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Chairman Romero opened the meeting and thanked Susan Ray for making the accommodations to hold this afternoon’s meeting in the Horticulture Complex Library and the hotel accommodations for Board members and staff.  

1.  Board Business
A.  Progress review on Board objectives and goals over the past calendar year. 

Don Henderson distributed a handout entitled Department Accomplishments on the 2006 Short-Term Board Objectives.  The intent of the report is to advise the Board on what the Department has done over the past calendar year relative to the short-term objectives that the Board adopted last December, 2005.  
B.  Subcommittee review and development of updated short term and long term Board goals.   

Don Henderson said that during the past year, the Department has implemented a new process to evaluate administrators.  He said 60% of an administrator’s evaluation score for the year is based upon completing items they have identified, in consultation with the Director, they are going to accomplish over the coming year.  The first priority is given to the short-term objectives.  Henderson said these are items that the Board has asked the Department to act upon.  When the Board adopts the short-term objectives, the Director will send the objectives to each administrator and advise them this is what the Board wants and ask each administrator to identify what part of the objectives their division can accomplish.
Don Henderson distributed a copy of his proposed changes on the 2007 Short-Term Objectives.  He said this year there are a few changes as opposed to last year wherein many changes were made.
Don Henderson said Objective 9 has been completed and other suggestions he made  are minor redefinitions to the objectives.  He said these are ongoing objectives and priorities for the Board. 

George Botta commented that in 2003 and 2005, he was able to meet with Lee Lawrence, Chuck Moses, Tom Smigel and this last year with John O’Brien.  We spent 8 – 9 hours reviewing the pest control industry and staff’s ideas about where they wanted to go with pest control.  George said that kind of communication on a yearly basis is ideal for him and his industry and he said he wanted to continue to do that if possible.  As Board members he said we have an obligation to protect our fields and help staff.  If once or twice a year, we could sit down with staff and ask them where they are going, what they want to accomplish and if my association or myself personally can help them, I would like to see that as an objective.  
Marta Agee made a motion to accept the objectives with the changing of number 7 to be number 2 and number 11 to be number 3 and accept as amended.
Dave Cassinelli seconded the motion.   Motion carried.
George Botta said he wanted the communication between the Board members as an objective to show staff that the Board is open to suggestions and work with staff if needed, not micro-manage, but that the Board is available for staff to communicate to us.  George continued saying that at tomorrow’s meeting, we are probably going to decide what our communication with staff will be and I would like to see that implemented as an objective so that staff is totally aware of what our stand is, what Don’s stand is as far as communication.  I want the tension between the employees and the Board to ease up.
Don Henderson drafted a proposed Objective #16 that would read “continue to work to improve communications within the Department and between the Department, the Board of Agriculture and agricultural related industries”. 

Jim Johnson made a motion to add as Objective #16, the proposed language as read by Don Henderson.  
George Botta seconded the motion.  
During discussion, Jim Johnson told the Board that he recently received a phone call from an employee asking Jim what does the Board do? The employee stated that it would be really nice if a Board member would come through once in awhile and say hello.  The employee told Jim that employees don’t know who you (Board members) are and what your responsibilities are and how they relate to us.
Question called for and motion carried. 
Dave Cassinelli suggested that an item be placed on the agenda for the next Board meeting to address the Board’s direction to the Director, the evaluation process and streamline the evaluation form to better benefit the Board and the Director.  

Marta Agee suggested to the Board that they need to assess themselves and how they can be a better Board.  Are we overlooking some important things and are we providing what Don needs, are we active enough or too active?  How are we doing?  Have we got some things that Don needs to tell us we ought to be doing?  We haven’t opened ourselves up to the same criticism that we give to others.  
Don Henderson responded that he could use some help on budget issues.  We are trying to see if we can realign ourselves with the new governor.  What we want and why we want it, the justification for it and meet with the Governor and see if we can make any headway.     
C.  Board review and discussion of annual performance evaluation for the     Director.
Chairman Romero distributed copies of the Director’s evaluation, and two letters prepared by Benny Romero.
Dave Cassinelli asked Board members when do we make the phone call to Gina Session?  Do we do it now?  Regarding the assignments given to Don on his progress report and his interpretation of the classes he was supposed to take.  Dave said Gina was working with Don on that.  
Marta Agee said the issue was this was a legislative session and he would be unable to attend the Certified Program Managers class.  
Chairman addressed the Board with his comments that Gina acts as a consultant for advice and that’s all.  She does not give direction to this Board.  The direction is given by this Board.  
Dave Cassinelli said in other words we give him direction to where we want him to go.  And what we are doing now is giving him that direction and we use Gina as a consultant to go in that direction.  My concern is that Gina said she is willing to work with Don on these other programs that Don suggested that would be equally benefiting.   In other words, we have given him direction to take these classes and that is what we have told him we want him to do. Don said today that it (CPM program) was going to happen during legislative session and you cannot alter that schedule.  Dave said that Don’s proposal is to take other classes.  Dave said we have given him direction on where we wanted him to go and Don said today that being the legislative session is coming up this year, he won’t be able to comply with the directions during session; it would be hard for him to do.  Dave I’m asking to consult with Gina to see if the other classes suggested by Don would fit.  
Marta Agee asked if  Don could take the training after the legislative session?
Dave responded, “no, Don said today that there is a time frame on the CPM class and he has to fall into that schedule and once the class starts, he cannot deviate from the schedule or he will not pass the class.
Dave Cassinelli said if I understand what Don is offering, is this comparable to the classes that we suggested before?  And we don’t know that, so Don was calling Gina to ask if it is comparable training.  
Harvey Barnes expressed his concern over items that were set out for Don to do and are also required of all administrators.  Supposedly, this came from the Board, but it did not come from the Board.  
Benny Romero explained that it came from the letter of direction given to Don Henderson.  Harvey Barnes wanted to know why the letter said all administrators are required to take the training also.  Benny explained that the letter was to be typed at the meeting time, but Gina had to leave the meeting and go to her office.  Gina requested Benny to stop by her office and sign the letter.  Benny said he did not review the letter and assumed Gina had only put down what we (the Board) had told her to do.  But she added administrator training to the letter.   It’s in black and white and signed by me.  
Dave Cassinelli said he recalled that at the September meeting, the Board had left it open and they (administrators) “could” if they want.  George Botta said you have to go with the mentality of a co-worker, “he screwed up, I’m being punished, I have to take the classes again”.  Dave Cassinelli said, it was not left as a requirement (for administrators); it was available to whomever wanted to take it, but was not mandatory.  
Lawrence Waugh questioned if Don had the authority to make additional classes mandatory under his direction over the Department?  And by them (administrators) taking the additional classes, is it a benefit or a negative.  
Harvey Barnes responded by saying as far as productivity, he views it as a negative.  Are they going to spend all their time working for the Department of Agriculture or spend most of their time going to classes. 

Susan Ray said if it keeps us out of this same stew pot down the road.  Harvey responded that is an unknown.  Susan responded, yes, but if the Director got in that stew pot, probably his administrators aren’t too far behind.  Susan said it is probably a good idea.  
Lawrence Waugh said during that meeting, we discussed a lot of different options before we settled on what the actual directive was.  Do we want to consider some of those other options in lieu of the18 month program or do you want to strictly enforce it or do we want to accept what Don proposed as an interim achievement, but knowing that there is further education that is required of him?  Something on the interim level, but does not suffice the full requirements as directed by the Board.  
Marta Agee said it seems from the 400 hours to what he is suggesting is a huge gap.  Is there something in between?  Certainly something must be available.  
George Botta said the Director quoted 3 1/2 hours per course and there are four courses and reading a book over three months totals about 15 hours class vs 400 hours.  
Satterthwaite inquired if this could be put off until next session starts.  George Botta commented “now, you’re dragging your feet”.  Susan Ray suggested to call Gina Session and ask her about other classes.  
Lawrence Waugh said should we accept what he proposed on an interim basis knowing full well that he has to succeed in the other classes?  Do we give him a time where he doesn’t have to do it this legislative session.  It gives him another year and a half.  Susan Ray said in the meantime he is doing something.  Marta asked are you seeking a comparable class?  Lawrence responded the stipulated class, but on an interim basis to show ongoing education.
Benny Romero commented on the Director’s workload.  Education is something I am not against at all; if we can further that education and improve things, make it better, most definitely go for it.  But, how much of a work week does Don have right now?  If you compare workloads of previous Directors, it has increased today.  Susan Ray said that was never a question that he was a hard worker. Benny asked how much time can he devote to going back to school right now versus the rest of the work that he really needs to be doing?                            
Discussion continued regarding the CPM class.  If the Director started in December, the class would end in the spring of a non-legislative year.  The class is  400 hours,10 weeks long, and spans 18 months.  Chairman Romero advised the Board that the  Director said he would do it.  
Susan Ray said if we water down what we accomplished in September, that sends a strong message.  That during that whole process, nothing important came out of it.  That we didn’t take it seriously.  
Lawrence Waugh made the motion that on an interim basis, we accept the proposed book reading and classes that Don Henderson has proposed until after this legislative session when he can enroll and fulfill the prescribed training as prescribed by our September, 2006 letter. 

Dave Cassinelli seconded the motion.  Question called for and motion carried.
The Board members reviewed the results of the compilation of evaluations that were done in November, 2006 by each Board member.  Chairman Romero brought the Board’s attention to the comments at the bottom of each page of the evaluation.  Chairman Romero pointed out that there were many “don’t know” answers on the evaluations.  
While the Board reviewed a section of the evaluation entitled Staff and Personnel Relationship, George Botta commented about the LCB audit, the tardiness of its presentation to the Board and the fact that the media knew about it and published an article before the Board had knowledge.   George said we should have been updated as events happened.  
George said in the past, at Board meetings, the Director sat in the audience until he was called up to do the Director’s report.  George said impressions are and feedback is that, he (Don Henderson) sits next to you and he is running the Board, we are not running him when sits at our table.   That is an observance by staff that has trickled down to me.
Dave Cassinelli commented he sat on other Boards and the administrator is always there for questions.   When you hire a man for a job he should be there at the table for any comment.  I don’t think that individual has to come from the audience.  I disagree with that.  
Dave Cassinelli commented that there were several “unknowns” on the evaluation, a topic he has brought before the Board before.  He would like this put on the agenda at the next Board meeting because of the issues the Department and Board has had before them the past three months.  He said this is something that needs to addressed by this Board in the future to solve some of the problems.
After the review was completed, Chairman Romero asked Board members if they agreed with the compilation.  Board members said yes.  Susan Ray asked who hired the administrators?  Susan suggested that might be an area to help Don – to hire quality people.  Chairman Romero told the Board that most of the administrators were in place before Don Henderson became the Director.  
Don Henderson was advised by Chairman Romero that Henderson’s evaluation had been discussed by the Board.  Chairman Romero explained to Don that the previous Director, Paul Iverson, had Don as Deputy Director and that today Don does not have a person in that position that is strong.  Don explained to the Board, that during that time he was more of a programmatic assistant and Rick Gimlin was responsible for the administrative side.  Don said that Rick is still handling the Administrative side today and is very valuable.  Don said he would not want to loose Rick; the day-to-day managing of the agency.  Henderson said the administrative responsibilities he provided to Paul Iverson was working on the Strategic Plan.  Don said administratively we are at a point that we haven’t been before; we have an ASO in place (Maureen) and Rick is doing a good job.  
Board member Lawrence Waugh told Don Henderson he was doing a great job.  Lawrence said Don has made a lot of advances.  One observation he made to Don was that he may not have the support or expertise under you to help you keep control of some of the administrators or staff to keep them to the level they should be.  Lawrence asked do you have key people in the right places to lessen your workload, but give better overall administration and satisfaction?  Lawrence said it would be his recommendation that is something Don needs to look at and evaluate and from time to time, the Board needs to give more direction to the Director.   
Dave Cassinelli said he agreed with Lawrence Waugh.  He said there is point where your openness may hurt you.  Maybe one of the processes to help will be the evaluation process with your administrators.  Dave said he thought it was a middle-of-the-road evaluation.  It was pretty general and should be in a better form that would help you with some of things that have happened, administration problems.  We went through trying times this last year.  Times, that I as a Board member who was asked to be in this position by the Governor, don’t want to happen.   
He said he would do his best to stop those kinds of things for the betterment of the future of agriculture.  We are here to help you. 

Susan Ray told Don that the Board and the Director are still trying to find their relationship and suggested more interaction with members and the Director.  She said she wasn’t sure if you can develop strong relationships as a group when you only interact quarterly.  Communications is key to succeeding on any level.  Maybe the answer to that, to develop a stronger relationship as a group, is having more interaction than quarterly.   Maybe conference calls.  Interaction with each Board member is important, but interaction as a group would develop the rhythm that we need to have.  
After a general discussion with Don Henderson regarding his evaluation, the consensus of all Board members was that the Director is doing a good job and has the support of the entire Board.  
Chairman Romero advised Henderson that in the interim,  before he can successfully enroll in the CPM class, he may proceed with the classes and book as he suggested to the Board, and then during a non-legislative year, he should take the class at that time (the 400 training class).  Henderson explained to the Board, that no matter what time he took the class, some part of the class will be in a legislative session.  
Lawrence Waugh said Don Henderson had a good suggestion and that will suffice on an interim basis.  He told Don to look at the scheduling of the management meeting.   It does not have to be done immediately.  This is a step in the right direction as interim training.  
George Botta made a motion that the evaluation that was just reviewed is a procedure that has taken place and is effective as of today.  
Harvey Barnes seconded the motion.  Motion carried.  
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Chairman Romero called the meeting to order.  He asked the Board members of the audience introduce themselves.
1.
Board Business

A.  Approval of minutes from August 25, 2006 meeting.

Harvey Barnes made a motion to approve the minutes as written.  Dan Hetrick seconded the motion.  

Jim Johnson asked that a correction be made on Page 27, Item E.  Change Board member name from Tom Johnson to Jim Johnson.

Motion carried.

B.  Approval of minutes from September 7, 2009 meeting.

Susan Ray asked that her name be added to the list of present Board members.    
Deloyd Satterthwaite made a motion that with the exception of the one correction to be made to accept the minutes as written.

Susan Ray seconded the motion.  Motion carried.
C.  Update on the Rangeland Commission

Board member Deloyd Satterthwaite said the Rangeland  Commission is one commission that basically falls under the leadership of the Department of Agriculture. We feel it is necessary on occasion to update the Board with what the Commission does and why.  Deloyd said the Commission was created six or seven years ago in the State legislature by Senator Rhodes.  The Commission assesses each permittee ten cents per AUM.  The money is then used for education, promotion, etc. for the benefit of public land grazing.  The membership of that Board is one member from each State grazing board, a member from the Farm Bureau, Cattlemen’s Association, and the Woolgrower’s for a total of nine members.  

Deloyd said each year we send out assessments.  Once those assessments have been sent out, they have to be paid by February 15th.   Deloyd said it is interesting to note, that if you do not agree with the assessment or the activities of the Commission, you may request a refund of your assessment after you have sent in your payment.  You do not have to participate if you choose not to.  Deloyd said the Commission has done some great things.  Our most recent venture was to help get a consultant that the cattle people were very interested in getting for the State of Nevada to follow up on all the activities of BLM and public land agencies.  This person has been hired and we are happy to have supported that.      
D.  Request to disburse monies pursuant to NRS 562.170 and NRS 567.110 to Woolgrower’s Association and Predatory Animal and Rodent Control.

Each year the head tax is collected by the State Department of Agriculture and that collection is made by Jim Connelly in the Elko office.  Deloyd called the Board members attention to item 1C in the Board packet.  Deloyd said head tax was collected on 77,413 sheep.  This tax is a 30 cent tax.  Ten cents of that 30 cents goes to run the Nevada Woolgrower’s Association and 20 cents goes into PARC which is rodent control and the funds are given to Mark Jensen to help with predator control.  
Deloyd said the collected taxes this year was $18,240.10.   Woolgrowers received  $6,086.70 and the PARC $12,153.40 from the collected taxes.  Deloyd said that because there isn’t a Sheep Commission, we are under the direction of the Department of Agriculture.

Deloyd Satterthwaite made the motion for the Department of Agriculture to  accept the budget as submitted by the Nevada Woolgrower’s Association and

disburse $6,086.70 to them.
Marta Agee seconded the motion.  Motion carried.  

E.  Review of Board policy on Department communications.

Copies of the Department’s policy on Departmental Communications were distributed to Board members.  Chairman Romero said the policy was developed February 18, 2004.  He stated that the Board reviewed the policy several times and this is the final result. 

Don Henderson said part of the issue that came up was the recent feeling that staff felt  they were isolated from the Board and some Board members might have felt they were isolated from staff.  When this was developed at the time, a copy was sent to each employee throughout the Department.  And that basically was the notification  back in 2004.  As you know, we have been trying to update our administrative manual and we will include this policy.  Part of the confusion is because once the policy was initially distributed in 2004, it wasn’t distributed again since.  People saw this initially and knew there was something there.  That is part of the issue – not getting it in front of the staff and the Board on a regular basis.  

Deloyd Satterthwaite asked the Chairman that this is an action item on the agenda, what action are you looking for?  Chairman Romero responded that we accept the letter as written or ?  Deloyd commented that it had already been done.

Henderson said this came up recently and because of the confusion,  he sent it back  to the Board to refresh their memories and ask the Board if they had any suggestions on any needed revisions.  There were comments submitted to the Chairman by Board members on proposed revisions and that is why it is on the agenda.  

Jim Johnson commented that he felt very strongly about page 2, the third and fourth paragraphs regarding communications with legislature and the Governor.  He said those should be separate topics and not lumped in with Board contact.  He said the letter is quite long and involved and that is two separate things.  My concern about the letter, based on comments I have received from staff, is they felt you prohibited them from contacting Board members regarding industry questions.  He said he fully supports the letter to stop people calling and complaining and gripping about everyday stuff.  I don’t think we need to be involved in it.  But the letter was stifling all contact.  Is there someway we can revise the letter to let staff know, (Jim referred to the second paragraph, page 2) “it is important that staff input, including ideas, concepts and complaints come to the Board through the chain-of-command”.  If we could get something in there to indicate that by all means contact your Board representative in the industry if you have questions or you have something you want to bring to our attention that has to do with the industry we represent.  I am trying to stop staff from feeling that they are prohibited from contacting the Board on important issues like that. 

Don Henderson said as the Chair indicated, this policy morphised over a period of time of two Board meetings.  Originally, when I brought this to the Board, it was pretty short and simple and through the process of the Board it got expanded over a couple of meetings.  It is all inclusive.  Maybe we are trying to bite off too much in one directive that would resolve a lot of situations that we run into out there in the real world.  If it is the feeling of the Board, I would be happy to work with a subcommittee of Board members and try to break this into two separate policies and bring them back for your consideration.  

Dave Cassinelli made a motion to go ahead with Don Henderson’s proposal including volunteers to make two separate the communication letter into two separate policies.
Harvey Barnes seconded the motion.  Motion carried.  

The committee will include Don Henderson, Chairman Romero and Jim Johnson.  Dave Cassinelli asked what the time frame would be and Henderson said he would like to have something by the next Board meeting.  

2.
 Director’s Report

A.  Summary and overview of Department activities.

The Director brought the Board’s attention to an article entitled Horse Sense that the previous State Veterinarian, Michael Poulos, brought to my attention and asked that the article be brought to the Board.  Henderson said it was an excellent and well written article about wild horses and their management.  

Page 63 of the Board packet is a copy of the letter sent to President Glick, University of Nevada, Reno dated August 25, 2006.  Chairman Romero personally delivered the letter to President Glick and stated that President Glick expressed an interest in working with the agricultural business sectors.
Page 65 of the Board packet is a copy of a letter sent to the Department by Senator Dean Rhodes expressing appreciation for numerous appearances before the Committee on Public Lands.  
Page 66 of the Board packet is a copy of a memo from DoIT,  David Miller, Chief, Planning and Project Delivery to the Department acknowledging the Department’s efforts in supporting the strategic business and technology planning initiative, CBTAP.
C.  Letter to Ed Monnig, new supervisor for the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest.
Page 67 of the Board packet is a copy of a welcoming letter that was sent to Forest Supervisor Ed Monnig by the Department.  Mr. Monnig has been very active.  He was at the Cattlemen’s meeting.  We are interfacing with his agency on numerous issues, including the Jarbidge EIS, and also wildfire management that Governor Guinn has kicked off again after this fire season.  

Director Henderson asked the Board to look at Item 9 “Department employee comments and suggestions to the Board of Agriculture” on the agenda.

Henderson said he was surprised to hear that staff felt isolated from the Board and maybe the Board felt isolated from the staff.  He said we have been a much more open agency than previously.  Henderson said that because of space constraints, the Board has been meeting outside of the Department’s office and he said he thought that was part of the problem of the feeling of separation and staff not knowing what the Board is doing and the Board not knowing what the staff is doing and not having regular contact between Board members and staff.      
This new added agenda item will give employees the opportunity to come in talk to the Board and say what is on their mind and vice versa.  As we circle around the State during the year, we will catch most of our employees at the different Board meetings.  It is at the end of the meetings so we can get into a tradition of being at that agenda item by 4:00 pm so staff can attend and not sit through the entire Board meeting.  Henderson said he put this item on the agenda without discussing with the Board and asked for their feedback.  Do they want to continue to do, is this something worthwhile?  
After some discussion among Board members, Don said the feedback is positive.  He will advertise this to the employees through the management team meetings and through an e-mail to all employees.
B.  Public recognition of Department employees.

The Director said Ed Foster, Northern Nevada Regional Manager for Plant Industry Division, just completed the Certified Public Manager’s very extensive training and the Director said he wanted to recognize that.  Invitations were sent out by the Governor’s office for the graduation ceremonies which were held at the Capitol.  

Don Henderson introduced Dave Walch from the Las Vegas office.  Dave has assumed the role of the acting Southern Nevada Regional Manager for Plant Industry   position during Tom Smigel’s extended sick leave.  For the past eight months, Dave has been running the day-to-day activities of the Las Vegas office.  Henderson said he is doing a great job and thanked him for his hard work.
Don Henderson also advised the Board that Dr. Anette Rink is acting as the State Veterinarian again.  Henderson said he appreciated her efforts and stepping in and handling the additional work and responsibility. 
3. Division of Administration

A.
Biennial budget update

Rick Gimlin, Deputy Director, started his presentation by giving an update on the biennial budget to Board members.   He said the Department submitted the budget on September 1, 2007.  We followed the 2 times rule required by Governor Guinn.  Within that two times rule, we had enhancements for on-going items.   After the budget was submitted, the Budget Division came back to the Department and said there were questions with the 1979 legislative cap that we have to deal with and all agencies that receive general fund appropriations are required to reduce their budget by a certain percentage to get to this cap.  The Department had to reduce their budget by $400,000 over the biennium.  As a result of that, Rick said we submitted a list of on-going and one-shot items that are typically for equipment.  For on-going items, we submitted an information technology position for the Department, some increases in the operational funding for the Agriculture Enforcement Unit, increases in funding for the Animal Disease Lab, the Program Officer I position for Animal Industry, and a Public Information Officer position. 
Rick said we had a long list of one-shot item requests.  Similar to the beginning of the last session, they didn’t fund any on-going requests, but funded all one-shot requests except for one.  We have requested an appeal of the budget to see if we can save some of the on-going requests.  Right now we are waiting for the school account to be balanced to see whether or not we will have any more reductions or additional funds that will become available that we can get for these on-going items.  

B.  Legislative audit update, six month follow-up.

Rick apologized to Board members for not sending the audit to them when released.  Rick said at this point, in summary, out of our 14-point recommendations that the Department agreed to, four are fully implemented, six are partially implemented, and there has been no action on four items.  Dave Cassinelli asked Rick how this audit ranked on the audit ranking scale.  Rick responded that he went back and read some legislative audits and he said this is certainly not the best of audits.  Rick said he would have expected better, but he knows the Department can improve.

Don Henderson commented that it is very evident the role that Rick plays in the Department and how important that is.  Don said he values his leadership.  He said one of the things he is trying to do is keep Rick freed up, recognizing that things come in every day that mandate to do this or provide a report for that, to keep him  focused on this audit and overseeing continued improvement in accounting procedures. 
C.  Staffing update  
A new administrative services officer was hired on August 14, 2006.  Her name is Maureen Groach.  She came from the Controller’s office and is a certified public accountant.  
Sandie Foley took a promotion to Animal Industry and we will have to recruit for an Administrative Assistant IV position.  

4.  Animal Industry Division

A.  Animal Disease update

Dr. Anette Rink gave the following presentation:
1.  TB update

She said there is not a whole lot that is new.  The two important things are basically the Texas and Minnesota situation.  Michigan has a triple split status and that will not change in the foreseeable future.  New Mexico still has a split status and Dr. Rink she is not sure when they are going to have a review.   
The important thing to note at this point in time in that Texas is in a TB free status as of October 3, 2006.  It took a lot of work on the Animal Health Commission in Texas to obtain that status.  More than 500, 000 cattle were tested over the last two years.   According to Dr. Hillman, Texas State Veterinarian, it is a very tentative success.  Testing will be on-going right now because of the potential of finding new cases because of the large number cattle coming from Mexico.      
Minnesota – in October, 2006 found it’s sixth infected herd and a severe outbreak for outbreak for Minnesota.  Currently, it is only the far northwest corner of the state that is affected by TB.  This herd actually had contact with the first herd that was infected with TB.  The origin of that TB strain is not clear.  It is not clear with the current methodology, there seems to be a couple of Mexican origin steers that have a very similar isolates, but it is not that clear cut.  One thing that is really troubling abut the Minnesota situation is that after harvesting 564 white tail deer, there were two positive deer which means the infection in Minnesota had spread into the white-tail deer population.  It is not as severe or widespread as the white tail deer population in Michigan, but to actually to get a good handle on what is going on in terms of having established a wildlife reservoir, in 2007 the plan is to harvest 5,000 deer in the state of Minnesota and submit them all for TB testing.
2.  Brucellosis update

Wyoming has regained class free status as of September 12, 2006.  The only Class A states that we still have are Idaho and Texas.  Texas is not anywhere near applying for an upgrade, but Idaho will probably submit in January, 2007 when they become eligible.  So right now all cattle, with the exception of cattle that come into Nevada  from Idaho on a pasture-to-pasture permit, all cattle that come in from Idaho that are eligible for testing are actually brucellosis tested.  I have also asked all of the cattle to be individually identified on health certificates.  We did not do that in the past, but I think it is important that we do it right now so that we can actually figure out that the cattle that were tested are actually moving on that health certificate.  

Pasture-to-pasture permits – we do not require any testing, but we an agreement with the State of Idaho that they will not allow any herds to move on a pasture-to-pasture permit if there is an indication that they might have been exposed to any cattle in that 4-county area.  So basically the producers signs an affidavit saying that he does not pasture there, doesn’t have any contact with any cattle from that area and he has to indicate on a map where his cattle are located and based on that they can come in on a pasture-to-pasture permit.  
3.  Arbovirus surveillance update
Dr. Rink said the arbovirus season is pretty much over.  The only testing that we are still doing at this point in time is wildhorse surveillance.  We are planning on doing  sero surveillance on up to 2,000 captured horses.  
This year we tested around 2,000 samples for three different arboviruses, and you can see that our avian submissions have dropped off quite a bit in comparison to the two previous years.  Our mosquito pool remains pretty stable.  The horse submissions are down a little bit.  Twelve percent of the avian indicator species are actually, mostly looking at species with West Nile Virus and other arbovirus surveillance are so called indicator species.  We not do pigeons, we do not use sparrows or anything like that.  We do predominately corvidae and raptors because those are the species that are most likely to affected by West Nile Virus.  So twelve percent viral prevalence in those birds, a logical conclusion is that is a very significant prevalence of a virus in any population.  That is very realistic.  The 5.8 percent injection rate in the mosquito pool is kind of a reflection of that.  5.8 percent  prevalence of mosquito pool positives in the mosquito population is a very high percentage.  

The horses, forty-nine percent, that is obviously skewed.  We do not have a forty-nine percent  prevalence of West Nile Virus in the horse population.  The horse population are not random submissions like avian (they are not strictly random either).  Mosquito pools are truly random submissions.  We do not have prior knowledge of the infectious situation where we found the mosquitoes.  But, we do have a distinct indication for sampling horses and that is clinical disease, particularly neurological signs.  So forty-nine percent positive samples submitted to the lab is not an indication of the prevalence of the virus in the state.  
St. Louis Encephalitis and Western Equine Encephalitis, you can see that the prevalence is much lower than West Nile Virus.  Dr. Rink said her expectation is that over the next five to six years, that is what we are going to see for West Nile. That is a stable endemic arbovirus prevalence in the state.  So while we have wildlife reservoirs  and mosquito pools that have gone through the initial infection and the virus production part of the epidemiology that get all the susceptible hosts have acquired a certain level of immunity, we will see a slow up eventually to relatively low numbers which will probably be sustained indefinitely.  So, somewhere between a fraction of a percent to a percent prevalent of arbovirus, including West Nile is probably what we will be looking at for the rest of our lives.  

4.  Avian influenza testing

We have so far tested 349 pools before they are put together including up to five individual swabs pooled from species and location.  Forty-six pools were positive which is an indication that there is avian influenza present.  The ones that are just Matrix positive, but not H5 positive are being forwarded to Ft. Collins, USDA-APHIS-WS lab for storage to make them available for research.  We had 18 pools that positive for H5.  Those we continue to forward to the National Veterinary Service laboratory for Neuraminidase typing and pathogenicity testing.  The reason why we differentiate between avian influenza and H5 positive is that H5 and H7 are the highly pathogenic avian influenza strains which USDA mandates us to look for, if it is not an H5 or H7, we basically now perceive, because of avian influenza as a national occurrence to send that forward to USDA Wildlife Services laboratory for storage.  The purpose there is we have never been able in the past to do the type of surveillance that we are doing right now for the money that has become available for H5 surveillance, H5N1 surveillance.  For the first time in history, this is an opportunity to actually find out what we have epidemically in our bird population.  
5.  Lab update

Dr. Rink we are in line now to actually get proficiency tested for Foot and Mouth Disease and Classical Swine Fever.  I am expecting to receive that panel early 2007.  There was some reluctance for awhile with USDA and the NAHLN labs to have everybody tested.  So a couple of smaller labs were put on hold, but now they have agreed to actually test everybody because for some reason for some point, the concept of building search capacity was set aside.   Now we are back to understanding that if there is a major outbreak, the large labs like Texas A & M, Cornell and California will not be able to supply enough trained people to handle a mass disease outbreak.
Dr. Forbes has received the second Animal Disaster Preparedness grant.  Dr. Poulos reported to you at the last meeting in Elko about the training Dr. Forbes had organized together with Dr. Thain.  It was very successful training session and Dr. Forbes applied for a second grant and was awarded that recently.

Sandie Foley was hired as on November 1st as our permit officer and grant analyst.  Sandie will take over a lot of the day-to-day financial duties that currently are on the State Veterinarian’s plate.  This will open up some time for the State Veterinarian to do regulatory veterinarian medicine.

Dr. Rink said they were going to interview microbiologists this month.  The position was advertised in July and for a long time we were not able to get a single application.  In Reno, we are competing with institutions that pay a lot higher than the state.  Right now, since September, we have a dozen applications, six of which probably have the qualifications that we are looking for.

Dr. Rink said yesterday the Elko lab is going to be short staffed for the foreseeable future.  Dr. Crowell had an accident and he underwent surgery yesterday.  He had a riding accident and had several fractures which required orthopedic surgery.  So at this point in time, I am assuming that we won’t be able to perform necropsies at the Elko lab until he has recovered.  Dr. Branscomb has jumped in and he is actually taking over the EIA testing and the trich testing.  

Dr. Rink said she has tentatively scheduled interviews for the vacant State Veterinarian position either the second or third week in January.  For those Board members that have already signed up as being a panel member, she asked for some information back on their availability either the 8, 9 or 10th, or 16, 17, or 18 of January.  She said let me know the days that you are not available, I will pick a date when the majority of the people will be available and will go ahead and schedule interviews.  We have received four applications at this point.  All of the applicants fulfill the minimum requirements.  We are going to send them out next week for your review.  We have one applicant that is already a state veterinarian, one that is a public health veterinarian, one that is area emergency coordinator and one private practitioner with a variety of job experiences, not necessarily regulatory veterinary medicine, but epidemiology and injection control.  

Dr. Rink presented to the Board, the Animal Industry/ADL short term, medium and long-term goals spanning 2006 thru 2010.

B.  NAIS
1.  Premise registration

An informational memo regarding the National Animal ID System (NAIS) from Holly Pecetti to the Board was included in the Board packet.  
Holly asked Board members if they had questions regarding the topic: Meetings and Outreach information that was included in the memo.  No questions were asked.

Holly moved on to the topic of public lands.  Holly said she know this has been an area of concern under the Premise Registration Program to a lot of the producers.  Holly said at the USDA sponsored meeting in Kansas City, this item was addressed by several of us from western states that have a lot of public and forestry lands.  Holly said she volunteered to be a part of the working group that USDA is supposed to be establishing after the first of January to assess what we are looking at and where we are.  Dr. John Weaver, USDA, is chairman of that committee and is supposed to be putting a working group together.  Holly said that she and Dr. Rink agree that it is important that we remain involved and provide input to USDA on these issues.  Holly said she will give an update at the next Board meeting.

1.  Premise registration

Holly said we are getting ready to complete our next request for money to continue on with premises registration and the animal identification program.  Currently, we are at 46 percent premise registration.  We do think we’ll be able to qualify for maximum funding.  The commission date for that funding is December 18th.  

2.  Equine Identification

Holly said the equine identification program is in addition to our core program for our Virginia Range Estray horses.  Holly said she wanted to provide members with an update and what we do with these animals.  As they are gathered, Mike Holmes, the Virginia Range Manager, is chipping them in the neck.  The horses that we set out so far have all been chipped since we have started this program in October and they have been sent to Texas.  The idea behind this program is if any of these animals show up at an auction or slaughter plant, these chips will be read and be able to be traced back.

C.  Request permission to adopt as permanent, proposed changes to NAC Chapter 571.  (LCB File No. R135-06).
A regulation relating to cattle; providing identification, testing, and quarantine procedures for cattle to help control and eradicate trichomonosis; revising provisions governing the entry of cattle into this State; and providing other matters properly relating thereto.

Dr. Rink stated to Chairman Romero that this is the revised regulation of the State 

Quarantine Officer as it pertains to trichomonosis.  We would like to put this in front of the Board.  We have gone to workshops and hearings with the last official hearing in Reno on October 4, 2006.  The regulation that is before you right now is basically has been distributed to the industry and is now before you for your approval.  

Dr. Rink said there are a couple of minor modifications that have come out; Section 34:  the number of hours for the anticipated test time now states 96 hours and should be 120 hours.  She said Dr. Thain has made another comment about the availability  of a licensed veterinary technicians to actually do the testing.  They are permitted by the State Board of Medical Examiners to conduct these tests.  Dr. Rink said she thought it would be a good thing to include that in this regulation because it would be  

support veterinarians that have a licensed veterinary technician that typically in the underserved areas, generally speaking, that the services could be provided to the industry in a timely manner and their would be more bodies to do the test.  She said it would be beneficial to the industry to allow that to happen.  It would be under the general supervision of a veterinarian.  The insertion of “licensed veterinary technician” terminology would be applied to Sections 3, 10, and 11.        
Don Henderson said Section 3 talks about “accredited veterinarian”, what would be the proposed wording under this concept?  Dr. Rink responded “and a licensed veterinary technician” would be added to that.  Dr. Rink said NAC 638.013 defines licensed veterinary technician so we could make that addition under Section 3.  

Harvey Barnes made a motion to adopt R135-06 relating to trich and include that the regulation be reviewed in five years (12-5-2011) with the following changes:  Section 34 change 96 hours to read 120 hours; Sections 3, 10, 11, 12, 16, 18, 21, 22, 23, 27 and 33 where it reads “accredited veterinarian” change to read “accredited veterinarian or licensed veterinary technician”.

Marta Agee seconded the motion.  Motion carried.

D.  Letter from United States Department of the Interior

No discussion

5.
Measurement Standards Division

C.  Capital Improvement Projects
Steve Grabski began his presentation about the CIP projects with the Sparks Headquarters Building.  In order to avoid some construction difficulties and delays, we have reorientated the building from the original east-west orientation to north-south orientation.  This will avoid the area where the suspected gravesites are located.  We found out the process for removing these graves, unless there is some legislative intervention, could take over a year.  So we are looking at reorientating the building, moving the parking lot and everything else off the gravesites areas.  Steve said Director Henderson and Director Willden, Department of Health and Human Resources, are in close communications right now making the final decisions on how to proceed on the graves.  

Steve Grabski said the graves are pauper graves and are associated with the Mental Health Institute and they were buried between roughly the 1860’s to 1940.  Hopefully, there will be legislative intervention to move the graves more quickly.

Chairman Romero asked Henderson how many graves were involved and Director Henderson responded it is unknown.  Henderson said we know where they’re at.  We are not sure how many there are exactly.  Henderson said the Department of Health and Human Services wants to resolve this issue as much as we do.  It impedes state land and state property which is very limited in the Truckee Meadows.  Henderson said Department of Health and Human Services overseas the regulation for cemeteries per state statute; they are in the driver’s seat.  Henderson said they would really like to relocate these gravesites as part of our project to a more appropriate memorial than where there exist today.  Henderson said we reoriented our building site to avoid these burial sites.  Theoretically, our construction project can proceed and not disturb those sites.  If clearances are not given by the time we receive funding, we would initiate construction.    
Dan Hetrick asked if there were any problems or expenses moving the building and Steve and Don answered no.  Steve said we are at a phase now where we are having the heating, ventilation, and air conditioning engineers look at the building, respec the building and it’s a matter of changing some of the plumbing sizes for the ventilation system once we do the reorientation because the sun will be in a different place on the building.  It put different heat loads into different sections of the building.   Since we haven’t gone to construction documents yet, when we go into the construction document phase which will be complete February 12th or sooner, the HVAC people will do all the plumbing adjustment.   

A.
Weights and Measures

Steve Grabski said the Division is proceeding with the GL Suite Software Package.    Steve said he just distributed out some of the hardware items to the inspectors so they can become familiar with the tablet PC.  GL Suite developers are beginning to write code. 

Steve said even with the shortage of two inspectors in the Las Vegas office for the last couple of months, the office is still maintaining a very good percentage on inspections completed.  We have replaced one of the positions that was vacant; the other vacant position will probably be filled within a month.

Steve commented that Dave Walsh is doing a great job in the Las Vegas office.  He is  keeping the inspectors on track and also taking care of  Plant Industry. 

B.  Petroleum technology

We’ve had a lot of flashpoint issues with diesel fuel and it appears to be a mixture of a small amount of gasoline mixing in with diesel creating a flashpoint to come down really low.  It could cause a pre-ignition in a diesel engine.  It’s been out of spec and we suspect that it is the transport handler when they don’t change their product over properly in their tanks.  Some gasoline residue is being mixed in with the diesel fuel.  

There has been a large influx of samples that the county is bringing in for the oxygenated fuel.  That has put a more than usual workload in the northern area. 

2.
Petroleum volatility study 38° parallel.

Steve Grabski and Vernon Miller distributed copies of the Desert Research Institute’s Overview and Implication of Gasoline Volatility Rule Change – Draft – Final Report – Version 2 to members of the Board and audience.

Vernon Miller said Dr. Kent Hoekman is here today from DRI to give a presentation of the DRI report.
Dr. Hoekman distributed copies of his power point presentation to the Board.  He pointed to his discussion outline of his 15-minute power point presentation:











· Motivation for the Study
· Objectives

· Background/Definitions

· Impact of the Rule Change on Fuel Specifications

· Evidence that Fuel Changes have Occurred

· Driveability and Significance of T  v/l=20

· Additional Stakeholder Concerns

· Other Major Observations and Considerations

· Conclusions

Motivation for the Study:

The motivation for this study goes back a number of years ago.  Two years ago the Nevada Department of Agriculture adopted a change in gasoline fuel specs for the State of Nevada.  It changed the way gasoline is classified between the north and the southern part of the State.  The intent at that time was to create more flexibility in the gasoline supply and distribution system that would enable, in times of shortage, fuel from the northern part of the state to come into the southern part of the state.  It is known as the 38th parallel study because the 38th latitude line is what divided northern and southern Nevada fuel classification zones.

A number of stakeholders objected to this action and at that point DRI was contacted and asked to come in to do a study as an independent third party reviewer and come up with some up observations.     

He pointed out the Objectives of the DRI Study:

· Assimilate existing relevant information


Fuel specifications

Establishment of volatility classes


Significance to T v/l = 20


Vehicle driveability test programs


Emission impacts

· Meet with stakeholders to gather additional information

                  Review stakeholder concerns

                  Determine other potential consequences of the change

· Provide a report summarizing the findings

Dr. Hoekman pointed out he was not asked for a recommendation on what to do.
He continued with the definition of volatility.  He said it is important to remember there is no single definition of volatility for gasoline.  There is no single best measure of volatility.  In the ASTM specifications, ASTM is regarded as a legitimate sound body that established specifications for many things, not just fuels, the ASTM does recognize and regulate three measures of volatility: (1) vapor pressure, (2) distillation profile, (3) vapor/liquid ratio.  ASTM uses these measures in defining distillation classes throughout the country.  Six different vapor pressure distillation classes are defined.  ASTM defines those using alphabetic characters; so there is a class A, B, C, and so on.  In addition, ASTM defines six vapor lock protection classes and those are defined by numeric characters so you have a class 1, 2, and 3, and so on.  You can imagine combining those into alphanumeric combinations which is the way the rules really are written.  There are many combinations possible.  First of all, those designations, those alphanumeric designations change place by place, month by month.  So, it is fairly complicated.  

What is the impact of the change on fuel specs?    Before the rule change went into effect, northern and southern Nevada had different alphanumeric volatility designations throughout the year, every month of the year.  After the rule change, northern and southern Nevada now have identical alphanumeric volatility designations throughout the year.  They still change month by month, but they are the same now, the north and the south.  There are exceptions and in particular there are exceptions around the country due to air pollution regulations and concerns.  And that is true in Clark County as well.  Clark County has limited vapor pressure of gasoline throughout most of the year.  
To show you more clearly, graphically, this is a map of the Nevada situation before and after the rule change.  The property being displayed is RVP (vapor pressure limits) in the month of March.  Remember this changes month to month.  And the different colors here represent the different ASTM classes.  Before the rule changed and went into effect, northern Nevada in the month of March was a Class B area; Southern Nevada was a Class B area.  Clark County had its own vapor pressure regulation in March.  After the rule changed, the 38th parallel no longer made any distinction.  So, northern and southern Nevada have the same Class B designation.  With Clark County, in the month of March and still being separate, goes up to a nine pound vapor pressure regulation.   In April, which was an exceptional month, Clark County gasoline is not limited to nine pounds.  This is another property now, that temperature, vapor over liquid ratio equals 20                               which is also an ASTM specification.  Before the rule change went into effect, northern Nevada was a Class 4.  After that rule changed, that Class 4 extends all the way through southern Nevada including Clark County.  There are no special regulations in Clark County governing this property, temperature, vapor over liquid ratio equals 20.  So, here the rule actually does affect southern Nevada in its entirety.  
Is there any evidence that the fuels have actually changed since the rule went into effect? This chart shows the monthly average vapor pressure from a number of surveillance samples, all from Clark County over a three-year period.  Of course, 2004 is the green line before the rule change went into effect month by month.  Each month’s figures represents about 50 -100 samples.  Interesting, the month of April goes up; the vapor pressure and surveillance samples goes up.  That is because in April, there is no special RVP on Clark County gasoline.  It is simply regulated by ASTM standards during the month of April.  Also, what you see, the green line is lower than the other two lines;  lower vapor pressure in these surveillance samples.  In 2005, the first year after the rule was changed is the pink line, the month of August is missing, but it looks like there is roughly a .2 or .4 pound per square inch vapor pressure difference.  So, in fact, these surveillance samples do show higher vapor pressure after the rule changed.  

Some words about driveability and the significance of this parameter T v/l = 20.  The organization known as Coordinating Research Council (CRC) has a long history of sponsoring studies to look at and investigate the influence of fuel properties on vehicle performance.  In particular, they have done a number of tests to look at volatility specifications and volatility properties of fuel and how that impacts the performance.  From these test programs, this property of  T v/l = 20 has been identified as being a pretty good predictor of vehicle operability.  In other words, if we change that property up or down, the performance characteristics in the fleet will increase or decrease.  The most recent completed studies that are relevant to the Nevada situation were done some years ago 1999 - 2001.  These studies looked at vehicles and fuels that were in use at the time. So the technologies that are relevant to Nevada, the fuels and vehicles, the temperature conditions are not that relevant to summer in Nevada.  The testing was done in Yakima, WA considerably cooler than Nevada summers.  Nevertheless, it’s relevant to those temperatures and I point out here that a more recent study in 2006 is being conducted right now; test portion is complete by CRC in a very hot environment in Mesa, Arizona and we do not have results from that yet.  But, that will be another interesting look at how this property of T v/l = 20 relates to performance of vehicles.  

Dr. Hoekman referred to a chart from CRC reports from 1999 – 2001.  He said he was showing this chart to give an indication of what the results will show on the X axis is this  property of the fuels T v/l = 20.  On the Y axis are measures of vehicle performance expressed as total weighted demerits.  So the demerits go up, the performance goes down.  As this property T v/l = 20 declines, the demerits go up.   Directionally, that is what is possible to happen now with the rule change.  By changing those classifications from northern to southern Nevada, the property T v/l = 20 can be decreased.  So, directionally we may expect to be following this line.  The actual numbers are not relevant yet for the Nevada situation in the summertime.  In the cooler seasons, which is similar to the Yakima conditions is probably relevant.   
Dr. Hoekman said they visited a number of stakeholders.  Prior to that, we developed questionnaires that were tailored for these stakeholders.  We spoke in person with the Department of Agriculture, the Nevada State Office of Energy, Clark County, Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management (DAQEM), Western State Petroleum Association (WSPA), Automobile Alliance and we spoke by phone with a couple of other groups.  Also, more recently, as we put together this revised report, we did speak with a fuel distributor representative and two individual automobile makers.  So we talked with quite a variety of people.  One new concern that we hadn’t heard of before until these discussions, this rule change could possibly lead to greater use of what is called sub-octane gasoline in Nevada.  The rationale for that is if this fuel from the north to the south originates in the Salt Lake refinery area, it could possibly be a lower octane fuel because that is a typical fuel produced in the Salt Lake area.  Sub-octane would be an 85 octane versus an octane at 87. That is a concern of the automakers if in fact there is sub-octane fuel in use in Nevada.  It is legal to do so, it just needs to be posted.  

Additional concerns: year-around blending of ethanol or maybe even more, the prospect of increased use of ethanol is a concern to a number of stakeholders or concerned with the supply of ethanol and the potential impact of the ethanol on the properties of the gasoline.  For instance, the ethanol blending does result in poor performance at the same T v/l = 20.  The ability to supply and store fuel in Nevada is fragile.  Decreasing this property of T v/l = 20 will directionally worsen vehicle performance and that presents a real worry to the automakers about the increased customer complaints.  A number of stakeholders were concerned that ASTM standards have been around a long time established by set protocol and that varying those standards should be done only after considerable thought, discussion and demonstration that no adverse effects will result.  A couple of stakeholders were concerned about the precedent of a state agency modifying an established ASTM standard.
Dr. Hoekman continued with other observations; this recent rule change actually did relax some gasoline volatility specifications in Clark County.  As mentioned before, the RVP in April is not controlled by any other rulemaking besides ASTM so changing the ASTM classification for southern Nevada does allow for higher RVP in April.  T v/l = 20 is relaxed all year, every month.  It is a notch lower than what it had been before.  

How much fuel was transported from north to south, we really don’t have a good idea of it other than to say probably, very small.  The fuel distributors have indicated that some fuel has transported from north to south.  He said he couldn’t give total gallons, but it is way below one per-cent, probably below a tenth of a percent of total fuel use in southern Nevada.  Measured RVP levels in Clark County increased after the fuel changed.  He said he didn’t know the reason for that; it may or may not be related to this fuel change.  He said he wanted to point out that a lot of the samples even in the summer, May through July, 2005, about 30% of those surveillance samples exceeded the 9.0 psi limit.  He said that was quite a lot.  In 2006, the second year after the rule change, the vapor pressures have come down a little bit, but are still higher than they were in 2004.  

Conclusions:

· He said we did a fairly extensive climatological analysis to show that the temperature regime in northern Nevada is different than southern Nevada and it is this temperature regime which is the basis for those ASTM classifications.  We simply confirmed using more recent data that this 38th parallel is a reasonable line to demark a north and south in the state.

· This recent rule change does permit gasoline having higher vapor pressure to be used during much of the year.  Clark County is largely, not completely, exempt from this increase.  

· Eliminating the 38th parallel line of demarcation now results in southern Nevada having the same T v/l = 20 volatility designation as northern Nevada throughout the entire year.  
· T v/l = 20 is a valid predictor of driveability problems. Overall fleet vehicle performance is expected to decline as T v/l = 20 decreases.  The magnitude of this deterioration, and the number of vehicles involved with noticeable problems are not known.  Speaking with the automakers, there are some indications that there may be some problems, but that is difficult to tie down with quantitative numbers. 

· A small amount of fuel has been shipped to southern Nevada since the rule change went into effect.  We don’t know how much reached Clark County.  

· Nevada’s gasoline supply and storage is barely adequate today.  Additional growth within the State will definitely increase the vulnerability of these systems further.
· In the near term, perhaps some form of a variance procedure would be the most useful solution to these intermittent gasoline supply problems within Nevada.  

Marta Agee asked who paid for the study and why were the parameters of the study set up to not give a recommendation.

Dr. Hoekman said he was contacted by the Department of Agriculture and other contributors.  He said we were asked to not come up with recommendations because it was the decision of the Department of Agriculture and the stakeholders to discuss the facts and information and come with their own recommendations.

Vernon Miller advised the Board that along with the Department of Agriculture, the Department of Energy, WSPA, Peter Krueger and his group, the Petroleum Marketeers Association, and Clark County; there were five of us.   

Mike Ingham, Manager of State Fuels Regulations for Chevron Products Company gave his presentation to the Board.  He advised the Board that he is speaking on behalf of the Western State Petroleum Association (WSPA).  

He said WSPA’s 26 member companies are engaged in the exploration through marketing of a variety of energy and transportation fuels products.  He said they have nearly 100 years of experience and infrastructure developed in order to reliably serve consumers with the fuels they need.  WSPA member companies supply the majority of gasoline consumed in Nevada.

WSPA member companies and the automobile industry have worked closely with the staff of the Desert Research Instiute (DRI) as they developed the report presented to you this morning.  WSPA believes the findings of the report provide the Board with the clear guidance you requested in order to decide how to proceed with this issue.  We strongly believe that the current 38th parallel gasoline volatility regulation is not in the best interests of motorists in southern Nevada.

Mr. Ingham  reiterated that WSPA believes that the DRI’s findings with respect to climatological conditions in Nevada support a return to the distinct northern and southern gasoline volatility specifications as embodied in the most current version of ASTM D 4814 Standard Specification for Automotive Spark-Ignition Engine Fuel.

WSPA also agrees with DRI’s conclusion that a variance procedure is the most viable, near term solution to temporary gasoline supply problems in Nevada.  WSPA stands ready to work with the state and other stakeholders to develop a suitable variance procedure.

He said in conclusion, WSPA wants to again request the Board to repeal the change made to NAC Section 590.065 made on May 7, 2004 and return the gasoline volatility specifications as they existed before that date.  

Mr. Ingham said fuel samples are not taken and analyzed when a consumer brings his vehicle into a dealership because of operability problems to see if there is a correlation between the fuel in the vehicle and performance issues.  Mr. Ingham said one of the items that was interesting and key in DRI’s report, was the fact that T v/l = 20, which is a designation we talked about a lot and highlighted because of its correlation to driveability problems is not a statistic that is measured when the State takes a sample and Nevada is not alone in this regard.   Most states in their Weights and Measures programs are out sampling gasolines, but T v/l = 20 is not one of the things that they are measuring for.  The equipment is expensive, difficult to operate and not a specification that people are looking at from a client’s standpoint.  Yet it is the one that we would probably looking at most as an indicator of why a car is behaving badly.         
The next presentation came from Peter Krueger, Petroleum Marketeers Association.

Pete Krueger said he couldn’t disagree more with the representatives of WSPA on this issue.  He said they have looked at the study and wanted to call attention to page 20 of the DRI report because a lot had to do with driveability.  Right in the middle of the paragraph, it tells you about potential driveability problems.  At the bottom of page 20,  the discussion is a number of  reported cases (driveability problems) between 2004 and 2005 were similar implying that the rule did not have an impact on driveability.  We’re pleased to participate in the study and think there was a lot of good discussion here.  Our group continues to believe that this idea.  The questions was raised by one of our members in the back of the room, Haycock Petroleum who provided 400,000 gallons of fuel into Nye and Lincoln counties.  In fact one of the representatives of a major oil company, who happens to be their supplier and happens to be here today, told the Haycock organization, hey we don’t have any fuel in Las Vegas, you’re on your own to go find it.  This happens, this is real world stuff.  It’s not like a member in Ruth or some other community can go to the next gas station and get a supply if the supplier of that one of a few stations is out of fuel because there is not other station.  So this really is about supply disruption and they do happen.  We cited the pipeline problems and they are real and they occur more than the public ever knows.  

We have said and it is on the record here for at least a year, that we would like to sit down with the representatives of WSPA and talk about that.  To this day, they have never talked to us about that.  They have had a number of meetings with the Governor’s office, Mr. Linville and the Energy people about this subject.  We are in the dark because no one has talked to us.  What is a shortage?  It’s true when the pipeline is really down and we’ve had it down a week, ten days a couple of years ago, that’s definitely a shortage affecting the whole southern Nevada area.  There are times in rural Nevada when that shortage is at one station in Ruth or that one station somewhere that is convenient to the public.  Each of the suppliers that provide these fuels obviously go to what is going to be the most economic for them to haul from and that is Imlay right out of Clark County.  He said he would guess that more than 95% of the time that fuel delivered to rural Nevada in these particular counties get fuel out of the terminal here in Las Vegas.  
We believe that the Board is prudent to wait until the CRC study is out.  I don’t know that it is necessary to wait until ASTM goes thru their maturations.  I think that (waiting for) a public document that can shed real light on this issue is a prudent thing for this Board to do and I would encourage them to do that.  I would also encourage the Board to encourage the members of WSPA to sit down with the Department and others and begin to pound out a workable variance program that we can live with.  
David Patterson, Senior Manager, Mitsubishi Motors, Research and Development of American came forward to present.  He said this is an issue that is of importance to us and more importantly to our customers.  He said that today he is here also representing the Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers of which they are a member company.  The Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers with our nine global automobile manufacture members is pleased to continue helping NDOA review its 2004 decision to relax the volatility limits of gasoline sold below the 38th parallel in the State of Nevada. 

He said to reiterate our position on the issue at hand – whether the Board should overturn its action in 2004 – we remain aligned with WSPA in seeking to roll back the gasoline volatility standard to pre-existing ASTM specifications.  He said we have reviewed the DRI report and clearly there are four points in this report that are of interest to us:

· We believe it is clear that Nevada’s climate does fall into two climatic regions differentiated by the 38th parallel.  
· That the regulation relaxed the vapor pressure south of the 38th parallel for much of the year and in Clark County for a very limited time as discussed earlier, April into September.  
· We believe that the regulation change also relaxed the important T v/l = 20 specification in all areas below the 38th parallel, including Clark County for the entire year.  This fuel property is an important predictor of vehicle performance problems. Past research supports the conclusion that decreasing T v/l = 20 will degrade vehicle fleet driveability.
One of the things that continues to be discussed is the how can we make the connection between the change in gasoline specifications and driveability problems.  And that was one of the things we were very interested in DRI to address and Dr. Hoekman did a wonderful job presenting that this morning, but he wanted to go over it in more detail.

On page 15 of the report, at the bottom of the page, there is a very confusing graph, but it is a very important graph to us.  This is the graph that over, a lot longer than I am old, CRC has been investigating and doing continual research and the reason that the automakers and the oil industry continue to do research is this is something that is very difficult to ascertain from field office observation.  It is hard for us to see in our customer’s vehicles the effect of different fuel parameters because our customers are not highly qualified drivers who will be able to differentiate small changes in the vehicle performance.  That is why this chart is so important to us as you can see at the bottom of the graph is the adjusted T v/l = 20 temperature.  And you can see as that decreases, the other column is the Mean Corrected Total Weighted Demerits.  Basically, to make this in short terms, this is how many problems those drivers were able to see or notice in the vehicle.  The general understanding of this is the lower the T v/l = 20 temperature is, the more driveability problems would be found.  Now discussing this,  by changing the northern specifications to the south, that has reduced the T v/l = 20 in southern fuels or the ability of lower T v/l = 20 fuels to be introduced into southern Nevada.  Whether they have been introduced or not, we can’t be sure.  He said what he can be sure of is this graph is how vehicles are designed.      
As the T v/l = 20 decreases, we know we will have more problems with these vehicles and we will continue to work to calibrate these and allow a large margin of usability for our vehicles.  We have vehicles that go to all different conditions across the country, with all different fuel properties and we spend a lot of time, effort and money to be able to design these vehicles so that they will operate properly under all these different conditions.  One of the things we use in that, is the ASTM specifications to indicate what are the fuel properties throughout the country.  By stepping away from ASTM, you have now made our job that much more difficult.

He continued saying that they urge the Board to act today to grant WSPA’s petition to repeal the regulation change and restore the State’s fuel quality controls to match ASTM class specifications.  To address any concerns about gasoline supply, we reiterate our support for the use of a variance procedure, which DRI also identified as the “most useful solution” for the state’s intermittent supply problems.

The Board Chairman, Benny Romero, thanked the presenters for the submitted information and involvement in this regulatory process.

George Botta made a motion to wait for the CRC report before any decision is made.  Harvey Barnes seconded the motion.  Motion carried.  One opposed – Dan Hetrick.      

6. Resource Protection Division

Mark Jensen introduced himself.  He is the State Director for USDA, APHIS, Wildlife Services and Administrator for the Division of Resource Protection.

A.  2006 Wildlife Services Report

Mark Jensen directed the Board’s attention to page 109 in the packet.  He said that was the Nevada State Report that he provides to the Woolgrowers and the Cattlemen at the annual meetings.  It is a summary of their activities for 2006 which indicated acreage that was worked, federal appropriations for different programs and coyote take and by which method.

B.  Update on projects Wildlife Services conducts for the Nevada Department of Wildlife.

Mark directed the Board’s attention to page 111 in the packet.  He said it is a report from

the Nevada Department of Wildlife that outlines all of the predation projects that we have done and will continue to be doing for the Department of Wildlife.  Mark said he put this report in the packet so that the Board could read through the report and try to understand the cooperative relationship that we have with the Department of Wildlife.  They are using that $3.00 fee from hunting tags for predation management which goes to the Department of Wildlife and they turn around through the Wildlife Commission and fund certain projects where they see a need.   
C.  Update on Avian Influenza Sampling.

Mark said he wanted the Board to know that when you hear about Avian Influenza sampling, that it is our department that is actually out there, our guys in the field, collecting these samples, swabbing these birds, putting them in a test tube and sending them in.  He said we are using existing personnel to do that work.  USDA, APHIS, Wildlife Services granted about $75,000 to the Department of Wildlife for their personnel to collect samples.  We got about 1,450 samples that we are doing directly from birds and then another 1,000 environmental samples that we are collecting.  So it is a collaborative effort between us.  Dr. Rink’s lab is doing all the sampling and testing.

D.  Update on 2007 Federal Budget.

We are operating on a continuing resolution right now.  He said it is going to be very interesting to see how this is going to shake out because all of the chairmanships of all the committees is going to change now with the Democrats controlling Congress.  The chairmanship of Agriculture Appropriations is going to change, but it is at a point where its going to come down to the committee and exactly how they reconcile the House version and the Senate version of the bill.       

E.  Employee Recognition

We have briefly talked about Hunter Moyles and our urban program that we are doing in Reno.  It is very popular.  We are working on trying to build some support at the county level to get Hunter some help.  As you see from the letters in the packet, he is young man, full of energy and a good personality for doing this work           
7.  Plant Industry Division

John O’Brien began his presentation to the Board and asked if he could present the first three items at the same time as they all pertained to the Onion and Garlic Advisory Board.  
A.  Onion and Garlic Advisory Board request to the Department of Agriculture to set the annual assessment fee for garlic and onions at $10.00 per acre.  (Information item).
B.  The Onion and Garlic Advisory Board is requesting the Board of Agriculture’s approval for the allocation of $10,000 toward white rot resistance research project.

C.  The Onion and Garlic Advisory Board is requesting the Board of Agriculture’s approval for the allocation of $500 to Colorado State University, Onion Pest Management & Education Program for a 12-page article in the Journal of Plant Disease.

Dan Hetrick made a motion to approve the request for $10,000 for white rot and $500.00 to Colorado State for publications.  

Harvey Barnes seconded the motion.  Motion passed.

D.  Request to go to workshops and hearings to temporarily eliminate the European pine shoot moth quarantine from the NAC Chapter 554.  
John said it is a request to go to workshop and hearing to temporarily amend NAC Chapter 554 to drop the European pine shoot moth.  John said this year they surveyed for European pine shoot moth in Douglas County and found it in four sites.  John said they believe it would be pretty difficult to try to contain this pest primarily because of its natural movement.  Currently we require that pines coming into Nevada have a certificate that the pines have been inspected for pine shoot moth.  When we drop this quarantine, we would no longer require that.  
Susan Ray made a motion to temporarily drop the European pine shoot moth quarantine from NAC Chapter 554. 

Jim Johnson seconded the motion.  Motion passed.

E.  Request the Board of Agriculture to appoint a new member to fill a vacant position on the Organic Program Advisory Council.

John advised the Board that the Organic Advisory Council is requesting approval of Tim Smith to fill the Organic Agriculture position on the council.  The prior member who was in the position was unable to attend the meetings.  
Harvey Barnes made a motion to approve Jim Smith to fill the vacancy on the Organic Advisory Council.

Alan Perazzo seconded the motion.  Motion carried.

F.  EPA 4th quarter report.

This is Chuck Moses’s summation of EPA activities for the 4th quarter.  John said he wanted to mention something that has come up that we are just beginning to look at.  It has been in cooperation with the pest control licensing program because these two programs interact quite a bit.  The University has gotten money in the past for pesticide certification and that money comes from USDA.  All that money will be put into a big pot that universities now bid on competitively.  At this point we are not sure we don’t know if the University has an appetite to continue supporting the training for pesticide certification.  With the funds out in a big pot, the University is competing with other universities.  It is unknown as to how much, if the University wants to do it, what type of funding this might get. 

G.  Entomology report for the year 2006.

Jeff distributed his power point presentation to the Board.

Mormon Cricket Program – finished this year; looked like we had fewer crickets than last year. Our total program cost was 1.1 million.  We have about 2 million dollars left in our grant that we got from USDA and we going to approach the congressional delegation about putting some more into that.  We should be able to make through 2007 without any problem.  By 2008 we would have a limited program if we don’t get more funding.  

The whole cricket life cycle was compressed this year in the north because of late cold weather.  Jeff said we had about a month that we could spray rather than six weeks.  

Aerial baiting – this is where we actually bait out of an airplane rather than from the ground rigs.  It is a different kind of bait.  Last year we did about 4,000 acres, this year we did about 18,000 acres.  
Baiting totals – Jeff gave a breakdown of baiting totals for 2006 for various counties and BLM districts totaling almost 90,000 pounds of bait that was used across the state.  Jeff said we also do bait share program which supplies ranchers, farmers/growers, and other large parcel owners with EcoBran 5% carbaryl bait, which is to be used exclusively on privately owned land.  That program totaled approximately 75,000 pounds of bait.  

2007 Proposed Spray Blocks – the proposed spray blocks are approximately 700,000 acres.  Jeff showed the Board the 2007 Public Meetings that have been scheduled for February, 2007.

Insect Survey Results – Jeff said outside of European Pine shoot moth, everything was negative.  He said they ran more traps and surveys for more different exotic pests for Nevada this year than we have ever surveyed for in the past.   Jeff brought the Board’s attention to the Japanese Beetle survey results.  He said there is an infestation in Utah in the Provo area of about 40 acres.  Jeff said the goal on Japanese Beetle is to have about 1200 traps and this is to maintain what is called a protective status with the federal government to prevent shipments from coming into Nevada.  Jeff continued his discussion regarding surveys on a multitude of insects including red Imported Fire Ants, Gypsy Moth, Exotic Wood Borer, Khapra Beetle and more.
H.  Other informational items.

1.  Letter of appreciation from United States Department of Agriculture to John O’Brien and the Department of Agriculture.

2.  Governor’s proclamation declaring August 6 thru August 12, National Farmers Market Week.

3.  Appreciate letter from employee Peggy McKie to employee Lee Lawrence for his assistance and advice in working with Genoa Lane Trees.

4.  Appreciation card to employees Kathleen Bednarz and Greg Hymas from a Terminex employee.

5.  Photos from Clark County Farm Festival October 17-19.

John advised the Board that these items are a variety of informational items for the Board to see and review and are included in the packet.
I.  Noxious Weed Program update.

Tina Mudd, CWMA/WFF Coordinator made her presentation to the Board.  Tina told the Board that her presentation is in the packet beginning on page 174.  

Tina said this has been an exciting year for the Noxious Weed Program.  
· A Weed Mapping position has been created and is in the Department of Personnel right now.  We are hopeful to hire in a month.  This position is located in the Department of Natural Resources with the Nevada Natural Heritage Program.  Tina said the Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation, Pyramid Lake Piaute Tribe, Department of Transportation, U. S. Forest Service helped to pull the funding together for this position and is currently funded for two years.  The Bureau of Reclamation has agreed to fund the position an additional two years for a total of four years.
· Tina said they have established a Yahoo list serve for the present landowners who are involved in CWMA to ask each other questions and discuss problems if they can’t reach us or just want to share ideas.

· Tina said they have generally gone to the Legislature’s Public Lands Committee and update them on noxious weed issues throughout the state and educate them on what we know in our Department.  SB398 is a result of that effort which will provide general budget funding to the Weed Management areas to go directly on the ground.  Don Henderson asked if this is funded, how much is it.  Tina responded it would be $750,000; $450,000 for the CWMAs, $50,000 for seasonal employees, $50,000 for the biological control program, $100,000 for the abatement fund, and $100,000 for education and outreach.   
· Tina said she was doing an analysis of the 13 western states noxious weed laws.  This information will be used to evaluate the efficacy of the language in Nevada’s Noxious Weed Law and see that in the future when we are conducting abatement and working with our weed management areas that we have legislation on the books that means something.  

· Tina said last year the Department received $100,000 from legislature to begin doing abatements.  She said a committee was established to include the various federal and state agencies as well as the Farm Bureau representative, some private landowners to create some criteria on how to do an abatement.   She said they now have a weighted criteria.  She said what they try to do when they receive a complaint is to get that landowner to work with the local CWMA.  Secondly, when there is a complaint, if we point out to the people that they have a problem, they usually comply.
8.  Livestock Identification Division

A.  Program update

Jim Connelly said the Agriculture Enforcement endeavor has been running on a shoestring since it was implemented.  The cost of fuel and other things has gone up substantially.  He said he outfitted all with decent rolling stock in the last couple of years, but they are on the road every day and they are going to wear out sometime.  He encouraged members of the Board to talk to legislators to get an adequate level of funding coming in to keep the program going.     
We have noted a substantial increase, about 50%, in reports of lost trailers, stolen livestock.  He said they are doing their best to deal with this with the manpower we have.  Jim said they are getting an influx of cattle into the State without proper health certificates and documentation.  Jim said he has about six of his staff deputized in southern Idaho counties so that they can pursue or follow somebody across county or state lines and still have jurisdiction.  
Our brand re-recording that occurs every four years will begin in July for the 2008 brand book.  

Jim said he had a request from Assemblyman Goicoechea and some of his constituents to reevaluate some of the district brand lines.  All of them have been in place for probably 40 or 50 years and there are a few that are out of place because agriculture has changed.  For instance, in his area, Diamond Valley was not the farming and ranching area then that it is now and maybe now the lines are in the wrong place.  He said he hasn’t acted on that primarily because as was stated earlier, this is a legislative year so anything we do now is only a temporary regulation and you have to go back and do it over again in order to make it a permanent regulation.  
Jim said earlier today he heard discussion on some horses and the horse slaughter bill and the question was “what are we going to do with all these old horses?”.  He said he’s already finding out what they are doing with all these old horses because we have inspectors doing BLM horse gathers, primarily due to the fires, we’re finding horses that were adopted, that were titled and private horses that are turned back out on the range.  So, the apparent remedy to somebody’s old horse now is, if you can’t send it to a glue factory, take it out in a trailer and open the gate.  

Marta Agee asked Jim if his staff documents every instance of a horse of that nature?  Jim responded that they will begin to document.  
Jim said the BLM decided some time ago to do a fertility study on these wild horses to see if they can keep the increase down and I applaud them for that.  Problem was they started freeze branding them with letters on the hip and didn’t talk to any of the western brand departments.  Wyoming who has the two largest wild horse populations are finding these horses running around out there with big two letter brands on their hip which is a position that by law is an ownership brand.  We have some registered brand owners that have these exact letters on the hip of these BLM horses.

Jim said the proliferation of livestock events in this town (Las Vegas) has been growing geometrically.  He said he has been down here (Las Vegas) for two days and the NFR is going on right now.  He said there is a new venue on South Las Vegas Boulevard called the Southpoint which is a huge hotel/casino complex which is built around a team of hosting livestock events.  They have two indoor arenas and an outdoor arena and all the stuff for storage for feed and bedding and outside pens.  Jim said in the last months, we have had bull riding, the NFR which is going on now, a national team roping event, a national draft horse event, a Paint Horse Association of America event, a National Cutting in Primm, and probably a half dozen more that he couldn’t remember.  They are all livestock orientated events and my staff down here (Las Vegas) is running to keep up with the events.  Most don’t know what the state requirements are. We are working out a better way to get that (information) in their flyer when they first send them with the applications for entry.  In one week-end there were over 4,000 head of roping cattle brought into and taken out of Las Vegas just for events that are going on here.  And now Las Vegas has private enterprise in the form of these resort companies building hotels and venues around hosting livestock events.                          
9.  Department employee comments and suggestions to the Board of Agriculture.
None

10.  Public comments

Hank Coombs, Nevada Farm Bureau, expressed his appreciation for the Board’s and Department’s service.  He said he wanted to express his appreciation to staff.  The Nevada Farm Bureau has a very good relationship now with the Department and as we go into the legislative session, he looks forward to taking that relationship and hopefully doing a lot of good for Nevada.

11.  Travel claims and salary

None

12.  Date of next meeting

Meeting will be in mid-March.  Exact date to be announced.

Harvey Barnes made a motion to adjourn the meeting.  Dan Hetrick seconded the motion.  Motion passed.   
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