing, and there are many ways to reach a lot of people, but my point is, we should reach 
as many as possible.  I looked at this and said the bill would provide the state a savings 
benefit of $11,000.  The cost is we begin to eliminate people who do not have Internet 
access. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
Is there anyone in Carson City or Las Vegas wishing to speak in the neutral position?  [There 
was no one.]  Are there any closing remarks from the bill sponsor? 
 
Jeff Haag: 
From the Purchasing Division's perspective, the benefit of S.B. 39 is a focused 
communication on industry within and outside the state with the objective of providing the 
most detailed information available as it relates to available solicitation opportunities.  
A central location will allow the vendor community to view and fully understand the 
solicitation opportunity and, I hope, respond to it.  This will support our objective. 
 
The bill is not to save the roughly $11,000 in costs to publish public notices.  It is to increase 
transparency, better engage industry, and make the solicitation process easier.  Hopefully, 
that will improve vendor participation, give better value, and provide better service for the 
state.  That is the value to the state in passing S.B. 39.   
 
Mr. Smith reached out to me early, and I respect the industry he represents.  I think these 
notices are a different type of public notice, such as a meeting notice.  Also, the website is 
available to everyone.  You do not have to have a vendor registration or vendor login.  The 
website provides full transparency to everyone.  Everyone can view what is available, what is 
being solicited, and what is being spent on state contracting opportunities.  
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal: 
I will close the hearing on S.B. 39.  I will open the hearing on Senate Bill 57 (1st Reprint). 
 
  



Assembly Committee on Government Affairs 
April 26, 2017 
Page 8 
 
Senate Bill 57 (1st Reprint):  Revises provisions relating to the Nevada Commission for 

the Reconstruction of the V & T Railway. (BDR S-414) 
 
Pat Whitten, County Manager, Storey County: 
To my left is Storey County Commissioner Jack McGuffey, who is also Vice Chairman of 
the Nevada Commission for the Reconstruction of the V & T Railway.  I would like to 
present a brief historical overview of the Virginia & Truckee Railroad (V & T) and recap our 
bill, Senate Bill 57 (1st Reprint). 
 
The V & T was born in 1869.  In that year, it was called the richest railroad, moving gold and 
silver from the mines in Virginia City down to Carson City and Washoe Valley.  The train 
brought goods, staples, supplies, and lumber back up to the Comstock.  In 1938, mining 
declined, and the line from Virginia City to Carson City was abandoned.  Twelve years later, 
in 1950, the tracks between Carson City and Reno and Carson City and Minden were torn up 
and abandoned. 
 
In 1974, a Comstock icon, Robert Gray, relaid tracks between Virginia City and Gold Hill.  
We refer to it as the short line, and it is a private commercial operation.  Additionally, he 
placed an engine house on the original 1800s site.  In 1993, this legislative body created the 
Tri-County Railway Commission, and that has evolved into the Nevada Commission for the 
Reconstruction of the V & T Railway.  That is the long line.  The long line is 
a government-supported project with the main focus on tourism generation. 
 
Our goal is simple.  Senate Bill 57 (1st Reprint) will restructure and streamline the number of 
members on the Nevada Commission for the Reconstruction of the V & T Railway.  
Currently, there are nine members on this Commission, and we propose to reduce that to five.  
The current members are representatives from the Board of Supervisors of Carson City; 
representatives from the Boards of County Commissioners of Douglas, Lyon, Storey, and 
Washoe Counties; and representatives appointed by the Governor, the Speaker of the 
Assembly, and the Senate Majority Leader.  Also, the Virginia & Truckee Railroad Historical 
Society has a representative, but that entity is basically defunct now.  In 2000, 
Douglas County and Washoe County were added to the Nevada Commission for the 
Reconstruction of the V & T Railway, with the thought process that those counties would be 
able to realize tourism benefits and participate financially in the build-out and the operation 
of the Commission.  Unfortunately, that never materialized in any substantial amount.   
 
We are very happy with the current Commission.  They built the long line over the years, but 
the V & T has evolved from a build to an operational attention.  We think streamlining the 
Commission and having persons or entities with a vested interest makes the most sense.   
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Current funding for the V & T comes in large part from ticket sales and a voter-approved 
0.25 cent sales tax override.  Carson City has a 0.125 cent sales tax override and a 2 percent 
room tax commitment.  Through the process of developing this bill and presenting 
it to the Senate, we have garnered the support of essentially everyone.  Douglas County, 
Lyon County, Washoe County, the Assembly Speaker, and the Senate Majority Leader are all 
comfortable being removed from the Commission.  Our bill cleared the Senate 21-0 
a week ago.   
 
There are no costs to the state.  There are some minor cost savings on per diems or mileage 
reimbursement for members driving from Lyon County, Washoe County, and 
Douglas County.  In the long run, we propose overall savings.  Storey County, Carson City, 
and the two newly appointed tourism bureaus are prepared and able to do the fiscal 
accounting that is currently contracted out.  We are considering providing legal counsel 
through the Storey County District Attorney's Office, but the Commission has a stellar legal 
counsel who is very well versed in the project.  We will save marketing costs by bringing on 
the Virginia City Tourism Commission and the Carson City Visitors Bureau.  We think they 
can effectively market our tourism asset to the maximum degree because that is what they do. 
 
I cannot stress enough that the present Commission has done a great job, but it is time to 
move forward in a more operationally focused mode.  In conclusion, we wish to seek 
approval to streamline the Commission and have representatives with a directly invested 
interest in it to maintain our focus on being results-oriented.  Thank you for your time 
and interest. 
 
Assemblyman Ellison:  
The Commission has done a great job with the V & T, and it is a really important asset for 
that area.  Is the reason for reducing the membership to five because of quorum issues?  
Will that make it easier to operate? 
 
Pat Whitten: 
Yes, a nine-member board is sometimes unwieldy, particularly if a member is coming from 
Yerington.  But, more important, it puts people with a vested interest on the Commission.  
You may hear testimony coming from my peers today.  When we proposed this bill, 
Lyon County was not even sure why they were a member of this Commission.  The need to 
bring on additional players to generate revenue disappeared over the years.  A smaller 
quorum is a need in part, but mostly it is the desire to have a more cohesive Commission 
with a primary focus on tourism. 
 
Jack McGuffey, Commissioner, Storey County: 
It was expressed to me by members of Lyon County, Douglas County, and Washoe County 
that they felt a little guilty voting on issues that they had no public interest in. 
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Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
I think the revised composition of the Commission is interesting in that the appointees of the 
Speaker of the Assembly and the Senate Majority Leader are removed, but the Governor's 
appointee remains.  I understand having people with a vested interest is the desired outcome, 
but is the Office of the Governor more in tune than the Legislature? 
 
Pat Whitten: 
I would never say on the record that the Governor is more attuned to tourism.  The focus was 
driven as a tiebreaker.  After restructuring, four members remained.  Both leaderships were 
comfortable in eliminating their appointees, and the Governor, through the 
Lieutenant Governor, has an active hand year-round as Chair of the Commission on Tourism 
within the Department of Tourism and Cultural Affairs. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
I brought it up because we have new members in the Legislature and depending on their 
interests, they may have an interest in the Commission.  Was there a conversation in the 
Senate about new legislative members who might want to be a part of the Commission? 
 
Pat Whitten: 
There was not a discussion of that in the Senate.  We had conversations with leadership and 
leadership staff.  I think it was a realization that they had an appointment.  Typically, the 
appointment would be a citizen-at-large and not a member of the Legislature. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
Did the Commission ever have a citizen-at-large? 
 
Pat Whitten: 
Yes, in both cases.  Delsye Mills serves at the pleasure of the Speaker of the Assembly.  
John Tyson was the Senate Majority Leader's appointee but he constructively resigned, and 
I do not believe that position was ever filled. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
Has the Speaker's appointee been consistently showing up? 
 
Jack McGuffey: 
John Tyson has not shown up in over a year.  Delsye Mills has shown up for the most part 
and a lot of times teleconferences. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
I call this the give-a-hoot bill because it is about people who have an interest in the V & T 
and push forward the agenda with meaningful conversations and decisions.  Is there anyone 
in Carson City or Las Vegas wishing to speak in support of S.B. 57 (R1)? 
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Jack McGuffey: 
I have been on the Commission for about two years, and I have watched a couple of 
budget cycles.  This train runs in the red all year long until Christmastime.  The V & T makes 
all its money on The Polar Express train ride.  This year was a little iffy because the engine 
the Commission purchased requires $400,000 worth of repairs.  Mr. Gray's engine needs 
repairs, too, and he was only able to pull two cars when he could have used three.  We may 
not be that lucky every year.  If a train is down, we will be in the hole before it is all said 
and done. 
 
Streamlining the Commission with the directors of the Virginia City Tourism Commission 
and the Carson City Visitors Bureau Board will attune the V & T with events held in each 
county.  They can work together to get ridership up.  Those ticket sales will help to maintain 
the trains and to continue building the rail.  The Commission would still like to make the 
loop down by the river on Deer Run Road in Carson City.  In Virginia City, a tunnel is 
needed, and there is a bond to build it.  It will not happen unless we increase the ticket sales. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
How much money is generated from the 2 percent room tax? 
 
Jack McGuffey: 
The tax is a 0.25 cent sales tax and generates around $500,000 a year. 
 
Lisa A. Gianoli, representing Washoe County: 
I want to go on record that we support the change and understand the reasons why the 
Commission needs restructuring. 
 
Nick Marano, City Manager, Carson City: 
We support the position that has been articulated by Storey County.  We believe S.B. 57 (R1) 
will streamline the decision-making and enhance the marketing capability of the V & T.  
We fully support this bill. 
 
Jeff Page, County Manager, Lyon County: 
I will echo the statements of Carson City and Washoe County.  Lyon County is very 
supportive as was testified to earlier.  Our commissioners who participate wonder why they 
are voting on something that might adversely or positively impact Storey County or 
Carson City.   
 
Mary C. Walker, representing Douglas County: 
I am speaking on behalf of Douglas County today, and they are in support of this bill. 
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Scott Jolcover, Chairman, Virginia City Tourism Commission: 
I have been a resident of Nevada for almost 42 years with 5 years in southern Nevada.  I am 
the Director of Business Development for Comstock Mining Inc., and I serve on the 
Northern Nevada Development Authority's construction and design committee.  I have been 
in business since the age of 13. 
 
I am very much vested in the V & T, as my company, Virginia City Ventures, donated the 
very first property in American Flat to the Tri-County Railway Commission when it was 
formed.  I was in the original party that met and toured the entire line with the vision of what 
it has become today.  This infant that was born and started to crawl now needs to walk.  
The efficiencies and the savings with the passage of this bill will enhance that, coupled with 
the timing of the industrial growth in Storey County.  It could not be a better time for the 
passage of this bill for the efficiencies it will create and for people who really care about the 
success of the V & T. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
Is there anyone in Carson City or Las Vegas wishing to speak in opposition to S.B. 57 (R1)?  
[There was no one.]  I would like to mention that my dad, retired Senator Joe Neal, is in the 
audience today. 
 
Assemblyman Ellison:  
I would like to acknowledge my admiration. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
Is there anyone in Carson City or Las Vegas wishing to speak in the neutral position? 
 
Kim Fegert, Project Manager, Gold Hill Historical Society: 
I have been involved with this project for at least 30 years, which means well before the 
railroad reconstruction took off.  I have worked for the original operators of the railroad 
since 1982.  I am very familiar with how the new operation came about.  Through an 
organization, I formed the Gold Hill Historical Society.  We have put hundreds of thousands 
of dollars into various aspects of the V & T operation. 
 
In the early days, when this project was moving from an embryo, we spent a lot of time 
doing what we understand nonprofit organizations are supposed to do in the service of 
the public—we solicited material donations to help begin the recreation of this railroad.  
We also spent a lot of time in a county building that was an original train station.  We put 
about $350,000 into the rehabilitation of that particular structure.  When the City of Reno's 
ReTRAC [Reno Transportation Rail Access Corridor] project was underway, we received 
a donation of all the material as far as track and ties from that project, which added a value of 
another $500,000 to the project.  It was some of the first rail that was laid and where the 
trains run today.  We spent a lot of time working in the direction of supporting this project.   
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Early on, when nothing else was coming down the pike, we showed people what could be 
done under a nonprofit organization's auspices.  We were heralded as heroes.  Unfortunately, 
I am here to report that every project has its underbelly.  When the operation was close to 
completion, we found ourselves on the outside looking in because money started to flow into 
the project.  It has now been supporting the retirement of a few dozen contractors involved.   
 
Concerning the current bill, we support the idea of downsizing the Commission.  
My  experience after attending Commission meetings is that it was made larger by 
a few commissioners trying to figure out a way to stay on the Commission when their term 
was up.  It looked to them a pretty easy catch to try to dig money out of other entities, 
including the Legislature, by just adding more representation.  The unfortunate thing about 
this is the original study predicted 250,000 people a year would ride the V & T.  Generally 
speaking, outside of the Santa Train, during the operating season the train runs about 9,000 to 
10,000 people a year.  You can easily see the $40 million taxpayer investment is not exactly 
ringing with return or success. 
 
We support the idea of shrinking the Commission to a manageable size.  My experience is 
the reason they have so little attendance is because there is little benefit to the people who 
were added to the Commission.  When you are clear on the real reason why and what, there 
is no way I can blame Washoe County, Douglas County, or Lyon County for wanting to 
concentrate their resources on things that matter to them, rather than the possibility of getting 
credit for three or four people a year who stayed at the Atlantis Casino Resort Spa [in Reno] 
because they came to ride the train.  It does not make any sense for them to be involved 
in this. 
 
In discussion with another Assemblyman, I made it clear that after my involvement with 
this—what happened to us in the end and the way we were treated—that my personal 
position is I am the person pulling the fire alarm.  I am trying to indicate that there is 
something going on with this thing that has been glossed over with the shiny reports of 
children witnessing Santa Claus once a year with smiles on their faces.  Unfortunately, my 
son, who is 18 and has been involved in this since he could walk, has never had an 
experience that good.   
 
The Assemblyman asked me, What should we really do with this thing?  If shrinking it is not 
going to add to a basic problem of accountability because a lot of people who are involved 
with it are not interested in it, then how can we fix this?  I was reluctant to offer any ideas, 
but since I was the only one asked, the thought I had was the representation needs to have not 
only interested entities, but the State of Nevada.  It was done that way because you have to 
have an entity with a bunch of other commissions involved in it to have a physical ownership 
of it and be able to manage the asset.   
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Under the circumstances, the State of Nevada has allowed other people to manage their asset, 
and they have done what they will with it.  What resulted is contractors making really good 
money on it and absolutely no money whatsoever put into any sort of a place to maintain the 
state's railway infrastructure.  Subsequently, whenever this operation runs low on money 
because of poorly negotiated contracts, they have to start running around looking for other 
people to make money from, whether it be each of the counties involved or, eventually, the 
Legislature.  My thought was somebody from a state entity willing to look at this through 
a clear eye rather than through sentiment needs to be put on the Commission.  I suggested 
that someone from the Department of Transportation (NDOT) be put on the Commission 
because they are transportation people.  They are aware of railroad interactions; they 
understand budgets, and they understand the proper way to bid projects.  Another person 
I thought would be handy would be a representative from the Department of Tourism and 
Cultural Affairs. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
You are offering input, but you are speaking in the neutral position.  Are you in opposition to 
S.B. 57 (R1)? 
 
Kim Fegert: 
It is a difficult position for me because I support the bill as far as reducing the size of the 
Commission, but I do not support the end result of what is going to happen. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
You mentioned a couple of things.  First, there is no accountability, and second, there are not 
people who are part of the dialogue and solutions for the project. 
 
Kim Fegert: 
I think it could be construed that way. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
In regard to this particular bill, are there issues that should be discussed and the bill amended 
relating to the reporting of the Commission's actions?  What would you like this Committee 
to consider for S.B. 57 (R1) that is missing in the current form of the bill? 
 
Kim Fegert: 
My experience indicates that right now, to be blunt, this is operated like a fifth-grader's 
model railroad club.  What I think is necessary are members who are responsible to the 
taxpayers for the actual ownership.  In other words, state officials need a way to ensure that 
this is looked at in a business-like manner and operated the way other state agencies operate.  
For example, NDOT has standards they must abide by to ensure a project stays solvent and 
that contracts are bid properly.  There is no oversight whatsoever in all of this.  There are just 
some people who were appointed by some other people who really do not care what 
happened, and we get interesting decisions. 
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Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
Basically, you are asking the Committee to consider proper oversight and that the members 
of the Commission have business and operational knowledge about railroads. 
 
Kim Fegert: 
Right now, the situation is the Commission relies on its sole contractor to advise them on 
matters concerning things like his own contract.  It resulted in a contract that is up for 
renewal pretty soon that has no number identified with it as to how much they pay him.  
That kind of thing would not be found acceptable in any other branch of the state whether it 
is run by appointees, directors, or whatever.  I think there are some serious issues that really 
need to be looked at here as well as the benefit of having a bunch of kids go on a Christmas 
train every year. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
Thank you for your comments.  We appreciate your coming and offering your insight.  
Would the bill sponsors please address the comments in regard to the issues that were 
brought up around oversight concerning the contract, the money, a sole contractor, and that 
relationship with the Commission?   
 
Pat Whitten: 
I will attempt to because there is some confusion on my part.  I agree with Mr. Fegert relative 
to the pie-in-the-sky of the 250,000 passengers-per-year count.  That was back in the days 
when we envisioned three to four trains running between Carson City and Virginia City.  
That never materialized and, in my opinion, probably never will.  I think those are growing 
pains from a start-up operation like the Nevada Commission for the Reconstruction of 
the V & T Railway Commission. 
 
Mr. Fegert spoke about contractors making really good money.  The Commission has 
five  contractors whom I know of.  One contractor is legal counsel.  He is a very gifted 
gentleman from the Minden and Gardnerville area who has been with the project since its 
inception.  Another is an engineer who lays out tracks and rights-of-way.  Those services 
were needed intensely during the first 10 to 15 years of the project.  Are they needed as 
much now?  I think with the reduction of members on the Commission, we can control those 
costs and have them available on a per-hour basis. 
 
The Commission's current chairman, the Governor's appointee, Mr. Millard, has told 
Mr. McGuffey and me that we are now in an operational phase; we do not need as much 
legal or as much track.  Another contract is our marketing contract.  We think with the 
marketing horsepower and expertise of the Carson City Visitors Bureau coupled with the 
Virginia City Tourism Commission, we can greatly reduce or eliminate that outside contract.  
A fourth contract is the fiscal management side of the house that is contracted out 
on a private basis.  Storey County has specifically stated to the entities involved that we 
would be willing to step in and have our Comptroller's Office take on that responsibility.  
Our processes are already established and in conformance with government standards, and 
save the outsourced cost. 
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I want to address something Mr. Fegert said in regard to needing people with a variety of 
knowledge on the Commission.  This bill was amended, and it is presented to this Committee 
as it passed the Senate.  The amendment was to allow the four government entities—
Carson City, Carson City Visitors Bureau, Storey County, and the Virginia City Tourism 
Commission—to appoint any designee whom they wish.  Mr. Fegert would be fully within 
his rights to come before the Storey County Board of Commissioners or any of the other 
boards and request consideration as a designee.  He could conceivably be put 
on the Commission.  As a government entity, the Nevada Commission for the Reconstruction 
of the V & T Railway is subject to oversight.  They are subject to the Nevada Open Meeting 
Law and an annual audit, which is exactly the same as the counties and the cities which 
conform to the Department of Taxation's rules.  I would argue that there is adequate 
oversight. 
 
Assemblyman Ellison:  
Had you heard the presentation made by Mr. Fegert in the neutral position?  Did anyone 
come before the Senate Committee on Government Affairs and present these issues? 
 
Pat Whitten: 
Mr. Fegert testified in opposition.  As I recall, his testimony was in a somewhat similar 
manner but not targeted in this specific area.  He mentioned issues and differences of 
opinions with the current train operator, the Gray family of the V & T.  He spoke about 
differences with Storey County, particularly arising from his former tenancy and the historic 
depot building that the County owns.  He talked about differences with the Legislature and 
the Commission.  There was testimony similar to this but not specific to oversight. 
 
Assemblyman Ellison:  
And the Senate voted 21-0? 
 
Pat Whitten: 
The Senate Committee on Government Affairs was unanimous, and Chair Parks offered to 
take the measure to the Senate floor himself.  The Senate floor voted unanimously last week. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
I can promise you 21-0 on our side scares us to death.  Are there any additional 
closing remarks?   
 
Pat Whitten: 
Thank you for your indulgence, time, and consideration.  We tried to visit many of you 
during the interim.  You have my contact information and feel free to contact me with 
questions. 
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Jack McGuffey: 
I would like to point out that some of the V & T contracts mentioned are what brought a lot 
of this about.  I was in opposition to some of those contracts; I felt they were almost 
rubber stamped.  Right now, we are paying one firm over $100,000 for human relations and 
marketing services.  We can manage that with our tourism boards; that is a plug and play for 
them.  We had charges of over $100,000 for taking care of two sets of books.  
The  Storey  County Comptroller has offered to take that on with no cost to the V & T.  
Our legal counsel is a very good attorney, but we pay him for attending the meetings and he 
is not really needed.  The Storey County District Attorney has offered to support us if we 
have issues or we could have an attorney on call.  Right now, there is over $300,000 that 
could be used on the train instead of being in the red. 
 
[(Exhibit D) was submitted but not discussed and is included as an exhibit for the meeting.] 
 
Vice Chairwoman Neal:  
I will close the hearing on S.B. 57 (R1).  Is there anyone here for public comment?  [There 
was no one.]  This meeting is adjourned [at 11:12 a.m.]. 
 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: 
 
 
 

  
Carol Myers 
Committee Secretary 

 
 
APPROVED BY: 
 
 
 
  
Assemblyman Edgar Flores, Chairman 
 
DATE:     

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/GA/AGA935D.pdf


Assembly Committee on Government Affairs 
April 26, 2017 
Page 18 
 

EXHIBITS 
 

Exhibit A is the Agenda. 
 
Exhibit B is the Attendance Roster. 
 
Exhibit C is written testimony submitted by Jeffrey Haag, Administrator, Purchasing 
Division, Department of Administration, regarding Senate Bill 39. 
 
Exhibit D is material submitted by Kim Fegert, Project Manager, Gold Hill Historical 
Society, regarding Senate Bill 57 (1st Reprint) consisting of the following: 
 
1. A letter to Hon. Edgar Flores, Chair, dated April 24, 2017, from Kim Fegert, Project 

Manager, Gold Hill Historical Society. 
2. A letter to Julia Ratti, Senator Dist. 13, dated March 15, 2017, from Kim Fegert, Project 

Manager, Gold Hill Historical Society. 
3. A letter to Hon. Ira Hansen, Assemblyman Dist. 32, dated March 10, 2017, from Kim 

Fegert, Project Manager, Gold Hill Historical Society. 
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