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CHAIR CANCELA: 
I will open the hearing on Senate Bill (S.B.) 47. 
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SENATE BILL 47: Makes various changes relating to the appropriation of water. 

(BDR 48-499) 
 
JASON KING, P.E. (Administrator, Division of Water Resources, State Department 

of Conservation and Natural Resources): 
The purpose of S.B. 47 is to address water law issues that need clarification, 
correction or addition.  
 
I have provided written testimony (Exhibit C): 
 
Section 1 of S.B. 47 proposes that a water right applicant not only identify the 
rate of diversion being requested, but also the volume of water measured in 
acre-feet of intended use. The Division needs to know how much water the 
applicant is requesting in order to determine if water is available to appropriate. 
 
Section 2 of S.B. 47 proposes amending language to require that when a notice 
of application is published, it must be in the county where the point of diversion 
is located. This language was agreed upon in work sessions during the 
78th Session.  
 
Section 3 of S.B. 47 proposes changing the amount of water applied for in an 
interbasin transfer of groundwater that will trigger the requirement for 
performing a basin inventory from 250 acre-feet to 25 percent of the perennial 
yield or 1,000 acre-feet, whichever is less. The Division is also proposing the 
applicant waive the time limit of one year for the completion of the inventory. 
This amendment provides the flexibility requested by water right applicants. 
 
Section 4 of S.B. 47 is not correct. Instead of adding clarifying language relating 
to extensions of time for filing proofs of completion and beneficial use, we 
should have been clarifying the language related to filing extensions of time for 
proof of resumption of use to prevent forfeiture. We will be filing an amendment 
to clarify this distinction. 
 
Section 5 of S.B. 47 eliminates the requirement for an address on a certificate. 
It is not needed and may be erroneous, since water right ownership changes 
frequently. The true owner of record’s address can always be obtained from our 
office. 
 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/79th2017/Bill/4675/Overview/
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/NR/SNR431C.pdf
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Section 6 of S.B. 47 proposes cleanup language in the fee section of the water 
law. It does not change any fees but corrects some minor problems regarding 
words inadvertently omitted during a previous amendment to this section. The 
actual measurement should be cubic foot per second. We also propose to 
change language that is not commonly used. The word “irrigational” is not used 
anywhere in water law; “irrigation” is the accepted term. We propose to 
eliminate the cost for blueprints, as they are no longer used. We add the 
exception for permitting livestock watering that somehow was inadvertently 
omitted when this section was last amended. We clarify the language regarding 
the fees for filing a request for a waiver. The fee is to be paid when the request 
for a waiver is filed because it covers the cost of performing the review of the 
application.  
 
Section 7 of S.B. 47 proposes to clarify that a subsisting water right is not a 
third kind of water right. There are pre-statutory vested water rights that came 
into existence prior to the application and permitting requirements in the water 
law. When the language in Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) 533.492 was 
amended, the intent was to provide an easier way to prove a pre-statutory 
water right for stock water, not to create a third kind of water right. It did not 
change the priority date, which would be applicable to a pre-statutory vested 
water right for stock watering. This clarification needs to be added to the water 
law. 
 
The Division is requesting better maps for identifying locations of a pre-statutory 
vested water rights for watering livestock. We have found that the scale used 
under current law is not adequate to properly locate these claimed rights when 
our staff is in the field. 
 
Section 8 of S.B. 47 proposes to clarify that any application in which the use of 
water is in Nevada, even though the point of diversion may be in another state, 
should require a water right from the Division.  
 
Section 9 of S.B. 47 aims to reduce litigation. The law provides that the State 
Engineer must make a forfeiture determination within 30 days if a proof of 
resumption of water use or an extension request is not timely filed. The 30-day 
requirement results in unnecessary and frivolous litigation; the issue is nonuse 
of the water right. I want to state on the record that missing a date certain for 
forfeiting a water right should not be the deciding factor. The decision should be 
based on the nonuse of that water right. 
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Sections 10 and 11 of S.B. 47 address the use of the word “temporary” which 
is used in too many places in the water law and has different meanings. Nevada 
Revised Statute 534.120, subsection 3, applies to what are commonly known 
as “revocable” water rights that were issued in the Las Vegas Basin. The 
Las Vegas Basin is the only basin in the State that has revocable water rights. 
These rights were issued beginning in 1953 because there was no infrastructure 
in place to deliver Colorado River water to the growing area. It was decided at 
the time to allow the issuance of revocable groundwater rights in Las Vegas so 
that development could occur. There was a recognition that the revocable water 
rights would be revoked when infrastructure was in place. Because they were 
considered temporary, these revocable water rights were issued even though 
the permitting of these rights exceeded the perennial yield of the groundwater 
basin The word temporary is used in other places in the water law to describe 
different types of water rights. The Division believes the proposed changes will 
better align the terminology that the Division uses when for revocable water 
rights.  
 
Sections 10 and 11 of S.B. 47 also clarify when the right to continue use of a 
well will be revoked and the water user must connect to the municipal water 
system. I want to be completely clear on the proposed changes found in 
NRS 534.120, subsection 5. The existing language in subsection 5 is specific to 
areas where revocable permits are issued. The Division would like to strike the 
language limiting those actions to areas where revocable permits have been 
issued. Those actions can be found in NRS 534.120, subsection 3 and in 
NRS 534.180, subsection 3. The Division is proposing to make it clear that 
when a domestic well user connects to a water district or a municipality 
engaged in suppling water, that domestic well must be plugged. We need to 
eliminate any additional holes in the ground that can become a source of 
groundwater contamination. It hurts the municipal system when a person can 
avoid paying his or her share by continuing to use the water from the domestic 
well.  
 
Section 12 of S.B. 47 proposes to amend the language regarding the right of 
entry to the places where groundwater is diverted or used to mirror language 
added during the 76th Session regarding entry to land where surface water is 
diverted or used.  
 
Section 13 of S.B. 47 eliminates the exception in the water law for plugging a 
well if the water can be furnished by a political subdivision of the State or public 
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utility. We see no reason for the exemption for wells drilled before July 1, 
1981, and believe the $200 charge makes the statute ineffective.  
 
Section 14 of S.B. 47 addresses the temporary versus revocable language in the 
water law.  
 
SENATOR RATTI: 
In section 7 of S.B. 47 you are clarifying that subsisting water right is not a 
third kind of water right and that there are pre-statutory water right laws. Will a 
subsisting water right become a pre-statutory vested water right?  
 
SUSAN JOSEPH-TAYLOR (Deputy Administrator, Division of Water Resources, State 

Department of Conservation and Natural Resources): 
The 1925 Stockwatering Act stated that where there is a subsisting right, the 
State Engineer should not grant a water right. It was used to regulate cattle 
before the Taylor Grazing Act. Sections of the 1925 Stockwatering Act were 
found  ineffective in case law. The provisions of the 1925 Stockwatering Act in 
statutes have never gone away. The term subsisting right will stay in the 
1925 Stockwatering Act.  
 
SENATOR RATTI: 
Does anyone lose access to water? 
 
MS. JOSEPH-TAYLOR: 
No. 
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
In the rural areas, subsisting water rights are technically those  stockwatering 
rights that are on a flowing stream. Most of them are in the Humboldt River 
drainage. We call them subsisting water rights because the point of diversion is 
the cow’s nose, where she drinks. It can be anywhere in a drainage over a 
number of miles.  
 
MS. JOSEPH-TAYLOR: 
When I was a Deputy Attorney General for the State Engineer, I wrote a 
memorandum on subsisting rights. I looked at the term throughout all of 
Nevada’s law. Subsisting right meant an existing right. It is an archaic term left 
over from when we regulated the grazing through the 1925 Stockwatering Act. 
We did not intend to change the word throughout the rest of the water law.  
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SENATOR RATTI: 
Are we clarifying that a subsisting right is not actually a water right and it has 
to be backed up by an actual pre-statutory vested water right? 
 
MS. JOSEPH-TAYLOR: 
They are the same. 
 
CHAIR CANCELA: 
Why are you proposing to change from acre-feet to cubic feet and what does 
that mean for applicants? Would this information change how an application is 
graded and would it increase or decrease an applicant’s chance of getting water 
rights? 
 
MR. KING: 
Ninety-nine percent of the applications submitted to our office have the volume 
of water in acre-feet. This is not required by law. It is paramount that we know 
how much water the applicant wants because we have to make the 
determination whether there is that volume of water available to appropriate.  
 
MS. JOSEPH-TAYLOR: 
I do not think it would change at all whether the application was granted or not. 
Beneficial use is the basis of the measurement and the limit of a water right. 
You need to know how much is going to beneficial use.  
 
CHAIR CANCELA: 
How did you come up with the 1,000 acre-feet in section 3? 
 
MR. KING: 
This has been an issue over the past few biennia and we have been in 
discussions with other water professionals. We have a number of basins that do 
not have a perennial yield of 1,000 acre-feet. This is why we think the 
25 percent is a better threshold.  
 
SENATOR SETTELMEYER: 
Section 13 deletes the language regarding a connection to service costing more 
than $200. It will cost more than $200 to plug a well. Should we not have 
some type of limitation on costs? Is there a rule how close a property is to a 
municipal water system before a hookup is required? Is it 150 feet? Is it 
180 feet?  
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MR. KING: 
In section 10 of the bill, you will find language from NRS 534.120, subsection 
4, paragraph (a). It is a distance of 180 feet.  
 
SENATOR SETTELMEYER: 
Is this only in Las Vegas? 
 
MR. KING: 
Yes. We propose deleting the language dealing with revocable water rights. If 
someone wants to drill a domestic well and there is a water line nearby, we look 
at the cost to drill a domestic well versus the cost to hook up. We compare 
those costs. There is no requirement in statute or regulation to compare those 
costs.  
 
SENATOR SETTELMEYER: 
I agree with the concept of comparing costs, but I question the definition of 
what is nearby. Should we have a maximum connection cost? 
 
MR. KING: 
I can only tell you what we have done. 
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
You propose changing from temporary to revocable permits. Section 10, 
subsection 4, paragraph (a) at line 6 refers to the 180 feet. Are you deleting the 
180 feet from the water line from the statute? 
 
MR. KING: 
No.  
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
If you are within 180 feet of a water line, you can be required to hook up to the 
municipal water system when you have to recondition your well. Is that correct? 
 
MR. KING: 
Are you asking, if the well already exists?  
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
Yes. I just want to clarify that the 180 feet is still in the statute  
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SENATOR SETTELMEYER: 
I think you are saying that the 180 feet only applies in Clark County and 
throughout the rest of the State, you are doing a cost/benefit analysis. Is that 
correct? 
 
MR. KING: 
That is correct. The 180 feet is specific to the revocable water. Everywhere else  
it is a cost analysis.  
 
CHAIR CANCELA: 
Regarding the 30-day requirement in section 9, it seems open-ended. Is there an 
average timeline for how long it takes to determine the forfeiture? What is the 
reason for leaving it open-ended? 
 
MR. KING: 
The Division does not believe a 30-day period prior to forfeiture is necessary. 
The nonuse still occurs, and now it is longer than five years.  
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
Nevada Revised Statute 534.090 states that the State Engineer shall issue a 
forfeiture letter at any point after at least four consecutive years of nonuse. I 
want to reaffirm and establish on the record that the law says that the State 
Engineer will issue a forfeiture letter after at least four years of nonuse. We 
need to clarify this. The law requires a forfeiture letter. If the office of the State 
Engineer fails to do its job, there is no forfeiture. The bottom line is, before you 
can forfeit that water right, you have to receive the letter. 
 
MR. KING: 
I respectfully disagree. The reading of the language is at least four consecutive 
years, but less than five consecutive years. If the State Engineer did not send 
out the four-year non-use letter and five years of time had expired, it can be 
forfeited. Since this language was added to the law, it has been our policy to 
send out a four-year non-use letter before forfeiture. In basins in which we have 
conducted inventories, we have gotten into litigation that has made us review 
the language in the statute. In 1990, State Engineer Michael Turnispeed was 
asked if the Division was prevented from forfeiting a right if you did not send 
out a four-year non-use letter. His answer was no. We do not like the idea that 
if someone does not use his or her water right for 12 years and we have 12 
good years of records showing the non-use, we have to send a non-use letter. 
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We have said that if we send out a four-year nonuse letter and water use is 
resumed and no extension of time is filed, the right will be forfeited.  
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
My position is that when your office sees five years of nonuse, it should issue 
the letter. It is not the fault of the applicant. If we delete the language from 
statute, “but less than five consecutive years,” it still requires a forfeiture letter. 
I think it is completely appropriate. It has to be fair one way or another. Now 
we have people that have gone beyond the five years and then receive letters. 
Now they are litigating the forfeitures. When the State Engineer realizes it has 
been at least four years he or she issues a letter informing them that they have 
a year to cure their well. If they do not cure the well within the one year 
timeframe their water rights will be forfeited. I have agreed to 250 acre-feet on 
an interbasin transfer. I like the 25 percent trigger. I think 640 acre-feet would 
be appropriate, which is the duty on a quarter section if it is irrigated.  
 
CHAIR CANELA: 
Senator Goicoechea, there is an amendment that speaks specifically to the 
640 number from people in Eureka Valley. 
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
The amended language, in section 4, subsection 3, lines 6 through 9 states that 
the maximum extension for a municipality is “...must not exceed 5 years, and 
any other single extension of time must not exceed 1 year from the date for 
filing proofs established in the original permit or in a previous extension granted 
by the State Engineer.” Additional extensions cannot be granted beyond a 
year.” Am I reading that correctly? 
 
MR. KING: 
Are you talking about the new language we inserted? 
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
Existing law says you can have an extension but it must not exceed five years. 
Then any other single extension must not extend beyond one year from that 
date. This is existing law. Am I reading that correctly? This is the maximum 
number of years for a public water system. 
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MR. KING: 
Yes, line 6 on page 6 of S.B. 47 says a public water system can request an 
extension not to exceed five years. Is your question whether after that, they 
can only request a year at a time?  
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
That is what it looks like. 
 
MR. KING: 
It does look like that, but that is not my recollection of what it says. I thought a 
public water system could get five years every time it made a request.  
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
You might want to clarify that language.  
 
MR. KING: 
It looks like that needs some clarification.  
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
Section 7 discusses subsisting water rights. Most of those are old filings and 
have been already shown on a 1:100,000 scale. If we can go back to 1:24,000 
scale can we grant a waiver? Is this what the bill does? 
 
MS. JOSEPH-TAYLOR: 
We did not intend to make people who had already filed those maps to file 
different maps. This is prospective. 
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
I just wanted to make sure we got that on the record. This only pertains to 
Las Vegas Valley. My concern is the revocable permits. It does not pertain to 
domestic wells. Domestic wells are not a permitted right. The other issue that 
Senator Settelmeyer brought up is the 180 feet from the pipes. I do think we 
need to include some language in statute about the ability of the State Engineer 
to make an assessment whether it is cheaper for the individual to re-drill the 
well or hook up to municipal water.  
 
MR. KING: 
I understand your concerns.  
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MIKE BAUGHMAN (Executive Director, Humboldt River Basin Water Authority): 
The Humboldt River Basin Water Authority supports the State Engineer’s 
initiative to improve our State water law. We have two specific areas of 
concern. I have provided the Committee with a proposed amendment 
(Exhibit D).  
 
The intent of the amendment is to first address protection against the 
unanticipated consequences of the approval of an application for interbasin 
transfer of water from a basin which is over appropriated or subject to 
curtailment, and second, that water which has been subject to forfeiture 
becomes available for reappropriation in a timely manner. 
 
We need to recognize that there are some basins where 250 acre-feet may be 
an important threshold. There is nothing that we can find in the law that would 
prevent the movement of water from one basin to another basin because it is 
over appropriated and/or under curtailment order.  
 
The second amendment is section 9, subsection 2, paragraph (f) on page 13, 
lines 17 through 22, of the bill. The State Engineer currently is required to issue 
a declaration of forfeiture within 30 days. We have discussed all of our 
concerns with the Deputy State Engineer. The open-ended date does not work 
for the Authority. That leaves all the other applicants for water rights in that 
basin, waiting. The Authority recommends going from 30 to 90 days. Staff 
gave us the impression that would be workable. 
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
All the 1,000 acre-feet does is trigger the necessity for the basin inventory. It 
does not affect whether the issue is right or not. If someone applies for the 
transfer of 250 acre-feet, the State Engineer should not have to do an 
inventory. I am comfortable going with the 640 acre-feet.  
 
MR. BAUGHMAN: 
In the Humboldt River Basin, we do not have any basins that have as small a 
perennial yield as the 1,000 acre-feet example referred to by the State Engineer. 
We suggest that in a basin with only 1,000 acre-feet, if you have multiple water 
rights holders, 640 acre-feet could be a big number. 
 
 
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/NR/SNR431D.pdf
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SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
We are trying to save the State Engineer’s Office having to do duplicate basin 
assessments. 
 
KENNY BENT: 
I have submitted my written testimony (Exhibit E).  I oppose forced mandatory 
hook up to utilities and the revocable permits. The threshold of 180 feet as 
proposed is to the edge of the property line. This might have some limited 
success in a high-density area with high-value homes in Las Vegas. In the rural 
communities, this does not work. An individual may have to pay $200,000 to 
hook up to the municipality. I have an issue with the State Engineer’s staff 
going on private property.  
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
As I read the language in the bill, these revocable permits only pertain to 
Las Vegas Valley. The issue is revocable permits. Domestic wells are not 
permitted.  
 
KENNY BENT: 
I understand that. I think this is an early attempt to insert language and get it in 
place. 
 
ANDY BELANGER (Southern Nevada Water Authority): 
We support the State Engineer’s efforts to clarify the language in some of these 
statutes. We have some amendments that we have forwarded to the State 
Engineer’s Office. In addition to diversion rate applications, we have provided 
additional clarity on stock water applications, hydropower applications and 
wildlife applications. The State Engineer supports hydropower applications but 
does not want stock water and wildlife applications to be expressed in cubic 
feet per second. In section 5, the Authority would like to change “post office 
address” to “mailing address.” This may be an area where we have some 
disagreement and need to discuss further. We believe that the mailing address is 
important on the certificates. The statute requires that the address be on the 
form, but currently the form requires a mailing address. In section 7, our 
concern is that there may be subsisting rights to water livestock that are not 
pre-statutory. We are happy to work with the State Engineer’s Office on this 
issue.  
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/NR/SNR431E.pdf
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In section 10 of the bill, we have proposed an amendment to subsection 7. In 
the Las Vegas Basin, if you have a domestic well you cannot be on the 
municipal system. The Authority wants to make it clear if a property is furnished 
water by a public water system, the use of a domestic well is prohibited. 
 
Section 12 is an area where the State Engineer and the Water Authority have 
some additional concerns. We want to make sure that we tied the additional 
language about water to a well. Nevada Revised Statutes 534 does not address 
illegal uses of water. The Authority and the State Engineer’s staff will continue 
to have further discussion on this issue. 
 
The remainder of our amendment concerns sections 16 through 19. The Las 
Vegas Valley Groundwater Management Program Advisory Committee for 
Groundwater Management was created in 1997. It is a mandatory committee. 
We would like to make this permissive. In sections 16 through 19, we are 
requesting to relax the Advisory Committee. We have addressed these changes 
with the Advisory Committee, and it is in full support of these amendments.  
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
I thought all subsisting rights had to be pre-statutorily vested. I need clarification 
from the State Engineer.  
 
CHAIR CANCELA: 
The Advisory Committee exists today. Does this just codify it in statute?     
 
MR. BELANGER: 
The Advisory Committee exists today. The Legislature created it in 1997 and it 
has existed for 20 years. It has solved all of the groundwater issues in the 
Las Vegas Basin. The revocable permits and 180 feet came out of this 
Committee. This Advisory Committee no longer has much to do. We meet with 
them once a year and we give them an update on how many wells have been 
converted to municipal water and how many wells have been plugged. The 
purpose of the Advisory Committee has morphed over time and has a statute 
that requires a set number of meetings and a very prescriptive list of things the 
Committee must do. We are now at a point where we do not need to be that 
prescriptive. 
 
DAVID RIGDON: 
We support the State Engineer’s efforts to clean up the language in the statute.  
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Section 4 on page 6 of the bill proposes additions to the language for 
extensions of time for filing proof of beneficial use. It is mentioned two times in 
the amendment and is calculated from either the date of the original permit or 
the date of a previous extension. We think having a single date would be much 
easier for our clients to calculate. We suggest eliminating “or in a previous 
extension granted from the State Engineer.” Whatever the original terms are in 
the original permit will be the date the extensions are calculated from. It is 
easier to calendar and we do not run into any conflicts by having different 
dates.  
 
People do not realize that when water rights are bought and sold there is no title 
company to insure them. On behalf of our clients, we go and look at the State 
Engineer’s files to determine whether the water rights the person is selling are 
actually valid and can be used. The forfeiture provisions in section 9 of the bill 
are causing us some issues. The first part is the elimination of the 30-day 
forfeiture requirement. Maybe 30 days is not enough time, but there should be a 
specific date. When we look in the file, we will be looking for a forfeiture notice 
and if it is not there we report back to our client. They buy the water rights and 
three months later they are sent a forfeiture letter.  
 
Existing language in section 4 on page 6, lines 12 and 13, provides at least four 
consecutive years, but less than five consecutive years. We would like to 
recommend taking out the “but less than 5 consecutive years.” We investigated 
the 1995 history  when this language was put into the statute. If you read the 
minutes of the Assembly Committee on Government Affairs it states the need 
to provide people with prior notice and an opportunity to cure. Until July of last 
year, everybody understood that you get a four-year letter, regardless of 
whether it is after five, six or seven years. You get a four-year letter and are 
given an opportunity to cure the well before your fourth year. This is what 
everybody understood. Last July, the State Engineer issued a ruling in which he 
reinterpreted the court’s decision and said that if it is after five years, the State 
Engineer does not have to give a four-year notice and the right can be forfeited. 
Then the State Engineer issued a bulletin in September of last year saying that 
this was going to be his interpretation from now on. We agree that the language 
creates some problems.  
 
DOUG BUSSELMAN (Executive Vice President, Nevada Farm Bureau Federation): 
We support S.B. 47 bill. There needs to be due process that allows water rights 
owners to gain the definite information they need to take action.  
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KYLE DAVIS (Nevada Conservation League): 
We are neutral. We want to continue to work with the State Engineer and other 
stakeholders as we figure out potential amendments to this bill.  
 
CHAIR CANCELA: 
I do want to mention that we have some written testimony that is located on 
NELIS. We have comments from John Bosta (Exhibit F), and a proposed 
amendment from Jake Tibbitts from Eureka County (Exhibit G).  
 
MR. KING: 
I have a couple of comments dealing with forfeiture because it is such a 
contentious issue. Mr. Baughman said that if you do not have a deadline then 
you have pending applicants waiting to get water rights that could be forfeited. 
It is the nonuse that matters. At some point, we need to talk about culpability 
of a water right holder.  
 
SENATOR SETTELMEYER: 
We create these hard rules. What are your thoughts on creating some 
consistency in these rules? 
 
MR. KING: 
I have not heard opposition on that issue. We do have extensions of time 
requested from water purveyors for five years, and we give them one year.  
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
Sometimes we get inequities in the treatment between one person and another. 
All we can do is strive to make this legislation as equitable as possible. 
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SENATOR CANCELA: 
Having no further business. I adjourn this meeting at 2:39 p.m. 
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Senator Yvanna D. Cancela, Chair 
 
 
DATE:   
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EXHIBIT SUMMARY 

Bill  Exhibit / 
# of pages Witness / Entity Description 

 A 1  Agenda 

 B 5  Attendance Roster 

S.B. 47 C 6 
Jason King / Division of 
Water Resources 
 

Written Testimony 

S.B. 47 D 2 Mike Baughman / Humboldt 
River Basin Water Authority Proposed Amendment 

S.B. 47 E 3 Kenny Bent Written Testimony 

S.B. 47 F 5 John Bosta  Written Testimony 

S.B. 47 G 2 Jake Tibbitts / Eureka 
County Natural Resources Proposed Amendment 

 


