GARDNERVILLE TOWN BOARD 1407 Highway 395 N.
Gardnerville, Nevada 89410
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. 775-782-7134 (f): 775-782-7135
p , Meeting Agenda ® ‘ www.qeg?dnervine—nv.qov
m .b;g N ' Mary Wenner, Chairwoman

Ken Miller, Vice Chairman Contact: Carol Louthan, Office Manager
Cassandra Jones, Board Member Senior for any questions or additional
Linda Slater, Board Member information. You may also view the
|_|0yd Higuera, Board Member board nacket online at the town’s website.
Tuesday, December 6, 2016 4 30 p.m. Gardnerville Town Hall

* MISSION STATEMENT

“The Town of Gardnerville provides high quality services based on communify néeds in a cost effective and efficient manner. We will strive to proiect
the community's qualily of iffe while proactively prepating for the future. We will be accessible and fully accountable to our commuinity.”

Copies of the finalized agenda were posted on December 1, 20QS on or before the third day prior to the meeting date, by Carol

Louthan, Administrative Services Manager, Signed: 5 rii zﬂQ'L i 1 in accordance with NRS Chapter
241 at following locations; .

Carson Valley Chamber of Commerce, 1477 Hwy 395 N, Gardnerville NV 89410 at &l AMm

Douglas County Historic Courthouse, 1616 8" Street, Mlnden NV 89423, at S &AM

Gardnerville Post Office, 1267 US HWY 395 #L, Gardnerville NV 89410 at ML AM.

Gardnerville Town Offices, 1407 HWY 395 N, Gardnerville NV 89410 at . 95 AM. and on the Internet at

www.gardnerviile-nv.gov.

Notice to Persons with Disabilities: Members of the public who are disabled and require special assistanrce or accommodations at
the meeting are requested to notify the Gardnerville Town Offices in writing at 1407 Highway 395, Gardnerville NV 89410, or by caliing
(775) 782-7134 at least 24 hours In advance.

Notice regarding NRS 237: The Gardnervile Town Board has adopted a Standard Policy No. 7, which contains a motion regarding
Business Impact Statements (BIS). When the Town Board approves its agenda, it also approves a motion which includes ratification of
staff action taken pursuant to NRS 237-030 et seq. with respect to items on the agenda, and determines that each Rule which is on the
agenda for which a BIS has been prepared does impose a direct and significant economic burden on a business or directly restricts the
formation, operation or expansion of a business, and each Rule which is on the agenda for which a BIS has not been prepared does
not impose a direct and significant economic impact on a business or directly restrict the formation, operation or expansion of a
business.

Notice: Items on the agenda may be taken out of order; the Gardnerville Town Board may combine two or mare agenda items for
consideration; and the Gardnerville Town Board may remove an item from the agenda or delay discussion relating to an item on the
agenda at any time. All items shall include discussion and possible action to approve, modify, deny, or continue.

Notice: “Any invocation that may be offered before the official start of the Board meeting shall be the voluntary offeting of
a private citizen, to and for the benefit of the Board. The views or beliefs expressed by the invocation speaker have not
been previously reviewed or approved by the Board and do not necessarily represant the religious beliefs or views of the
Board in part or as a whole. No member of the community is required to aftend or participate in the invocation and such
decision will have no impact on their right to actively participate in the business of the Board, Copies of the policy
governing invocations and setting forth the procedure to have a voiunteer deliver an invocation are available upon written
request submitted o the Town Board of Gardnervifle”

INVOCATION - Don Wingfield from Lifepoint Church

4:30 P.M. Call to Order and Determination of a Quorum
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - Lloyd Higuera

PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS {No Action) ‘
This portion of the meeting is open to the public to speak on any topic not on the agenda and must be limited to 3
minutes. The Gardnerville Town Board is prohibited by law from taking immediate action on issues raised by the public
that are not listed on the agenda.

FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: APPROVAL OF AGENDA, with public comment prior to Board action.
The Gardnerville Town Board reserves the right to take items in a different order to accomplish business in the most
efficient manner.

FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES:
Nevember 1, 2016 Regutar Board meeting, with public comment prior to Board action.
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Gar deﬁg&%ﬁ GARDNERVILLE TOWN BOARD MEETING AGENDA — CONT'D
CONSENT CALENDAR FOR POSSIBLE ACTION
Items appearing on the Consent Calendar are items. that may be adopted with one motion after public comment.
Consent items may be puiled at the request of Town Board members wishing to have an item or items discussed further.
When items are pulled for discussion, they will be automatically placed at the beginning of the Administrative Agenda,

For Possible Action: Correspondence.

For Possible Action: Health and Sanitation & Public Works Departments Nionthly Report of activities.

For Possible Action: Approve November 2016 claims.

For Possible Action: Approve the urban forestry annual work plan update.

For Possible Action: Approve Amendment No. 2 to Cooperative Agreement P492-12-063 U.S. 395

Kingsiane Project of 110 lineal feet of sidewalk and new channel and culvert improvements with Nevada

Department of Transportation, authorizing chairman Wenner to sign the agreement.

6. For Possible Action: Approve extension of Gilman Pond Park Amenities grant project #32-00328 with
Nevada Division of State Parks, Land & Water Conservation Fund, authorizing the town manager to sign
the agreement.

7. For Possible Action: Approve the proposed legal service agreement with Jennifer Yturbide of Rowe Hales
Yturbide, LLP for attorney representation of Town interests and matters effective January 1, 2017 to
conclude December 31, 2018, authorizing Chairman Wenner to sign the agreement.

8. ForPossible Action: Approve privacy policy for the Town of Gardnerville; with public comment prior to
board action. (approx. 10 minutes) ,

9. For Possible Action;: Approve survey results for Town of Gardnerville Service Survey; with public

comment prior to Board action.

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA
{Any agenda items pulled from the Consent Calendar will be heard at this point)

10. Not for Possible Action: Presentation by Ed James, Manager, Carson Water Subconservancy District,
regarding the new Carson River Floodplain Map the conservancy has been working on modeling the
Carson River watershed (approx. 20 minutes)

Ll o

11. Not for Possible Action: Discussion on the Main Street Program Manager’s Monthly Report of activities
for November 2016. (approx. 10 minutes) ‘

12. For Possible Action: Discussion to approve, approve with modifications or deny a request by the Record
Courier to become a sponsor for the “Newspapers in Education” program in a budgeted amount of $150;
with public comment prior to Board action. (approx. 5 minutes)

13. For Possible Action: Discussion on a request for a modification to the Ranch at Gardnerville Planned
Development and a Variance to Improvement Standards as they relate to design criteria for the
construction of the Zerolene Road crossing of Martin Slough. The property is located south of Buckeye
Road and east of Highway 395 along Heybourne Road, within the SFR-8000 {Single Family Residential-
8,000 square foot minimum net parcel size) and the MFR (Multi-Family Residential) zoning districts with a
Planned Development (PD) Overlay, in the Minden/Gardnerviile Community Plan Area. The applicant is
Ezra Nilson. PD 0-008-8 and LDA 16-035; presentation but RO Anderson, with public comment prior to
Boarit action. {approx. 60 minutes)

14. For Possible Action: Discussion to approve or deny authorizing staff to proceed with submittal of an
application for the Gardnerville Station project, located at 1395 Highway 385 North (APN: 1320-33-402-
086) to Douglas County for their consideration and support for the 2017 Community Development Block
Grant application; with public comment prior to Board action. (approx. 10 minutes)

15. For Possible Action: Discussion on joining with Douglas Disposal inc. (DD{} and the Town of Minden in a
trial recycling program by providing approximately 180 homes with limited recycling service in the Town
of Gardnerville every other week between February 2017 and July 2017, and allowing the town to collect
data needed to determine a volume across all the towns customers should a recycling program become
offered by DD! full time; with public comment prior to board action. (approx. 10 minutes)

16. Not For Possible Action: Discussion on the Town Attorney’s Monthiy Report of activities for November
2016. (approx.5 minutes)

17. Not For Possible Action: Discussion on the Town Manager’s Monthly Report of activities for November
2016. {approx. 15 minutes)
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Q;%rdneﬁgggﬁ GARDNERVILLE TOWN BOARD MEETING AGENDA — CONT’D

18. For Possible Action: Discussion and election of Chairman and Vice Chairman of the Gardnerville Town
Board for the calendar year 2017.
a. Election of Gardnerville Town Board Chairman for the 2017 calendar year; with public comment
prior to Board action,
b. Election of Gardnerville Town Board Vice-Chairman for the 2017 calendar year; with public
comment prior to Board action. (approx. 10 minutes).

2™ PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS period (No action will be taken)
Adjourn
Next monthiy meeting January 3, 2017
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/A’\ GARDNERVILLE TOWN BOARD 1407 Highway 395 N.
l()wn Gardnerville, Nevada 89410

Meeting Agenda (p)Y775-782-7134 (f): 775-782-7135
Gardnervllle www.gardnerville-nv.gov
256, 1970 Mary Wenner, Chairwoman
cvadaa Ken Miller, Vice Chairman Contact: Carol Louthan, Office Manager
Cassandra Jones, Board Member Senior for any questions or additional
Linda Slater, Board Member information. You may also view the
Lioyd Higuera, Board Member board racket online at the town’s website,
Tuesday, November 1, 2016 4:30 p.m. Gardnerville Town Hall

INVOCATION —~ Colleen Kurczodyna layperson from Carson Valley United Methodist Church

4:30 P.M. Call to Order and Determination of a Quorum

Vice-Chairman Miller called the meeting to crder and made the determination of a quorum.

PRESENT:

Ken Miller, Vice-Chairman Michael S. Rowe, Town Counsel

Lioyd Higuera Tom Dallaire, Town Manager

Cassandra Jones Geoff LaCost, Town Superintendent

Linda Slater Carol Louthan, Administrative Service Mgr.
ABSENT:

Mary Wenner, Chairwoman

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE — Tom Dallaire

PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS (No Action)

This portion of the meeting is ocpen to the public to speak on any topic not on the agenda and must be limited to 3
minutes. The Gardnerville Town Board is prohibited by law from taking immediate action on issues raised by the public
that are not listed on the agenda.

Mr. Glenn Linderman looked at the county transportation plan. There has been a lot of talk about truck traffic in
Gardnerville and the lack of desirability of the same. [t occurred to me there is a road in the plan somewhere someday
south of the Ranchos that would connect 395 and 88. Then there is a road by the high school that would bypass the
395/88 interchange. If those two sections of road were built and 395 routed that way, it would cure all the problems of
through traffic in downtown Gardnervilie and Minden. It would probably alleviate the need for a lot of the other little roads.
The other roads that are listed would help certain things. They were talking about east west connectivity. There would be
east-west connectivity at the south end of town, which we don’t have at all today. It just locked like if those two sections of
road were prioritized it would solve a lot of the problems without building lots of other roads. Multer Parkway looks nice,
but people differ on whether that is a truck route or not. Current county declaration says it is not. It will not really solve
the truck traffic problem. Just thought | would mention that.

No further public comment.

FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: APPROVAL OF AGENDA, with public comment prior to Board action.
The Gardnerville Town Board reserves the right to take items in a different order to accomplish business in the most
efficient manner.

No public comment.

Motion Higuera/Slater to approve the agenda. Motion carried with Chairwoman Wenner absent.

. FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES:
I.  October 4, 2016 Regular Board meeting

No public comment.




Gardnerville Town Board Meeting
November 1, 2016, 4:30 p.m.
Page 2

Motion Jones/Higuera to approve the October 4, 2016 regular board meeting minutes. Motion carried with
Vice-Chairman Miller abstaining (not present at the meeting) and Chairwoman Wenner absent.

=. October 10, 2016 Special Board meeting, with public comment prior to Board action.

No public comment.

Motion Higuera/Slater to approve the minutes of October 10, 2016. Motion carried with Chairwoman
Wenner absent.

CONSENT CALENDAR FOR POSSIBLE ACTION

lterns appearing con the Consent Calendar are items that may be adopted with one motion after public comment.
Consent items may be pulled at the request of Town Board members wishing to have an item or items discussed further.
When items are pulled for discussion, they will be automatically placed at the beginning of the Administrative Agenda.

1. For Possible Action: Correspondence
Read and noted.

2. For Possible Action: Health and Sanitation & Public. Works Departments Monthly Report of activities
Accepted.

3. ForPossible Action: Approve October 2016 clalms
Approved. g

4. For Possible Action: Approve contlnumg Resolutlon 2015-01, a resolutlon by the Gardnerville Town
Board adopting policy regarding opening lnvocatlons before meetlngs of the Town Board of Gardnervilie
Approved.

5. For Possible Action: Recommend approval of a DougEas.- County Outdoor Festlval Entertainment Event
Application by Carson Valley Chamber of Commerce for the 20th Annual Parade of Lights, December 3,
2016 starting at Heritage Park and ending in Minden Park, and a waiver of associated street closure fees
by Town of Gardnerville. This event includes closures of the followmg Town maintained streets from 3:00
p.m. to 8:00 p.m.: Grlman, South Ezell Street and Eddy Street
Recommend approval. :

6. For Possible Action: Approve appomtment of Katrina Rowe to the Ma:n Street Board of Directors.
Approved. s g

No public comment

Motion StateriJones to approve the consent calendar Motion carried with Chairwoman Wenner absent.

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA 3
{Any agenda .'tems pulled from the Consent Caiendar will be heard at this point)

7. . Not for Possmle Action: Dsscusslon on the Main Street Program Manager’s Monthly Report of
activities for October 201 6.

Mrs. Lochridge reportedr the revolving loan fund that we've had in place, the gentleman who was the liaison
between our loan committee and the Main Street Board has had to step down. We are going to work with him on
reorganizing that. We have the money available. We just don’t have a process in place to do that right now. We did
find out that we can't use that money for a matching grant. Slaughterhouse Lane Coffin Races had great weather and
great attendance. We had fewer coffins entered but the committee is going to be working on engaging the teams
earlier for the next coming year. Thanks to Geoff and the Town of Gardnerville for having a team in the race. Fallin
Love with the District Vacancy tour was made into a virtual tour. We are waiting to see how that worked. We reached
1300 people on Facebook. Dan't know about Twitter. We might be doing the virtual tour on an as-needed bhasis. We
have our Main Street Mingle coming up on November 9™ at El Aguila Real. We do have a new sidewalk gallery up
featuring photos of the Great Race from the various local photographers. If you get a chance stop by and check it out.

Mr. Miller commented the sidewalk gallery is worth going to see.

Mrs. Lochridge explained it took the volunteers a lot longer to put up the pictures because of the shapes and
sizes. Thank you for approving the board selection of Katrina Rowe. She will be filling the vacancy left by Margaret
Pross.



Gardnerville Town Board Meeting
November 1, 2016, 4:30 p.m.,
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. For Possible Action: Discussion to approve, approve with modifications or deny a request by Martin
Stahl for a zoning map amendment (DA 16-03) to change the zoning district from neighborhood
commercial to mixed use commercial within the Town of Gardnerville. The subject property is located at
1378 N Hwy 395, Gardnerville, in the Minden/Gardnervilie Community Plan. (APN 1220-04-101-029); with
public comment prior to Board action.

Mr. Dallaire reviewed the Board denied the application for multifamily. Mr. Stahl is back with the same proposal
but changed the front building as requested by the town to commercial with residential in the back.

Mr. Ruben, representing Mr. Martin Stahl, pointed out this is a [ittle different. This doesn’t require a master plan
amendment. It is a zone change. We are trying to comply as much as we can with the Plan for Prosperity. The issue
that we had originally is you have to be elevated above the flood plain. We are looking at underground parking. We
have to come back before the board with design and fandscaping.

Vice-Chairman Miller asked about the driveway in front of the funerat home for access. is there any problem with
that? s that private property?

Mr. Ruben responded there is an existing easement that goes through'there that has heen in place for 20 or 30
years. We are trying to negotiate with the owners on the easement. It was divided up after when it used to be one
piece of property. it's really superfluous why it's on a portlon of the site. We are. hopmg to wark with the owners to
get it cleaned up. : .

Mrs. Slater asked if the driveway is something that down the road we would be ab{l.e:'to have control or the state
would have control on whether thatis a rtght hand turn only or: would they be able to make: a Ieﬂ—hand furn on the S-
curve?

Mr. Dallaire stated the traffic study showe'th_ey:vydu_l_d__have both movements there. | think if it became a problem
it would have to be addressed in the future. If there are any improvements in the front they will have to go to NDOT
for an encroachment permit and NDOT will make: the commerits.at that t|me At design review we can comment,

Mrs. Slater asked what the town s'plan IS for the d]tCh Arewe gomg to f||l that in, put a pipe in; are we going to
leave it open? : : e

Mr. Dallaire answered it is an 'open Chan'nel It is in theﬁ'ﬂood pIa|n We finally received permission from Army

down. Rtght now the flrst phase of the trough is up by Ktngslane
Mrs. Slater d|dn t want to fil that in anyway

Mr. Dal]a:re adwsed it needs fo be c!eaned out It will have to stay open.

exit to work out. The staff recommendatmns really nail it.

Mr. Ruben takes these are recommendahons because you can't condition a zone change. | understand when we
come back for design review we will address those concerns.

No public comment.
Motion Jones/Slater to approve the request by Martin Stahl for a zoning map amendment DA1603 to

change the zoning district from neighborhood commercial to mixed use commercial within the town of
Gardnerville. Motion carried with Chairwoman Wenner absent.

% For Possible Action: Discussion to approve, approve with modifications or deny, a request by Opal
Investments LLC, ET AL, to accept the maintenance of the Ranch at Gardnerville, Phase 1 improvements,
including, street, storm drain, street lights, street signage associated with the local roads: Lasso Lane,




Gardnerville Town Board Meeting
November 1, 2016, 4:30 p.m.
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Ox Yoke, Gilman Avenue north of Heybourne Road, and the proposed flood channel trench, and storm
drain trench located on town owned open space property, with public comment prior to Board action.

Mr. Dallaire explained Alton’s own personal company has the bond for this project. He is trying to get that bond
released. The first step is to get the improvements approved. There were a number of items they needed to address.
They have straightened the signs once. The concrete was a mess and has been replaced. When they do a site by
site basis we do sign off on the driveway to make sure the sidewalk isn’t damaged. But the amount of concrete that
they re-pour ends up being less than what the orange book requires for testing. Potentially we have a liability there
with the concrete that has been replaced. It's time to move on and get it done, The channel is done. Based on the
revisions there are still some improvements that need to be made. Alton Anker dropped off a $2,900 check today to
replace that sidewalk. We have a larger project going in there to provide access for our staff to get onto the
maintenance path. We will put in a concrete pad, fwo bollards, some boulders and block it off so vehicles can't get in
there and have it for maintenance only. That is out to bid right now and hopefully we will be done within the next
month. Pavement has been down since 2012, It is the only section in Gardnerville that has the newer NV asphalt
that is the county’s new standard. | highlighted the areas on the map | to c[anfy what we are accepting. We have
already accepted phase 2b and ¢. We did that abouta yearago. ...

Chairman Miller called for pubiic comment.

Mr. Franklin Harry Ernst, 1513 Lasso Lane, thanked the board for talking ‘about the cracks and getting that taken
care of. Before | came over | looked at the wheelchair ramps. Three of the four have cracks. They are not serious
but earth does move. The street signs lean so it looks like whatever is holding the posts in place is moving. | would
appreciate the town straightening those up. You may want to look at gettang those fxed 50 you don’t have to worry
about it in the future. B . .

No further public comment.

Mrs. Slater asked if the ramps aren’t up to par is that somethrng we can have taken care of prior to acceptance.

Mr. Dallaire can look at them again. It's been four or flve years since they were put down. The ramps on our
property, on the corner of Gilman and Ox Yoke, are all returns, normal ramps: | don't know why we couldn’t do those
at the other corner of Ox Yoke and Lasso Those ramps are what is allowed in new construction. So they are very
[arge :

Mr. Higuera didn’t think the'\rrrork. he is: faEking about re'lates to this item.

Motion ngueraISIater to approve the request by Opal Investments LLC et al, to accept the maintenance of
the Ranch at Gardnerville Phase 1 improvements including: street, storm drain, street lights, street signage;
all associated with the local roads Lasso Lane, Ox Yoke, Gilman Avenue north of Heybourne Road, the
proposed flood channel trench and storm drain trench located on town owned open space property. Motion
carried with Chairwoman Wenner absent.

10. For Possible Action: Discussion to approve, approve with modifications or deny, a request by
Jenuane Communities The Ranch LLC. to;
a. Approve the Landscaping Maintenance plan for use by the HOA,
b. Approve the Storm Drain System Maintenance plan, which will discharge into the town owned and
maintained channel which discharges directly into the Martin Slough,
c. Approve the “Access and Spillway Maintenance Easement” along the maintenance path of the
large flood channel located between the proposed development and flood channel,
Authorizing the town manager to sign the documents, located at Esplanade at the Ranch, (APN:1320-33-

210-069); with public comment prior to Board action.

Mr. Dallaire reviewed the issues. The condition we are concerned about is the drainage maintenance. The HOA
had to have some sort of landscaping plan. There is also a storm drain maintenance plan showing the inserts they
are putting in, the maintenance schedule and the minimum maintenance requirements to check everything after each
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rain storm and verify the bags are still working and in proper condition. Basically these are similar to what is at Wal
Mart. We had them prepare a plan. There is a simple landscaping maintenance schedule. The storm drain just gives
the HOA direction on how to ensure the maintenance of their system is in werking condition before it goes to a pond.

| asked Mike Rowe to get the easement together. We will get the original from Mike and get it back to Evan. Part of
the condition was they needed fo get this rectified before we approved the plans.

Mrs. Yturbide informed board members Mike indicated that in the event the board approved this he would finalize
the easement.

Vice-Chairman Miller called for public comment.

Mr. Franklin Harry Ernst has a major concern with flooding potential. At the bottom of where you have the
overflow, is there a berm planned to keep the water out of that resident's yard? When will construction start on this
project? It's been three years in the works. There were some weeds mowed down on Sunday. I'm wondering if that
was a town activity or a land owner activity? | wonder if weekend work is going to be a habit out there? It's nice to
get the weeds cut but we have kids running around out there. | locked ‘at-the flooding potentiai with my insurance
carrier. | am very concerned about flood potential coming out of the Pine Nuts Since then | have purchased flood
insurance, out of choice, from FEMA. :

Mr. Dallaire answered there will be a wall constructed.: It will not be a flood wall, but the based on the elevation
all the water should flow out of the overflow prior to going'into the adjacent property. owner's home. [ will go back and
look at the plans. The overflow is about 12 inches lower than the top of the pond. All the drainage goes into some
sort of drainage structure and then the pond will back up and hold the water until it géts'to a point where it overflows
at the 25 year event. | don’t know who mowed the weeds. It wasn’t town staff. [ think the.owner of the property had
some weed issues. Mimi has asked Alton to. get rid of the weeds and spray. They are doing that along the
landscaping strips on Heybourne for his approval of phase 1. | have no idea why the county or the town required the
developer to put in a ditch now. There is no water.going through this now. They are using it for irrigation. [t does
coltect water from Chichester. The developer does not. have approval yet from everybody to start building.

Mrs, Lori Simpson asked who owns the property Who is gomg forward wrth the project?

Mr. Dallaire answered: Jenuane Communltles the’ Ranch LLC

Mrs. Simpson asked, as a restdent bemg there in the daytlme when I see your guys out there | know them. The
people that were out there don’t have any identifying signs:‘ds to whether those people are supposed to be there or
not. We had somebody waorking out in the field.- We had an incident where people were going door-to-door saying
they were oollectlng for the military. 1t's just nice to know. who'is doing what. At least if they identify who they are or
have a sign on the truck or something. The maintenance peopie that will come in and take over, Opal, they are in
Utah. Are they domg the HOA part of it? o

Mr. Dallaire responded no. Jenuane is separate from the folks in Utah. Utah is the owner of the Ranch project.
The Ranch project is done by a developer who created this parcel. They built all the roads and put the utilities into
each lot. Then the builder. comes in and buys those lots. it will be similar to the ones in Reno.

Mrs. Simpson trusts the tow_n_. B_L_Jt__t__dOn’t have any faith in the county or the builder. I'm happy to know you will
be taking over some of the things. .. But there needs to be clarification just to know who is supposed o be out there. |
think it would behoove us to know who is there when they are working on something. My last question is we all have
taken off days from work and you have worked hard with all the variances, how do we know from the beginning of the
project, all the variances that have been granted to where we are today? Who checks those variances?

Mr. Daitaire answered the improvement plans are on the back table. One of the comments was they need to
satisfy the town. There are some minor details they need to address. We will make sure the wall is on their property.

Mrs. Simpsan feels better if town staff is taking care of things.

Mrs. Yturbide thanked Mrs. Simpson for her input. The one thing that | need to mention is we need to stay on
target with the agenda item. If you want to talk about that in the public comment section that is a perfect time. [ want
to bring the board back to the item that is before them, which is simply to look at whether they are going to approve
the landscaping maintenance and maintenance of the storm drain system. | know they appreciate your input.
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No further public comment.

Motion Higuera/Jones to approve the request by Jenuane Communities the Ranch LLC to A- approve the
landscaping maintenance plan for use by the HOA; B- approve the storm drain system maintenance pian,
which wiil discharge into the town owned and maintenance channel, which discharges directly into Martin
Slough; C- approve the access and spillway maintenance easement along the maintenance path of the large
flood channel located between the proposed development and the flood channel, authorizing the town
manager to sign the documents, located at Esplanade at the Ranch APN 1320-33-210-069. Motion carried
with Chairwoman Wenner absent.

Not For Possible Action: Discussion on the Town Attorney’s Monthly Report of activities for
October 2016.

1.

Mrs. Yiurbide spoke with Mr. Rowe before coming. He indicated he worked on the spillway access easement for
the Ranch LLC, which we just talked about. He will go ahead and finalize that. The other thing he mentioned was
that you had gone to a credit card payment system and he and Carol had been working on a privacy policy. They are
reviewing that and it will eventually come to the board. | think the request came in after the last period of time for the
deadline of the agenda item, so he expects to bring it to you in Décember:: | spoke with Tom and worked on the public
utility easement for the Sanchez property, which is near Trrn;ty Lutheran for the transformer site. Otherwise it's been
falriy quiet.

October 2016.

Mr. Dallaire had a meeting with the DDF owner and he has been approached by one of the county commissioners
to try to get recycling done before the commissioner completes their.term. They are proposing to do a trial period. |
will bring this back to the board in December. They are wanting to collect recycling from an area within the town or
we can collect it on a trial basis from February through July: That will allow some time to send letters to those that will
be participating. We would track the tonnage. It would probably. take four or five more hours for an individual to use a
side loader truck. We have about: 180 homes identified. It does include the Ranch and a portion of Chichester. After
Geoff and | went over this, it is'the best area in town. : We have containers. We can use their containers or provide
them. We would get yellow lids to try it out. They would: be labeled. There is a list DDI will share with us on what they
want to collect. It wouid be dumped at DDi and then they wrl[ transport it to Tahoe to get sorted.

Mrs. Jones asked Jf thls was the same negotlatlon that was in your report or is this different?

Mr. Daila|re responded |t is the same. | belleve eventua]ly this will be mandatory. Then we would know what we
need manpowervwse DDl is gorng to piCk up the recycling every other week. We could do the same or pick it up the
same day as trash Recyc[ing wouid be picked up every other week.

Mrs. Slater asked how many addltronai man hours are you talking about?

Mr. Dallaire answered_-‘_about five to‘:slx hours per route. The whole trial period is just so we can get some data to
analyze it. Our biggest expense in the trash fund is the disposal of the garbage. | can bring this back and you can
make a decision on it | wanted you to think about it and tet me know your concerns. We can address that next
manth. | think the trial period would be the way to go. It would be an investment on our end just to see how people
will take that program.

Mrs. Jones believed part of the discussion on the trial program is alerting the residents along the route to the
program and their participation will directly affect whether we can move forward. This has been my thing since |
started. If we don’t do it, it could be another ten years before we have the discussion again.

Mr. Dallaire thought with California moving to recycle the food waste, it's starting to be a requirement. It's just a
matter of time before Nevada foliows that model. | just didn’t feet comfortable letting DD! into our service area to pick
up recycling, as it could canfuse the issue on the other service the town is providing. Better to invest in the lids and
get those ordered. Then we can create the biue cans and if somebody is paying for the extra can then let’s take them
off the extra can and hit the recycling.

Mrs. Jones pointed out recycling is less expensive than the dump.
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Mr. Dallaire didn’t think it would be. You have trucking. You try and scrap metal and it's not worth the trip to
Reno. Butit's better than paying $104 at DDI to get rid of it.  They have to ship everything to Lodi. In some cases,
the white paper gets crated up and processed in China. The one thing that makes money is the aluminum, [t doesn'’t
pay for the rest of it. They have gotten to the point with the recycling of plastic they had fo combine the different types
of plastic together. If they sorted those they would be more valuable. DDI got to the point where nobody followed the
rules and they just baled it up all together. It barely pays for the trucking.

Mrs. Slater would like to let the residents know in the newsletter. I takes some education. In addition, mention
the orange bags that residents can bag up their own leaves rather than put them in the garbage can and also the
dropoff location.

Mr. Dallaire asked if any board member would like to write something for the newsletter. We would write a letter
to all the participants. Do you want to let everybody else know we are doing a trial too?

Mrs. Slater thought it would be a good idea.
Mr. Miller wondered if residents in other areas would call in an'dyvan’t't_'o be part of the trial.

Mr. Dallaire would still like to write something up. Not everybody understands the greenwaste bag system and
the extra greenwaste days. | am meeting this Thursday with-Nevada Energy about our lights. The PUC approved NV
Energy’s rate and they are no longer allowing Christmas.decorations on their poles or.the plugs ins. 've been
pushing to look at the plans and see if we can get them converted to a meter and in the town’'s maintenance realm.
Linda Basset is the area manager. | met with her boss on the golf course ‘at the League of.Cities conference and got
the fire lit. [ sent her all the info that we are looking for today. 'I.am trying to get the billing clarified. The other thing is
they are not allowing us to connect the rapid flashing beacons at High School Street. We have a stub out now for
power with the revised sidewalk . So we canconnectit once we dothe crosswalk project and run the lights at Mill
Street. 1 still don't have power across the street’and | don’t have any power at High School. | do have power at
Mission. It sounds like they will sell us the system. and { will: flnd out how much. They are gomg to upgrade the lights
get the board some |dea5 and. toots to ise for dlfferent rmprovements in town before the strateg|c planning session.
We are reviewing that contract.and the amounts were way more than what 1 thought they should be. We will share
the cost with the Main Street’ Board and the town boards

Vice- Chasrman IVI:iEer saw the presentatlon at the Mlnden Rotary last week.

Mr. Dallaire had a oonversation wrth Karen Cralg “She wants to see the proposal. She is helping with the vitality
project. We will see what she says if we can get it cheaper.- The county supported our project (Gardnerville station).
We have nine projects total that we are up against on the second round. Friday is the presentation. Dube’ gave us
new numbers on their design. The cost of the’ building has gone up about $70,000. Some of their costs are on the
high side. | don’'t know about the bmldrng improvements. We did make the call on replacing the sewer. We will do
the submittal in January to Douglas County for a building permit. Dube’ has 95 percent plans done. If we get
awarded we will know on Friday. The CDBG board will select the project they will fund. If we are not successful we
will submit the new application for the 2017 funding cycle. IVIob|Irtle was on the agenda We pulled it after talking with
existing power pole on Toler. The one thrng lam conoerned about is the 75 foot pole on 395, It's only two feet from
the back of curb across from the meter and another overhead line across the highway to the pole. | gave them my
concerns. | will telf the county. 1t would be better behind Wal Mart or by Carrick pond. | will tell the county that. We
have a meeting about it with the county.

13. ‘ Not For Possible Action: Discussion on the Board members activities and liaison committee reports
including but not limited to; Carson Valley Arts Council, Nevada League of Cities, and Main Street
Gardnerville.

Mrs. Slater has prepared a statement she will read into the record. (Statement is attached to these minutes.) The
Nevada League of Cities conference was very successful. They discussed a social media policy, the high cost of
health care, insurance and Medicaid. There are approximately 200 members in the Nevada League of Cities. Of that
there are seven executive board members. | was asked by the other board members to serve a final term as the
representative for the At Large Towns and GID’s. | am on the legislative committee for 2017. There are handouts |
gave you before the meeting on the bill draft requests.
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Mr. Miller reported we have a new member on the Main Street board. Katrina Rowe is one of the managers at the
local FISH store. | get a feeling she is over the Carson City location too. She is very willing to work with us. We
interviewed her the last board meeting and she seems to be very experienced in doing these types of things.

2" PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS period (No action will be taken)

No public comment.

Meeting adjourned at 6:02 p.m.

Mary Wenner, Chairwoman Tom Dallaire, Town Manager
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Gardnerville Town Board /1\

Ga ”fdnervﬂle
AGENDA ACTION SHEET " o= Nevada

For Possible Action: Approve Health and Sanitation & Public Works Departments
Monthly Report of activities

Recommended Motion: Approve as submitted
Funds Available: L Yes “ N/A

Department: Administration
Prepared by: Carol Louthan

Meeting Date: December 6, 2016

5. Time Requested: N/A

6. Agenda: ¥ Consent [ Administrative

7. Background Information:

Trash (October landfill figures) Credit Cards (October figures)
Residential Accounts 1787 Total Amount $8,852.64
Commercial Accounts 224 T'?tal Transactions 107
Green Waste Accounts 1340 Visa 91 $6,240.45
# of new residential | 6 accts transferred to new

accounts owners

# of new commercial | 0

accounts

Minimum User Accounts 52

Total tons of trash 320.83

Total tons of Greenwaste | 43.10

8. Other Agency Review of Action: | Douglas County ¥ N/A
9. Board Action:
T Approved T Approved with Modifications

%

Agenda Item #2



Superintendent Town Public Works Monthly Report

Public Works & Parks —11/2016

New aluminum tree installed on the Heritage Park Pavilion.

Christmas lights put up on the pavilion, Eddy Street Banner, US Highway 395, and side
streets. ' '

Christmas Kickoff preparation completed.

Work with Douglas High School JROTC to apply stain and preservative to exterior of
Hellwinkel Barn.

Staff Meeting November 21° to coordinate Christmas Kickoff itinerary.

Pickup and separate signage for the parade of lights.

Our staff conducted an arborist class November 4™ for the public in Stodick Estates.
After demonstrating a direct need, a'verbal agreement was reached with the HOA that
they will be trimming trees back behind the curb to help facilitate street sweeping.

Health and Sanitation — 11/2016

Cleaning and preparing of old trash totes in preparation of the pilot recycling program.

Engineering — 11/2016

Pavement preservation workshop in Reno. Discussed specifications and application of
fog seals, slurry seals, chip seal, and micro surface treatments.

2-2 Geoffrey LaCost E.I.
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Gardnerville
AGENDA ACTION SHEET g Nevada

1. For Possible Action: Approve November 2016 claims.

2. Recommended Motion: Approve as submitted
Funds Available: L Yes ¥ N/A

3. Department: Administration

Prepared by: Carol Louthan
4. Meeting Date: December 6, 2016 Time Requested: N/A
5. Agenda: /¥ Consent  Administrative

6. Background Information: See attached.

7. Other Agency Review of Action: /" Douglas County ¥ N/A

8. Board Action:

T Approved
" Denied

Approved with Modifications
Continued
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Year 2016 Proposed Urban Forest Work Plan

Arbor Day
o Proclamation by Town Board 2016 completed

o Arbor Day to be held April 2016 completed

Staff Training

o Continuing education for two staff certified arborists —~ completed — added
education for one other staff member who will take the test next year

o Fertilization education

o Pesticide education - Three employees attended

Mainfenance
o Ongoing routine maintenance, pruning, watering, fertilization, etc.
o Pruning of trees in Stodick Estates to allow street sweeper to clean gutter.
» Education and example to get home owners to prune their own trees
Held tree trimming class in conjunction with Stodick Estates HOA
— November 4, 2016 at 1:00 p.m.
o Fertilize trees

Town sponsored Projects
o Extension of Martin Slough landscape from Raley’s to Toler Lane (pending
funding) — In progress
o Semi-annual Town newsletter-tree care tips - Completed
o Add amenities and additional landscaping along trails for the west side of
Gilman ponds through to the Ranch at Gardnerville. — Nearing completion.

Development driven projects (when market conditions allow)
o The Ranch at Gardnerville-Martin Slough 30-acre Town park extension
with frees, shrubs, and trails development.

6-2
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Year 2017 Proposed Urban Forest Work Plan

Arbor-Day
o Proclamation by Town Board 2017

o Arbor Day to be held April 2017
o

Staff Training

o Continuing education for two staff certified arborists
o Arborist education and testing for one staff member
o Fertilization education

o Pesticide education

Maintenance
o Ongoing routine maintenance, pruning, watering, fertilization, etc.
o Fertilize trees

Town sponsored Projects
o Extension of Martin Slough landscape from Raley’s to Toler Lane (pending
funding)
o Semi-annual Town newsletter-tree care tips

Development driven projects (when market conditions allow)
o The Ranch at Gardnerville-Martin Slough 30-acre Town park extension
with trees, shrubs, and trails development.

6-2
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Gardnerville
AGENDA ACTION SHEET o g Nevada

1. For Possible Action: Approve Amendment No. 2 to Cooperative Agreement P492-
12-063 U.S. 395 Kingslane Project of 110 lineal feet of sidewalk and new
channel and culvert improvements with Nevada Department of Transportation,
authorizing chairman Wenner to sign the agreement.

2. Recommended Motion: On consent
Funds Available: L Yes  N/A
3. Department: Administration
4. Prepared by: Tom Dallaire
5. Meeting Date: December 6, 2016 Time Requested: N/A
6. Agenda: ¥ Consent [ Administrative

Background Information: This is an NDOT extension for the Kingslane project. There
have been many issues that have been resolved over the course of the project timeframe.
NDOT would like to finish the project and have provided an extension to the project now
consisting of?: '

e An‘NV Energy project new meter and light pole replacement,

o Crosswalk improvements of which they are currently reviewing the concept of 4 street
lights at the crosswalk in place of the overhead pole w/ large footings,
Extending the box culvert to the irrigation structure, improving the flow from the ditch,
8’ wide concrete channel with block wall and fencing on the walls of the residents,
Entrance improvements to the development,
110 LF of new sidewalk.
I have contracted with Lumos and Associates to prepare the improvement plans.

7. Other Agency Review of Action: [ Douglas County M N/A
8. Board Action:

[ Approved
" Denied

Approved with Modifications
Continued
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AMENDMENT No. 2 to
COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT
P492-12-063

/

This Amendment is made and entered into on between the State of
Nevada, Department of Transportation, hereinafter referred to as the DEPARTMENT, and the
Town of Gardnerville, 1407 Highway 395 N., Gardnerville, NV 83423 (hereinafter “TOWN").

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, on November 27, 2012, the Parties entered into Agreement No. P492-12-063
o delegate authority to the TOWN to design, advertise, award, and manage construction of curb,
gutter, sidewalk, and drainage improvements along US 395 from the intersection of Kings Lane
to 110 feet south of the intersection; and '

WHEREAS, on November 20, 2014, the Parties entered into Amendment No. 1 to
Agreement No. PR492-12-063 to extend the termination date from December 31, 2014, fo
December 31, 2016; and

WHEREAS, the termination date must be amended due to continued delays in the project
schedule due to permit issues; and

WHEREAS, the Parties herefo desire to make cerfain amendments to Agreement No.
P492-12-063.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Parties agree as follows:

A, The fermination date referenced in Arficle lil, Paragraph 1, shall be
changed from December 31, 2016, to December 31, 2018,

B. All of the other provisions of Agreement No. P492-12-063 dated November
27, 2012 and Amendment No. 1 dated November 20, 2014 shall remain in full force
and effect as if set forth herein.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the above named parties have hereunto set their hands and
executed this Amendment the date first written above.

TOWN OF GARDNERVILLE State of Nevada, acting by and through its
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Director
Aftest: Approved as to Legality & Form:
A A (e
Thomas Dallaire, P.E. Deputy Attorney General

Town Manager
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Gar dnervﬂle
AGENDA ACTION SHEET g Nevada

1. For Possible Action: Approve extension of Gilman Pond Park Amenities grant
project #32-00326 with Nevada Division of State Parks, Land & Water
Conservation Fund, authorizing the town manager to sign the agreement.

2. Recommended Motion: On consent
Funds Available: _ Yes F N/A
3. Department: Administration
4. Prepared by: Tom Dallaire
5. Meeting Date: December 6, 2016 Time Requested: N/A
6. Agenda: ¥ Consent [ Administrative

Background Information: The LWCF grant is for amenities in and around the Martin
Slough Ponds Nature trail. It includes 2 shelters with canopies, a concrete slab for picnic
tables, anchoring system, trash cans, benches, dg trail, concrete stairs from Chichester Drive
into the pond, and a new crosswalk at the Gilman bridge for the trail system. When we
applied for this project, the NDOT TAP trail project for the county was thought to be complete
by 2016. It has not started. Staff was able to get plans out to bid, but the contractors are
really busy at this time and have not responded. We added a storm drain cleanup project to
the area which pushed the project over $150,000 and now there is a need to publicly advertise.
That will go out this coming week. We have reviewed the project with the grant coordinator,
showed her the progress to date. They want to see the project completed and offered to
extend the project. The application for extension is in for their review. This is for your
information on the project.

7. Other Agency Review of Action: [ Douglas County M N/A
8. Board Action:

L Approved
" Denied

Approved with Modifications
Continued
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STATE OF NEVADA
Division of State Pails )
Land & Water Conservation Fund Project AMENDMENT

Participant Project Number
Carson City, NV 32-00326
Project title

Gilman Pond Park Amenities

Period Covered by this Agreement

From: June 8, 2013 To: December 31,2017

Project AMENDMENT

Extend project completion date to December 31,2017
Project Cost N

Total Cost $ 107,308

Federal Grant $ 53,654

Local Share $ 53,654

The State of Nevada, represented by the State Liaison Officer, and the Participant named above mutually agree to perform this agreement in
accordance with the Land end Water Conservation Fund Act of 1964, 78 Stat. 897 (1964) and with the terms, promises, conditions, plans,
s_l:eciﬁcations, estimates, procedures, project proposals, maps and assurances attached hereto and hereby a part hereof,

The State of Nevada hereby promises, in consideration of the promises made by the Participant herein, to take the necessary steps and action and to
attempt to enter into an agreement to obtain Federal money for that portion of the profect referred to as Federal Grant above, to accept such funds
from the United States and to tender o the Participant thet portion of the obligation which is required fo pay the United Statcs' share.

It is understnad by the parties hereto that this agreement shall not obligate State funds for the project cast described herein except those costs
necessary for administration of the project,

In the event construction has not commenced on this project within ten and one half {10%) months from the date of official notification of funding
from the Division of State Parks (Notice to Proceed), this agreement is null and void. In the event an acquisition does not take place within nine (9)
months from the date of olficial notification of funding from the Division of State Parks (Notice to Praceed), this agreement is nuil and void,

The Participant hereby promises, in consideration of the promises made by the State of Nevada herein, to execute the project described abave in
accordance with the {erms of this agreement.

The foliowing special project terms and conditions were added {o this agresment before it was signed by the parties hereto:

In witness whereof, the parties hereto have entered inte this agreement as of the date entered below. The date upon which this agreement becomes
effective and 1s executed wifl be the date signed by the State Liaison Officer.

STATE OF NEVADA ARTICIPANT
[ — ‘a
(Signature) (Signature)
Janice Keillor Town of Gardnerville

(Name - State Liaison Officer)

Alternate State Tiaison Officer

(Title)

(Date)

REYV. 12/25/59

(Name of Political Subdivision)

Thomas A. Dallaire

(Typed Name)

]{._{&;.,m[(@

{Date}

@~
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dnervﬂle
AGENDA ACTION SHEET ; evada

1. For Possible Action: Approve the proposed legal service agreement with Jennifer
Yturbide of Rowe Hales Yturbide, LLP for attorney representation of Town
interests and matters effective January 1, 2017 to conclude December 31, 2018,
authorizing Chairman Wenner to sign the agreement.

2. Recommended Motion: On consent
Funds Available: “ Yes T N/A
3. Department: Administration
4. Prepared by: Tom Dallaire
5. Meeting Date: December 6, 2016 Time Requested: N/A
6. Agenda: ¥ Consent [ Administrative
Background Information: the Board selected Jennifer Yturbide for the next town counselor
with an effective date of January 2017. This is the contract Jennifer shared with the board
during the selection process and is on the consent for your formal approval.
7. Other Agency Review of Action: I Douglas County M N/A

8. Board Action:

Approved with Modifications
Continued

[ Approved
" Denied
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Mailing Address
P.O. Box 2080
Minden, NY §9423
Facsimile (775)782-3685

Rowe Hales Yturbide
Attorneys At Law

Physical Address
1638 Esmeralda Avenue
Minden, NV 59423
(775) 782-8141

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
8
19
20
21
2
23
24
25
26
27
28

LEGAL SERVICES AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT, effective the 1st day of January, 2017, by and between the TOWN OF
GARDNERVILLE (hereinafter “TOWN?), and JENNIFER YTURBIDE of ROWE HALES YTURBIDE,
LLP (hereinafter “ATTORNEY™), is made between the parties on the day and year written above for the
purposes of TOWN retaining ATTORNEY for representation of TOWN’S interests in all matters upon

the terms and conditions as hereinafier set forth.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, TOWN is desirous of retaining ATTORNEY for representation as general counsel
for TOWN in all matters relating to litigation or otherwise arising from the day to day operations of the
TOWN. ATTORNEY is desirous of serving TOWN as its general counsel for all those matters in which
counsel is requested by TOWN.

NOW, THEREFORE, FOR AND IN CONSIDERATION of the mutual covenants, conditions
and terms set forth herein, the parties agree as follows:

I

In consideration of this Agreement, JENNIFER YTURBIDE of ROWE HALES YTURBIDE,
LLP, has agreed to represent TOWN’s interests as set forth above, and TOWN agrees to retain
ATTORNEY for undertaking TOWN?’s representation in such matters.

TOWN agrees to pay ATTORNEY for such services, in addition to all costs advanced by
ATTORNEY on TOWN’s behalf, in the amount of TWO HUNDRED DOLLARS AND NO/100CENTS
($200.00) p‘er hour for ATTORNEYs representaﬁon in all non-htigation matters, including TOWN
Board méetings where ATTORNEY is requested to attend.

For ATTORNEY s representation in non-htigation matters, ATTORNEY will be paid at the
rate of TWO HUNDRED DOLLARS AND NO/100 CENTS ($200.00) per hour. ATTORNEY’s

representation may inciude attendance at special meetings, ATTORNEYs preparation of contracts,




Mailing Address
P.O.Box 2080
Minden, NV 85423
Facsimile (775}782-3685

Physiecal Address
1638 Esmeralda Avenuc
Minden, NV 8§9423

Rowe Hales Yturbide

Attorneys At Law

(775) 782-8141
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ordinances, resolutions and other documents, and for consultation with the TOWN Manager, TOWN
Board members or staff regarding issues presenting themselves to the TOWN on a day to day basis.

‘The parties agree that the ATTORNEY shali separately bill TOWN for services performed on
TOWN?’s behalf for litigation related matters at the rate of TWOQ HUNDRED FIFTY DOLLARS AND
NO/100 CENTS ($250.00) per hour for office and research time, and TWO HUNDRED FIFTY
DOLLARS AND NO/100 CENTS ($250.00) per hour for any time spent before any Court, Board or
Tribunal. ATTORNEY may engage the services of experts and other professionals as necessary afier
consultation and approval by TOWN.

For the purposes of this Agreement, htigation matters are defined to include those matters which
are filed, or are the subject of written submission before any Court, Board or Tribunal. ATTORNE? shall
compile an mdividuaﬁed invoice for the time and costs expended by the ATTORNEY on each litigation
matter to be submitted to the TOWN Manager on a monthly basis.

ATTORNEY bills time in increments of a minimum of two-tenths (.2) of an hour. TOWN
agrees to pay ATTORNEY promptly for such services and for ali costs advanced by ATTORNEY on
TOWN’s behalf.

It

The iitial term of this Agreement is for two (2) years, commencing 1 January 2017, and
concluding 31 December 2018. This Agreement shall automatically renew for an additional two (2) year
term succeeding the period of 1 January 2017 to 31 December 2018 with an automatic increase to $225
per hour for services provided in non-litigation matters, and $250 per hour for services provided in
litigation matters. Either party may provide ninety (90) days notice to terminate this Agreement. Such
notification by party desiring to terminate this Agreement shali be provided in writing to the other party.

If either party elects to modify or alter any term or provision ofthis Agreement, such party shali

provide ninety (90) days prior written notice to the other party specifying the term(s) which is requested

2
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1638 Esmeralda Avenue

Minden, NV 89423
(775} 782-8141
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to be altered. In such case, ATTORNEY and TOWN agree to discuss the term(s) of the requested
alteration(s) ofthis Agreement, and to negotiate in good faith any requested alteration(s). Thereafter, an
Agreement containing the modification(s) will be submitted to the TOWN Board to adopt, ratify and

confirm sﬁch modified Agreement at the next General Meeting ofthe TOWN Board. Such modification

shall be effective until the next succeeding contract term.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have hereunio set their hands this day of
, 2016.
ATTORNEY: TOWN BOARD OF GARDNERVILLE:
By:
Jennifer Yturbide, Esq. Mary Wenner, Chairperson
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AGENDA ACTION SHEET g Nevada

1. For Possible Action: Discussion to approve, approve with modifications or deny
a privacy policy for the Town of Gardnerville; with public comment prior to board
action.

2. Recommended Motion: Approve privacy policy for the Town of Gardnerville.
Funds Available: __ Yes F N/A

3. Department: Administration

4. Prepared by: Tom Dallaire

5. Meeting Date: December 6, 2016 Time Requested: N/A

6. Agenda: ¥ Consent I Administrative

Background Information: See attached.

7. Other Agency Review of Action: I Douglas County ¥ N/A

8. Board Action:

_ Approved

" Denied

Approved with Modifications
Continued

[ENE
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G jdnervﬂle
AGENDA ACTION SHEET S~ Nevada

1. Not For Possible Action: Discussion on the Main Street Program Manager’s Monthly
Report of activities for November 2016.

2. Recommended Motion: Receive and file
a. Funds Available: L Yes ¥ N/A

3. Department: Administration

4. Prepared by: Paula Lochridge

5. Meeting Date: December 6, 2016 Time Requested: 10 minutes
6. Agenda: I Consent ¥ Administrative

7. Background Information

8. Other Agency Review of Action: I Douglas County ¥ N/A
9. Board Action:

[ Approved [_ Approved with Modifications

™ Denied [ Continued

f
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MAIN E STREET

erville
Main Street Gardnerville’s Program Manager Report

December 6_, 2016

e Small Business Saturday (SBS):

o Atleast 50 folks participated in the contest to win the 49” flat screen TV. But
there were quite a few people I ran into during the day that weren’t participating
in the contest part of the event... just out shopping and supporting the small
businesses. (See photos and additional SBS info attached.)

o The Record Courier, as a partner in this event, ran some full page ads the week
leading up to the event.

o Anita Kornoff who writes a regular column in the Record Courier’s Community
page has offered to include some of our activities in her column when it is a good
fit. She included our Small Business Saturday promotion in one of her last
articles. (See attached)

e  Main Street Mingle at El Aguila Real:

o Had a great turn out and the owners and staff at the restaurant did such a fantastic
job.

o Our next Mingle is tentatively scheduled for February 16™ and the focus will be
on the upcoming wine walk season. We hope the next mingle will be well
attended by those businesses that participate in the wine walk event. We will
provide some training on how they can improve the event, cut their expenses and
on ways that the businesses can “cash in” on the exposure.

» Miscellaneous Program Items:
o Working on a board training session.
o Preparing for action plan revisions for first quarter.
o Planning to relaunch the revolving loan program and re-engage the existing loan
review committee.
o Planning for the upcoming New Year’s Eve Candlelight Labyrinth Walk on
December 31, 2016, 6 — 9 pm.

Agenda Item #11-2
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24 ]__Fﬂday, November 25,2016 | The Record-Courier

SMALL
BUSINESS
SATURDAY! _

When you visit Small Business Saturday
participating merchants on November 26th, you'll see

holiday specials and contests. You'll also get a chance to win a
hig screen TV when you play Small Business Saturday Bingo.

SUPPORT YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESSES
SMALL BUSINESS SATURDAY | NOVEMBER 26

Find more information at: MainStreetGardnerville.org,
CarsonValleyNV.org and MainStreetMinden.com

O
| CARSON VALLEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE | THE RECORD-COURIER

MAIN STREET GARDNERVILLE | MAIN STREET MINDEN | NU SYSTEMS
=11 o
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Gardnerville
AGENDA ACTION SHEET “ogg— Nevada

1. For Possible Action: Discussion to approve, approve with modifications or deny
a request by the Record Courier to become a sponsor for the "Newspapers in
Education” program in a budgeted amount of $150; with public comment prior to
Board action.

2. Recommended Motion: Based on Board discussion.
Funds Available: I~ Yes I N/A (requires staff time)
3. Department: Administration
4. Prepared by: Tom Dallaire
5. Meeting Date: December 6, 2016 Time Requested: 5 minutes
6. Agenda: I Consent ¥ Administrative
Background Information: The board currently has authorized $150 per year to the
program. Apparently that covers the cost of the paper in our schools for 6 months. They are
looking to see if the board would be interested in paying for an additional 6 months or 1 full
year of subscription.
See attached information.
7. Other Agency Review of Action: [ Douglas County ¥ N/A

8. Board Action:

Approved with Modifications
Continued

L Approved
" Denied
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AGENDA ACTION SHEET " o= Nevada

1. For Possible Action: Discussion on a request for a modification to the Ranch at
Gardnerville Planned Development and a Variance to Improvement Standards as
they relate to design criteria for the construction of the Zerolene Road crossing
of Martin Slough. The property is located south of Buckeye Road and east of
Highway 395 along Heybourne Road, within the SFR-8000 (Single Family
Residential- 8,000 square foot minimum net parcel size) and the MFR (Multi-
Family Residential) zoning districts with a Planned Development (PD) Overlay, in
the Minden/Gardnerville Community Plan Area. The applicant is Ezra Nilson. PD
0-008-8 and LDA 16-035; presentation but RO Anderson, with public comment
prior to Board action.

2. Recommended Motion:
Funds Available: I Yes " N/A (requires staff time)
3. Department: Administration
4. Prepared by: Tom Dallaire
5. Meeting Date: December 6, 2016 Time Requested: 60 minutes
6. Agenda: I Consent [ Administrative
Background Information: The towns of Minden and Gardnerville staff have been meeting
on this project proposal. We have prepared a united report and advisory recommendation to
county staff after our combined effort review of the county codes and the proposed
improvements. See the attached staff report, and proposed project information.
7. Other Agency Review of Action: I Douglas County M N/A

8. Board Action:

[ Approved L Approved with Modifications
™ Denied L Continued
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PD 04-008-8 and LDA 16-035
Staff Report to Planning Commission 11/8/2016
Page 2 of 11

Master Plan Designation Receiving Area
Zoning Designation SFR-8,000 and MFR
1V.  BACKGROUND

The Ranch at Gardnerville Planned Development was originally approved on December 2, 2004 under
the 2001 Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards (DCDCIS). There have been
significant changes to the DCDCIS, FEMA Floodplain/Floodway limits, the project, and economic
conditions since the project's approval. The DCDCIS was last updated on June 7, 2007 requiring
development to comply with the updated standards within 180 days of the most recent adoption (see
DCDCIS 1.7). Discussion on past requirements is irrelevant to what is required today. Current
standards require collector roads and arterial roads to provide at least one access to communities
during the 100-year flood.

The April 2008 plans for Zerolene Road crossing of the Martin Slough were submitted to and
approved by Douglas County to install eight- 4 foot x 12 foot box culverts. Due to the economy, the
roadway was never constructed. In the interim, the Martin Slough Floodplain was re-studied and new
floodplain maps were published by the Federal Emergency Management Agency {FEMA). The
revised mapping changed the floodplain to a floodway; however the overall amount of flow reaching
Zerolene Road was reduced from 3,689 cubic feet per second to 2,336 cubic feet per second.

V. DISCUSSION, EVALUATION, & FINDINGS

Douglas County Code Section 20.676.110 requires a public hearing by the Planning Commission and
Board for revisions to a PD that involve changes in land use, expansion, or intensification of
development, or changes in the standards of development. In the event the requested Variance to
Improvement Standards were to be approved, it would also require the modification of one or more of
the conditions of approval associated with the Planned Development, therefore, a Planned
Development modification was also requested (IDCC Section 20.676.110).

Since 2007, the Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards (DCDCIS) have required
arterial and collector roads to allow a minimum of one access to communities during the 100-year
flood. All emergency facilities (fire and police) are on the west side of the Martin Slough. All of the
613 homes planned to be constructed in the Ranch at Gardnerville Planned Development will be on the
east side of the Martin Slough. The required improvements must allow emergency ingress and egress
to Douglas County residents during a 100-year flood.

The request is for a variance to improvement standards, specifically for relief from Note 1 on Table 6.2
of the Engineering Design Criteria and Improvement Standards which states:

“Arterial and collector roads shall be signed and constructed to allow for a minimum of one
access to communities during the 100-year flood.”

FEMA allows for construction in a floodplain to raise the water surface by up to I-foot; however,
construction in a floodway may not increase the water surface elevation. The variance, if approved,
would allow Zerolene Road to be constructed in accordance with FEMA’s requirements of no rise in
the BKE, but would allow a portion of the road segment to be inundated during the 100-year event.
The proposed improvements would include construction of six 4-foot by [2-foot box culverts and a

13-8




PD 04-008-8 and LDA 16-035
Staff Report to Planning Commission 11/8/2016
Page 3 of 11

325 foot long dip section. The box culverts would pass the more frequent flows (<50 year) without
overtopping; however, the proposed dip section would overtop during the less frequent flows (100
year). The re-mapping of the floodplain which established the floodway also reduced the 100-year
flood event flows in the area of Zerolene Road.

Douglas County and the applicant have a difference of opinion as to what must be designed to comply
with County Code and FEMA standards. It is Douglas County’s opinion the road must be constructed
to:

1) Allow one lane of access during the 100 year flood.

2) Ensure the floodway water surface is not increased.

It is the applicant’s interpretation that the construction of the roadway must also ensure the 100-year
base flood elevation is not increased.

County staff has been in contact with FEMA to seek clarification on this requirement. As of October
31, 2016, no clarification has been received. However, it is anticipated FEMA will provide a response
prior to the Planning Commission meeting.

There are four proposals which have been considered for the Zerolene Road crossing of Martin
Slough. The four proposals include 6-culverts with a 325 foot dip section; 8-culverts with no dip
section; 10 culverts with no dip section; and a 140 foot clear span bridge. Staff’s analysis of these four
proposals is detailed in the County Engineer’s memo to the Planning Commission (Attachment 3). As
noted in the memo the 8-culvert option is Staff’s preferred alternative as it complies with requirements
1 and 2 listed above.

Findings for PD Modification (DCC 20.676.040)

Douglas County Code Section 20.676,040 establishes findings that must be considered by the Planning
Commission and Board of County Commissioners in their decisions on a Planned Development or
Planned Development modification. All findings must be made in the affirmative in order to approve
the requested modification.

1. The plan is consistent with the statement of objectives of a planned development
contained in the master plan and in this chapter.

Staff Response: Pursuant to County Code Section 20.676.010 a Planned Development must meet at
least one of the six criteria outlined, With this modification, the Planned Development will continue to
meet, at a minimum, Criterion 6 which states the “project is located within a receiving area as shown
on the master plan land use maps, and is proposing to utilize transfer of development rights.

2. The extent that the plan departs from zoning and subdivision regulations otherwise
applicable to the property, including but not limited fo density, bulk and use, are
deemed to be in the public interest.

Staff Response: The request does not meet this finding. The original approval was conditioned to
ensure compliance with zoning and subdivision regulations. The requested PD medification and
Variance to Improvement Standards would result in the construction of a road that does not meet
standards. The applicant is proposing to construct 613 dwelling units at the Ranch at Gardnerville,
without the standard improvement to Zerolene Road, thereby not providing a dry lane of access into or
out of the neighborhood during an event between the 50 year and the 100 year flood event.

S




PD 04-008-8 and LDA 16-035
Staff Report to Planning Comrmission 11/8/2016
Page 4 of 11

3. The ratio of residential fo non-residential use in the planned development is consistent
with the master plan.

Staff Response: This finding is not applicable to this PD modification. There are no proposed
changes to the ratio of residential to non-residential use. The PD will continue to be comprised
entirely of residential uses.

4. The purpose, location and amount of the common open space in the planned
development, the reliability of the proposals for maintenance and the conservation of
the common open spaces are adequate as related to the proposed density and type of
residential development.

Staff Response: It was previously determined that the open space proposed with the original PD
approval as well as subsequent modifications is sufficient. The proposed PD modification does not
propose any changes to the location or amount of common open space previously approved with the
Planned Development.

5. The physical design of the plan and the manner in which the design of the planned
development makes provisions for adequate public facilities, as required by this code.

Staff Response: The request does not meet this finding. Per Douglas County Code Section
20.100.020 no development application shall be approved unless the development is served by
adequate public facilities, These include water facilities, wastewater facilities, drainage facilities and
transportation facilities. The applicant is proposing to construct 613 dwelling units at the Ranch at
Gardnerville, without the standard improvement to Zerolene Road, thereby not providing a dry lane of
access into or out of the neighborhood during an event between the 50 year and the 100 year flood
event.

0. The proposed development is compatible with and preserves the character and integrity
of adjacent development and neighborhoods.

Staff Response: The proposed modification does not impact the development’s compatibility with
adjacent development and neighborhoods. It was determined to meet this finding in 2004 and in
subsequent P modifications. The residential development is consistent with other residential
development in the area.

7. Any development-related adverse impacts, such as traffic, noise, odors, visual
nuisances, or other similar adverse effects to adjacent development and neighborhoods,
are mitigated by improvements or modifications either on-site or within the public
right-of-way.

Staff Response: The request does not meet this finding. The original PD and subsequent
modifications included conditions of approval to mitigate for these impacts. These include conditions
of approval related to traffic impacts and provisions for adequate ingress and egress. As noted in
staff’s response to finding 5 above, the requested modification would result in inadequate
transportation facilities during flood events.
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8. Where a development plan proposes development over a period of years, the sufficiency
of the terms and conditions intended to protect the interests of the public, residents and
owners of the planned development and the integrity of the plan and, where the plan
provides for phases, the period in which the application for each phase must be filed.

Staff Response: Not applicable. The request will not modify the approved Phasing Plan for the
project.

9. That each individual unit or phase of the development, if built in stages, as well as the
total development, can exist independently and be capable of creating a good
environment in the locality and be as desirable and stable in any phase as in the fotal
development.

Staff Response: Not applicable. The request will not modify the approved Phasing Plan for the
project. The existing conditions of approve provide for adequate assurance that the individual phases
can exist independently.

10. The uses proposed will not be a detriment to the present and proposed surrounding
land uses, but will enhance the desirability of the area and have a beneficial effect.

Staff Response: The PD modification is not proposing any additional uses not contemplated in the
original approval in December 2004.

11, Any deviation from the standard ordinance requirements is warranted by the design
and additional amenities incorporated in the development plan which offers certain
unusual redeeming features to compensate for any deviations that may be permitted.

Staff Response: The request does not meet this finding. The PD modification is triggered by the
request for a Variance to Improvement Standards to allow Zerolene Road to be constructed in
accordance with FEMA’s requirements of no rise in the BFE but allowing a portion of the road
segment to be inundated during the 100- year event. 'The proposed improvements would include
construction of six 4-foot by [2-foot box culverts and a 325 foot long dip section. The box culverts
would pass the more frequent flows (<50 year) without overtopping; however, the proposed dip
section would overtop during the less frequent flows (100 year). Such a deviation from the standard is
not warranted. As noted in finding 5 above, the proposed design will not provide one dry lane of
access during the 100 year flood as required by the DCDCIS and places future residents in danger if,
and when, a flood event occurs.

12 The planned development will not result in material prejudice or diminution in value of
surrounding properties, and will not endanger the health, safety and welfare of the
COMMUNILY.

Staff Response: The request does not meet this finding. If approved, the variance will resuit in a road
that does not provide for adequate emergency ingress and egress for residents or emergency
responders. Intensifying the land use (adding additional homes) with no means of emergency access
during flood events is detrimental to public health and safety.

13. The subdivision of land proposed in the planned development meets the requirements of
the Nevada Revised Statutes and this code.

|3-1oa




P 04-008-8 and LDA 16-033
Staff Report to Planning Commission 11/8/2016
Page 6 of 11

Staff Response: The Planned Development has been conditioned to meet the requirements of NRS
and Title 20 of Douglas County Code.

14 The subdivision of land proposed in the planned development conforms to the density
requirements, lot dimension standards and other regulations applicable to planned
developments.

Staff Response: The proposed development meets this finding, in that the proposed density complies
with the density permitted by the Master Plan designated Receiving Area and the SFR-PD and MFR-
PD zoning districts. The proposed density and lot sizes comply with the PD overlay standard.

15. The subdivision of land proposed in the planned development conforms to the
improvement and design standards contained in the development code and adopted
design criteria and improvement standards.

Staff Response: The request does not meet this finding., With the exception of the requested Variance
to Improvement Standards, the Planned Development is conditioned to comply with adopted
regulations within the County’s development code and design manual. As noted in the above findings,
if approved, the variance will result in a road that does not provide for emergency access, as required,
during a flood event. The design, as proposed, would not provide for adequate emergency ingress and
egress for residents or emergency responders.

16. Where applicable, adequate transfer development rights have been established
consistent with the number of proposed units within the planned development.

Staff Response: The Planned Development is conditioned to transfer developiment rights in support of
the proposed density. Under previous approvals, the project is conditioned to require recordation of
the TDR’s prior to recordation of final map submittal.

17. The planned development has a beneficial relationship fo the neighborhood in which it
is proposed to be established.

Staff Response: The request does not meet this finding. The proposed medification to the PD will
not have a beneficial relationship to the neighborhood in which the PD is established. The
modification is triggered by the request for a Variance to lmprovement Standards to allow Zerolene
Road to be constructed in accordance with FEMA’s requirements of no rise in the BFE but allowing a
portion of the road segment to be inundated during the 100- year event. The proposed improvements
would include construction of six 4-foot by 12-foot box culverts and a 325 foot long dip section. The
box culverts would pass the more frequent flows (<50 year) without overtopping; however, the
proposed dip section would overtop during the less frequent flows (100 year). Such a deviation from
the standard is not warranted. If approved, the modification and variance will result in a road that does
not provide for adequate emergency ingress and egress for residents or emergency responders during a
flood event.

Findings for a PD Modification (NRS 278A4.410)

In addition to the findings outlined above, NRS 278A.410, Modification of plan by city or county,
requires the following findings be made prior to approval of the PD modification.
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1. No such modification, removal or release of the provisions of the plan by the city or
county may affect the rights of the residents of the planned unit residential development
to maintain and enforce those provisions.

Staff Response: The PD modification will not alter the ability of the residents of the development to
maintain and enforce the provisions of the PD.

2, No modification, removal or release of the provisions of the plan by the city or county is
permitted except upon a finding by the city or county, following a public hearing that it:

(a) Iy consistent with the efficient development and preservation of the entire
planned unit development;

(b)  Does not adversely affect either the enjoyment of land abutting upon or across a
street from the planned unit development or the public interest; and

fc) Is not granted solely to confer a private benefit upon any person.

Staff Response: The request does not meet this finding. Subsection (¢} requires the approving body
to find that the modification is not granted solely to confer a private benefit upon any person. As
previously noted, the modification is requested as a result of a request for a variance to improvement
standards. The requested variance is solely for the financial benefit of the developer. In April 2008
Douglas County approved construction of Zerolene Road with the installation of eight culverts.
FEMA subsequently revised the floodplain to a floodway which restricts development to a higher
standard. The application states in their justification “to achieve these new administrative standards
requires the construction of a minimum of a 140-foot wider clear span bridge.” A preliminary cost
estimate of $4 million was provided for the bridge. Analysis has shown the 140-foot clear span bridge
is not necessary to satisfy FEMA requirements, and that the previously approved 8 culvert
configuration is sufficient. Yet the applicant is only willing to install six box culverts and a dip
section, while the standard can be achieved with 8 box culverts. A quote was received by Jensen
Precast in Reno showing cost (including delivery) of the additional box culverts would be
approximately $60,000 each (not including tax or installation costs).

Findings for Variance to Improvement Standards (DCC 20.704.070)

Douglas County Code Section 20.704.070 establishes findings that must be considered by the Planning
Commission and Board of County Commissioners in their decisions on a Planned Development or
Planned Development medification. All findings must be made in the affirmative in order to approve
the requested modification.

L The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public safety, health, or
welfare or injurious to other property.

Staff Response: The request does not meet this finding. As indicated in the Statement of
Justification, The Martin Slough is crossed at four other locations; Gilman Ave, Buckeye Road,
Lucerne Street, and Monte Vista Ave. During a 100-year flood event, these roadways are over topped
by depths ranging from 1.0 feet (Gilman Avenue) to 3.5 feet (Monte Vista Avenue). All of these
roadways were constructed prior to the adoption of the 2007 DCDCIS, and many were constructed
prior to the original 1980 FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps which established floodplains in Douglas
County. Zerolene Road has not been constructed to date, is recognized as a Minor Collector on the
Master Transportation Plan, and is therefore subject to the County’s current standards of construction.
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Since the other Collector’s in the area do not provide a minimum of one access to the Community
Zerolene Road must be built to today’s standards to ensure citizens have a means of access during a
flood event. The existing collector and arterial road crossings have no bearing on the requirements for
Zerolene Road. The applicant has not provided sufficient justification to vary from the standard.
Intensifying land use (adding additional homes) with no means of emergency access during flood
events is detrimental to the public safety and health.

2, The conditions upon which the request for a variance is based are unique fo the
property for which the variance is sought and are not applicable generally to other

property;

Staff Response: The request does not meet this finding. The variance request is not unique to the
property for which the variance is sought. The applicant cites the new designation of the Martin
Slough as floodway as having imposed extraordinary circumstances not present at the time the project
was approved. The plans approved by the County in April 2008 for the construction of the Zerolene
Road crossing of Martin Slough included the installation of 8 box culverts. The roadway was never
constructed. In the interim, as noted by the applicant, the floodplain was changed to a floodway;
however, the amount of flow reaching Zerolene Road was reduced from 3,689 cubic feet per second to
2,336 cubic feet per second, Even with the change in floodplain/floodway designation, due to this
reduction in flow, the originally approved April 2008 plans continue to be acceptable to meet FEMA
and Douglas County standards. The same cannot be achieved with the applicant’s proposal for six box
culverts and a dip section.

3 Because of the physical surroundings, shape or fopographical conditions of the specific
property involved, a particular hardship to the owner would result, as distinguished
from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of these regulations are carried out;

Staff Response: The request does not meet this finding. The applicant cites the establishment of a
regulatory floodway for the Martin Slough along with the topographic relief and available right-of-way
as a significant hardship to strict compliance with the regulations. As noted in finding 2 above, the
plans approved by the County in April 2008 for the construction of the Zerolene Road crossing of
Martin Slough included the installation of 8 box culverts. The roadway was never constructed. In the
interim, as noted by the applicant, the floodplain was changed to a floodway; however, the amount of
flow reaching Zerolene Road was reduced from 3,689 cubic feet per second to 2,336 cubic feet per
second. Even with the change in floodplain/floodway designation, due to this reduction in flow, the
originally approved April 2008 plans continue to be acceptable to meet FEMA and Douglas County
standards,

4. The variance will not in any manner vary the provisions of the zoning ordinance, or
master plan,

Staff Response: The variance will not vary the provisions of the zoning ordinance or master plan for
the Ranch at Gardnerville Planned Development.

5. The granting of the variance substantially conforms fo adequate public facilities
requirements of this code; and

Staff Response: The request does not meet this finding. Per Douglas County Code Section
20.100.020 no development application shall be approved unless the development is served by
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adequate public facilities. These include water facilities, wastewater facilities, drainage facilities and
transportation facilities. The applicant is proposing to construct 613 dwelling units at the Ranch at
Gardnerville, without the standard improvement to Zerolene Road, thereby not providing a dry lane of
access into or out of the neighborhood during an event between the 50 year and the 100 year flood
event.

6. The variance will not have the effect of preventing the orderly division of other land in
the area in accordance with the provisions of this code.

Staff Response: The variance would not have an effect on the orderly division of other land in the
area in accordance with the provisions of this code. Future divisions of land will be reviewed and
appropriate conditions placed on the tentative maps to ensure compliance with the regulations and
standards in place at the time.

Findings for a Variance to Improvement Standards (DCDCIS Part I, Division 1, Section 1.3)

Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards Part II, Division 1, Section 1.3
establishes standards and requirements for approval of a Variance to Improvement Standards. The
County Engineer has reviewed the request and has determined the variance does not meet any of the
requirements of the DCDCIS manual for approval of the variance.

1 Situations where strict compliance with the manual may not act to protect public health
and safety.

Staff Response: The applicant’s request does not meet the finding; rather the request places future
residents in danger if, and when, a flood event occurs. The Ranch at Gardnerville is proposing to
construct an additional 613 dwelling units, without the standard improvement to Zerolene Road.
Therefore, no dry lane of access will exist into or out of the neighborhood during an event between the
50-year and 100-year flood event. Approving the variance does not protect public health and safety.
There are no fire or police facilities located on the east side of Martin Slough that would have access to
the neighborhood in the event of a 50 to 100-year flood without requiring Zerolene Road to meet
current design standards. The applicant estimates the amount of water overtopping of Zerolene would
be 1.1 feet with the proposed design.

2. Situations which require additional analysis outside the scope of this manual for which
the additional analysis shows that strict compliance with the manual may not act 1o
protect public health and safety.

Staff Response: The applicant’s request_does not meet this finding, in that this finding is not
applicable. No additional analysis is needed outside the scope of the manual. The variance only
considers the construction of six culverts versus eight culverts which will endanger public health and
safety in the event of a flood.

3. Hydrologic and/or hydraulics conditions which cannot be adequately addressed by
strict compliance with this manual.

Staff Response: The applicant has not presented evident to support this finding. The hydrologic and
hydraulic conditions in the Martin Slough have been well studied and approved by FEMA. There are
no unique conditions at this site. The applicant identifies this one scenario as support for the variance
and speaks to the change in the floodplain which provides the Planning Commission with a historic
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perspective, but the applicant fails to show that there are hydrologic and/or hydraulic conditions that
can’t be addressed with the construction of eight culverts (versus six culverts).

Fingncial Considerations
The DCDCIS further states that “...financial hardship shall not be considered grounds for a variance
request.”

After work stopped on the approved April 2008 permit proposing to install eight culverts, FEMA
revised the floodplain to floodway which restricts development to a higher standard. After the
designation, the applicant states in their justification “to achieve these new administrative standards
requires construction of a minimum of a 140-foot wider clear span bridge.” A preliminary cost
estimate in excess of $4 million was provided for the bridge. Analysis has shown the 140-foot wide
clear span bridge is not necessary to satisfy FEMA requirements, and that the previously approved
eight culvert configuration is sufficient. There is a section in the Code of Federal Reguiations (44 CFR
60.3.d.4) which allows for FEMA to be flexible with their floodway requirements if there is overall
benefit to the public. Although it appears this provision is not needed, based on initial email
conversations, FEMA would be open to using this provision to allow the County to achieve 100-year
flood access to the Ranch at Gardnerville while causing the floodway water surface elevation to rise.

The applicant is willing to install six box culverts. The standard can be reached by installing eight box
culverts. A quote was received by Jensen Precast in Reno showing cost to deliver the additional box
culverts would be around $60,000 each (not including tax or installation costs).

VI. TOWN REVIEW AND PUBLIC COMMENT

County staff has requested appropriate applications be made to both the Town of Gardnerville and the
Town of Minden. It has been confirmed by the Town of Gardnerville that application has not been
made and at this point, the Town will not be able to hear the project until their December 6, 2016
meeting, assuming that all appropriate documentation is filed with the Town. The Town of Minden
has confirmed the matter is scheduled to be heard by their Board at the December 7, 2016 meeting.
Both meetings would occur after the Board of County Commissioners would be scheduled to hear the
matter on December 1, 2016.

Douglas County Code requires development applications within the established boundaries of the
Towns to be reviewed by the Towns prior to final action (DCC Section 20.08.010}. Since, the Towns
will not be able hear the request and provide recommendation prior to the Planning Commission or
Board of County Commissioner meetings, the Planning Commission may wish to continue the matter
for one month, providing the Towns with adequate time to review the application and make
recommendation.

As of October 31, 2016 no public comment has been received. Any written correspondence received
prior to the meeting will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for consideration.

VII. CONCLUSION

The Planning Commission has several options for review and recommendation to the Board of County
Commissicners.
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D Continue the matter for one month providing the Towns with adequate time to review
the application and make recommendation.

2) Recommend approval of the variance to the Board of County Commissioners, allowing
for the construction of six box culverts and a dip section.

3) Recommend denial of the request to the Board of County Commissioners, further
recommending construction of the eight box culvert configuration, subject to FEMA
approval.

4) Recommend denial of the request to the Board of County Commissioners, further

recommending construction of the ten box culvert configuration if FEMA determines
the eight box culvert configuration does not meet their standard.

Staff does not find grounds to support this variance request. As outlined in the findings above, there
are several findings that are not met. Douglas County Code requires all findings be made in the
affirmative in order to approve a PD modification and Variance to Improvement Standards. The
County Engineer has reviewed the request and finds that the request does not meet any of the
conditions to be considered for a variance request as specified in the DCDCIS. Previously, the
applicant felt the only way to comply with the current standard was a $4 million bridge; however the
current standard can be reached with the construction of two additional culverts, the same number and
size of culverts proposed and approved by the County in 2008.

The DCDCIS lists the minimum standards for development that are required by Douglas County.
These minimums, especially when public health and safety is involved, should not be waived, varied,
or negotiated. Therefore, staff recommends the Planning Commission recommend, to the Board of
County Commissioners, denial of the PD meodification (PD 04-008-8) and requested Variance to
Improvement Standards (LDA 16-035).

Attachments:

1) Location Map

2) Application Information
a. Statement of Justification
b. Hydraulic Modeling
¢. Road Profiles

3) County Engineer’s Memo
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Zerolene Road Varjance 2 November §, 2016

III. Discussion

Design Requirements and Variance Reguest:

Since 2007, the Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards
(PCDCIS) has required arterial and collector roads to allow a minimum of
one access to communities during the 100-year flood. All emergency
facilities (fire and police) are on the west side of the Martin Slough. All of
the homes constructed by the Ranch at Gardnerville are on the east side of
the Martin Slough. The required improvements allow emergency exit of, or
access to, Douglas County residents during a flood event of greater than the
50-year fiood.

Interpretation of FEMA Standards:

Douglas County and the applicant have a difference of opinion as to what
must be designed to comply with County Code and FEMA Standards. It is
Douglas County’s opinion the road must be constructed to:

1) Allow one lane of access during the 100-year flood.
2) Ensure the floodway water surface is not increased.

It is the applicant’s interpretation that a third requirement is necessary to
construct the roadway. The additional requirement would be:

3) Ensure the 100-year base flood elevation is not increased.

The County has reached out to FEMA for clarification on this requirement, At
the time of this memo, no clarification has been received. It is anticipated
that FEMA will have provided a response prior to the Planning Commission
meeting. In any event, FEMA does state:

“In some situation, it may be in the public interest to allow increase in
flood heights greater than those allowed under the NFIP regulations.”

The County believes 100-year access to 613 residences would qualify for
consideration.
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Design_Options:

There are four proposals which have been considered to cross the Martin
Slough:

1) 6-Culverts with a 325-foot dip section

This configuration is the applicant’s proposed design. This design allows one
dry lane up to the 50-year flood event. During the 100-year flood event the
roadway would be covered by 1.1-feet of water. This proposal does not

raise the base flood water surface elevation or the flood way elevation. This
proposal does not comply with Requirement No. 1 from the previous section.

2) 8-Culverts with no dip section

This configuration was previously submitted by the applicant and approved
by Douglas County. County Staff recommends this design as the preferred
alternate. The design allows for one dry lane of access over Zerolene during
the |I00-year flood event. Exhibit A shows floodwater overtopping the
roadway by 0.04’ during the 100-year flood event, however the overtopping
s minor and County Staff believes the roadway can be slightly elevated and
overtopping will not occur. This proposal complies with Requirements 1 and
2 above which the County believes satisfies County Code and FEMA
requirements.

3) 10-Culverts with no dip section

The developer’s representative believes ten culverts are needed to satisfy all
of the requirements presented in the previous section. This configuration
provides access over Zerolene Road during the 100-year flood event and it
does not increase the floodway or base flood elevation. County Staff
believes this proposal would exceed FEMA Standards. Clarification with
FEMA has been requested.

4) 140-foot clear span bridge
In the October 21, 2016 Statement of Justification from the applicant to
County Staff, a 140-foot clear span bridge is mentioned as the oniy way to

meet design requirements one-three above. During subsequent
conversations with the applicant it has been stated the 10 4-foot x 12-foot
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culverts (120-feet of clearance) would accomplish the same goals as the
clear span bridge.

Douglas County Staff does not believe the clear span bridge s necessary to
satisfy the DCDCIS or FEMA.

Background:

The original approval for the Ranch at Gardnerville was December 2, 2004,
under the 2001 DCDCIS. There have been significant changes to the
DCDCIS, FEMA Floodplain/Floodway limits, the project, and economic
conditions since the project’s approval. The DCDCIS was last updated on
June 7, 2007, where development is required to comply with the updated
standards within 180 days of the most recent adoption (See DCDCIS 1.7).
Discussion on past requirements is irrelevant to what is required today.
Current standards require collector roads and arterial roads to provide one
access to communities during the 100-year flood.

The Aprit 2008 plans for the Zerolene Road crossing of the Martin Slough
were submitted to and approved by Douglas County to install eight - 4-foot x
12-foot box culverts. Due to the economy, the roadway was never
constructed. In the interim, the Martin Slough Floodplain was restudied and
new floodplain maps were published by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA). The revised mapping changed the floodplain to floodway,
however the overall amount of flow reaching Zerolene Road was reduced
from 3,689 cubic feet per second to 2,366 cubic feet per second,

Construction In a floodplain is allowed to raise the water surface by up to 1-
foot per FEMA standards. Construction in a floodway may not increase the
water surface elevation. Even with the change in floodplain/floodway
designation, due to the reduction in flow, the originally approved April 2008
plans are still acceptable in the opinion of County Staff to meet FEMA and
Douglas County standards.

Justification for Variance:

The DCDCIS manual lists three scenarios in which a variance may be
granted (DCDCIS 1.3). In the County Engineer’s opinion, the variance
request does not meet any of these conditions. The following are the
conditions for variance approval as listed in the DCDCIS:
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1) Situations where strict compliance with the manual may not act to
protect public health and safety.

Staff Response: The applicant’s request does not meet this finding; rather
the request places future residents in danger if, and when, a flood event
occurs. The Ranch at Gardnerville is proposing to construct 613 dwelling
units, without the standard improvement to Zerolene Road. Therefore, no
dry fane of access wiil exist into or out of the neighborhood during a flood
event between the 50-year and 100-year flood. Approving the variance
does not protect public health and safety. There are no fire or police
facilities located on the east side of the Martin Slough that would have
access to the neighborhood in the event of a 50 to 100-year flood without
requiring Zerolene Road to meet current design standards. The applicant
estimates that the amount of water overtopping Zerolene would be 1.1 feet.

2) Situations which require additional analysis outside the scope of
this manuat for which the additional analysis shows that strict
compliance with the manual may not act to protect public health
and safety.

Staff Response: The applicant’s request does not meet this finding, in that
this finding is not applicable. No additional analysis is needed outside the
scope of the manual. The variance only considers the construction of six
cuiverts which will endanger public health and safety in the event of a flood.

3) Hydrologic and/or hydraulics conditions which cannot be
adequately addressed by strict compliance with this manual.

Staff Response: The hydrologic and hydraulic conditions in the Martin
Slough have been well studied and approved by FEMA. There are no unigue
conditions at this site. The applicant identifies this one scenario as support
for the varlance. The applicant has not presented any evidence to support
this finding. The applicant speaks to the change in the floodplain which
provides the Planning Commission with a historic perspective, but the
applicant fails to show that there are hydrologic and/or hydraulic conditions
that can’t be addressed with the construction of the eight (or ten) culverts
(versus six culverts).
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IV. Conclusion

Staff does not find grounds to support this variance request. On the
engineering side it does not meet any of the conditions to be considered for
a variance. Previously, the applicant felt the only way to comply with the
current standard was a $4 million dollar bridge, however the current
standard can be reached with the construction of two additional culverts, or
the same number and size of culverts proposed and approved by the County
in 2008. The County Engineer had a conversation with the applicant’s
representative as to why proceed with a PD modification and a variance

-~ request when the disagreement was over two additional culverts. The
applicant’s representative responded “My client is not willing to install eight
culverts, my client is willing to install six culverts.”

The DCDCIS lists the minimum standards for development that are required
in Douglas County. These minimumes, especially when public health and
safety is involved, should not be waived, varied, or negotiated.

V. Options

The Planning Commission’s options for reviewing this proposal are as
follows:

1) Approve the Variance Reguest. Allow for the Construction of Six Culverts

2) Deny the Variance Reqguest, Recommend the County Staff's Suggested
Eight Culvert Configuration Subject to FEMA Approval.

3} Deny the Variance Request. Recommend the Ten Culvert Configuration
if FEMA Determines the Eight Culvert Configuration Does Not Meet Their
Standard.
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DOUGLAS COUNTY
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
1594 Esmeralda Avenue
Post Office Box 218
Minden, Nevada 89423
TEL (775) 782-6217
FAX (775) 782-9007
www.douglascountynv.goy

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION

FOR STAFF USE ONLY

PD (0088 Crz 10/24 1

File Number Receipt Number Received By " Date!

Town: Floodplain Zone: Zoning: .
Master Plan Land Use: FIRM # & Date: Case Planner:
Regional/Community Plan: Wellhead Protection Area (s): e

INSTRUCTIONS TOQ APPLICANT

The following application form is provided for persons to submit a Development Application with Douglas
County. As an applicant, you must complete this form and incorporate gll requested information, as prescribed
by the submittal requirements, before the application is accepted by the Community Development Department,

A. Application for (check all that apply):

1  Abandonment O Special Use Permit

[0  Annexation B Variance, Major

1  Design Review, Major H Variance, Minor

O  Design Review, Minor ) ) [ Zoning Map Amendment

1 Design Review, Accessory Dwelling Unit B Zoning Text Amendment

1 Agreement (Development/Reim./Affordable Housing) odifications te Existing Development Approvals:

{1  Master Plan Map Amendment LY~ Modification, Major

[1  Master Plan Text Amendment O  Modification, Minor

o b b e s sk ot o o ot o b o e s o ol ok ol i oo o s o o s of o ol oo e s ol oo s ok o ol s sl oo o o ok oo sk ot o ol s oo ok e ool oo o s o o ot ke ot ok ok

B. Project Location
Street Address (if available): Zerolene Road
Assessor's Parcel Number(s): N/A

Approximately Feet North or South of
. (Cizele one) (Street Name)
Approximately 800 Fcetéﬁhr West of US 385
((Mne) (Street Name)

e o oot o o e o ol ok ok o N ook sk ok o ke o e e 3 o sk o ofe e e e sl oo o ok o ok e ol o sk ob o sk e ok sk ot ok o o st ok e ke oot s e ook ok sk ok ok ok o o ok o R s e skl o

C.  FProject Description
The applicam requests: Majer Variance from DCDCIS for the proposed impravements 1o Zerolene Road near Martin Slaugh crossing.

As part of SIF #5353, site improvement plans were submilted wilh a proposed construction of 8 reinforced concrete box culverts (RCBC) under Zzrolene Road

In order to meet FEMA "no-rise” requirements in flocdway and afso mest Douglas Gounty requirements for cellector roads, This major variance appfication

proposes [o change the previously approved SIP #553 fo use both roadway overflow (dip section} and RCBCs to pass floodflows instead,

List any previous applieations that have been filed for this site: SIP #553

Development Application -- May 2016 Page 1 of 13
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DOUGLAS COUNTY WCAC:
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT AHP:
1594 ESMERALDA AVENUE PC:
MINDEN, NEVADA 89423 BOCC:
ERTAT FTCPIE ASHTAT FLALES, Other‘.
ROUTING SHEET

To:  Engineering: \,/ Building: Town of (’;xﬁ, »%ﬁ‘”%}f ié‘&’- / L }f\i‘d{?ﬁ"t
GID: Other: "

From: Douglas County Community Development Department

Date: /D/;-?f /} o Application Number: Ph Nf-00¢-§ .{f‘LDﬁ [ ‘va 25 1/

The Douglas County Community Development Department has received an application for:
:l DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION:
X| LAND DIVISION APPLICATION: PP gt ~40€ -8 2 /. DI 1o ~025/ V1 S\
Planner: /w/’@ﬁﬁ%{{f [:éﬁ/frﬁ
Applicant: £ o N1 [

. .
Project Address: Co4d /ﬁi'tﬂ y ey

APN

The Applicant is requesting: PT) i Wj{@‘&ﬁ)&k 2;: Vil aies ‘J’O TrVé)Vi}r@ﬁ&ﬁzF'
£4ﬁb~u;{aw:€;% Lo ey yyeiiviesds Ao Zewlin e Kol

Zoning District: Community Plan: M;}Mﬁ;y{ / ({’%’ﬁ,}"ﬂf{'sf-iﬂﬁ-{ ffjf

Your comments and /or recommended conditions of approval must be submitted no later

than _/ 0_/2“7// i

Please reply to Coleen Thran-Zepeda, Development Coordinator, by phone (775) 782-
9012, email ctzepeda@douglasny.us, or in room 221 at the Minden Inn.

Comments (attach additional sheets as necessary):

PAPlanning & DevefopmentiApplications and Forms\Forms\Routing Sheel.doc

}3 -0











































































RIO

ENGINEER'S PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUGTION COSTS

A

Cilent; Estimated: JEL
Project: Zarolene Road Major Variance Checked:
Description:  Clear Span Bridge Cost Estimate Date: ‘21-0ct=15
File: YACIkent Filas\240612406-002W0ocuments'Major Varlance Zerolene Rd 10.4,96i[Clear Span Bridge Esllmate.xlsx]Clear Span Bridge
DIVISION 1 - GENERAL REQUIREMENTS T - N L
ITEM | DESCRIPTION | QUANTIEY | UNITCOST TOTAL
1__|mobiilzation, Dernobllization, BMPs, Bonds & In {13% of construclion cosls) [ 1 Tiumpsum | 13.0%] RS $405,723.50
§UB TOTAL §405,724
DIVISION 2 - EXISTING CONBITIONS T . - P . ] -
ITEM | DESGRIFTION | QUANTITY | UNITGOST TOTAL
1 JDemolition & Abandonment, Removals [ 1 JwumpsSum | $134,750.00[15 $134,760
SUB TOTAL §134,750
DIVISION 3 ~CONCRETE » - i ; B "
TTEM | DESCRIFTION | QUANTITY ] DNIT GOST TOTAL
7 |Concrete Structures, Abutments, Wingwalls 1 JtumoSum 1 $1,633725.00[A.S $1,093,725
SUB TOTAL 1,033,725
[DVISIGN 13 - SPECIAL CONSTRUGTION - S R e ) - j )
ITEM | DESCRIPTION ! QUANTITY I _UNITCOST TOTAL
1 |Fabricated Eridge Structure [ i [tumpSum | $865725.00[/.S $865,725
SUB TOTAL $065,725
DIVISION 31 - EARTHWORK B e L TR - - s .
ITEM | DESCRIPTION T QUANTITY T UNITCOST TOTAL
t__JChannel Excavallen and Export, Siructural Fills anc Foaling Preparalion [ 1 {itumpSum | $247875.00[18 $247,975
5UR TOTAL $247,975
DIVESION 32« ERTERIOR IMPROVEMENTS .~ . - ... ... . -~ - . . . - R - -
TTEM | DESCRIPTION | QUANTITY 1 UNIT COST TOTAL
1___|RIp Rap, Road Grading, Road Base, Asphalt Paving 1 [rumpsum | $5d48,100.00[LS $548,100
SUB TOTAL] $646,100
DIVISION 33 - UTILITIES T R - R ; T
TEM | DESCRIPTION I QUANTITY [ UNITCOST TOTAL
1 [utliles [ 1 TrumpSum | $290575.00[AS $290,675
SUB TOTAL] $290,6785)
CONSTRUCTION SUS TOTAL $3,526,700/
CONTINGENCY AT 15%° $528,000]
ENGINEERS PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS $4,055,700

* Contingency Is for uncertaintles as a full design has not vet been completed.

|3 -44$







BACK

Tax Summary for 2016 - 2017

Parcel Number

132023000014

Current Year Taxes

instaliment 1: Due Date 08/15/16
Instaliment 2: Due Date 10/03/16
tnstaliment 3: Due Date 01/02/17
Instaliment 4: Due Date 03/06/17

Prior Year Amaounts

Past Due Amount:

Property Detail

Assessed Mame

RANCH AT GARDNERVILLE LLC

Property Address

0, GEN CO/CWS/MOSQ

Amount

$2,.963.72
$2,963.71
$2,96371
$2,963.71

Amount
$30,914.56

Disposition
Paid
Paid
Pald
Paid

HISTORY

ACCOUNT BALANCE
$0.00

BACK

Tax Summary for 2016 - 2017

Parcet Number

132033001008

Current Year Taxes

Installment 1: Due Date GB/15/16
[nstallment 2: Due Date 10/03/16
[nstaliment 3: Cue Date 01/02/17
Installment 4; Cue Date 03/06/17

Assessed Name

PARK RANCHHOLDINGS LLC

Property Address
0, GEN CO/CWS/MOSQ

Amount

$21.46
$21.65
$21.65
$21.65

Disposition

Paid
Paid
Pald
Pald

)3-47
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HISTORY

ACCOUNT BALANCE
$0.00




ENGINEER'S PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCT!ON COSTS R . O A
Client: Estimated: JEL
Project: Zerolene Road Major Variance Checked:
Descripticn: Clear Span Bridge Cost Estimate Date: 21-Oct-15
File: Y:\Client Files\240812406- nnzmocumenls\MaJnr Vnrlancn Zerolene Rd 104, 16\[Clear Span Bndga Estimale xlsx]Clezr Span Brld'ge
DIVISIGN 1 - GENERAL REQUIREMENTS : TR
ITEM ] DESCRIPTION I QUANTITY | _UNITCOST TOTAL
___[Mobilization, Demobilization, BMPs, Bonds & Insurance {13% of consiniction cosls) 1 JlumpSum 13.0%].8 5405,723.50
sus TOTAL $405,724
DIVISION 2 - EXISTING CONDITIONS R B T i ; R
ITEM | DESCRIPTION [ QUANTITY | UNIT COST TOTAL
1 |Demalition & Abandonment, Removals [ 1 TtumpSum | $134,750.00[1LS $124,750
SUB TOTAL $134,750
DIVISION 3 - CONCRETE - R T R R T
ITEM | DESCRIPTION | QUANTITY 1 UNT COST TOTAL
1 lConcrele Structures, Abulments, Wingwalls [ 3 [lumpsSum | $1.035.728.00[18 §1,033,725
SUE TOTAL 51,033,726
DIVISION-13 - SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION o R it " T
ITEM | DESCRIETIOR ] QUANTITY | UNITCOST TOTAL
1 |Fabricated Bridge Slructure I 1 TiLompSum | $865725.00[LS $685,728
SUB TOTAL $B65,725
DIVISICN 31 “EARTHWORK e R R
ITEM | DESCRIPTION | QUANTITY | UNIT COST TOTAL
1 [Channel Excavation and Export, Slruckiral Fills and Fooling Praparalion 1 1 {Lamp8um | $347.975.00[1L8 $247,975
sus TOTAL $247,975
DIVISION 32 - EXTERIOR INFROVEMENTS SR R T T
ITEM | DESCRIPTIGN | QUANTITY ] UN!T CoET TOTAL
1 |Rip Rap, Road Grading, Road Basa, Asphait Paving [ 4 TlumpSum | 5548,100.00JLS $548,100
SUB TOTAL sm 1ou
BTSN 33 - DTILTIES T T e re— — - :
ITEM_| DESCRIFTION ] QUANTITY | UNIT COST TOTAL
1 [utllities |1 JtumpSum | $290.675.00[48 5280675
SUB TOTAL $290,675
CONSTRUCTION SUB TOTAL $3,626,700
CONTINGENCY AT 15%' $529,000
ENGINEERS PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS $4,055,700

* Contingeney s for uncertainties as a full design has not yet been completed,
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DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

AGENDA ACTION SHEET

1. JXXTLE: Discussion and possible action on Resolution No. 2007R~100 adopting changes
to the Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards (Design Manual),

2. RECOMMENDED MOTION; Approve Resolution No. 2007R~100 adopting changes
to the Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards (Design Manual.

3. FUNDS AVAILABLE: N.A, ACCOUNT: N.A,

4, PREPARED BY: Carl Ruschmeyer, Engineering Manger/County Engineer

5. MEETING DATE: November 01, 2007 ITME REQUIRED: 10 minutes
6. AGENDA: Administrative

7. BACKGROUND INFORMATION: At the June 7, 2007 meeting, the Board adopted
an update to Part Il - Engineering Design Criteria and Improvement Standards with the
exception of Division 6 ~ Storm Drainage. The Board directed staff to continue work on
the storm drainage issues and to return with new language. The attached memorandum
discusses the main issues related to storm drainage.

This action supports Chapter 14 Implementation Element of the Master Plan to ensure
that public facilities are adequate to serve development and Policy 5.08.01 of the Master
Plan to develop comprehensive storm drainage design criteria for developed areas in
conjunction with the Towns and GIDs.

8. REVIEWED BY:

Division Manager

Community Development Director

Eg County Manager

District Attorney

% ACTION:

Approved
Approved with Modifications

— Denied

Continued

Agenda Item No. “ 144







defined as the location at which the drainage as shown on a development’s drainage and
irrigation plan intercepts the nearest major slough or watercourse. The proposed update defines
point of discharge as follows:

the location at which the drainage as shown on a development's drainage and irrigation
plan intercepts the Carson River, Walker River, Topaz Lake, Lake Tahoe, or one of the
following as approved by the County: major watercourse, major slough, or other
established drainage channel which may include irrigation ditches that accepted all pre-
developed flows.

The change in the definition of point of discharge is intended to clarify the point to which
drainage analysis and improvements are required, and that development is not necessarily
responsible to construct improvements to a major slough or watercourse. This does not always
mean that the point of discharge will be the property line of the development where runoff is
collected and routed away from the development. In some cases, where an existing drainage
channel abuts the limits of development and the channel collects all pre-developed flows, this
may be the case. In other cases, development may need to construct drainage improvements to
the point where all the pre-developed flows were collected in an existing drainage channel; this
may not be contiguous to the limits of development.

Peak Flows: The requirement to limit post-development runoff to pre-developed rates is
consistent with County Code and reflected in the proposed changes to Division 6.

Deficiencies in the Existing Drainage System: The Design Manual currently requires a
developer to upgrade the existing storm drain system to accommodate runoff to the point of

discharge or provide on-site detention and controls for acceptable disbursement into the storm
drain system, In many cases this requires development to correct deficiencies in the existing
drainage system that are downstream of development even though post-developed flows may be
limited to pre-developed flow rates. The consensus of the committee was that development was
not responsible to correct deficiencies in the existing drainage system. In order for the proposed
changes in the Design Manual to work, committee members agreed that there is a strong need for
the county to develop a drainage master plan to identify the existing drainage system
deficiencies, develop recommendations to correct them and identify a funding mechanism to
implement and maintain the required drainage improvements,

Additional Runoff Volame: Under the current Design Manual, an increase in the volume of
runoff after development may be viewed as an adverse impact. This is based on County Code
20.100.060 which states the following:

Any development shall be served by an adequate storm drainage system. Storm drainage
shall be considered adequate when, pursuant to an approved drainage plan, on-site
drainage facilities are capable of conveying through and from the property the design
flow of stormwater originating within the development, as determined in accordance with
design criteria and improvement standards manual, as well as flows originating from
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2016 Draft - Douglas county Transportation plan does:

1. Not include Zerolene as a needed collector through to
2040.

2. Not include Zerolene as a needed Evacuation Route.

3. Does show Zerolene as a 2 lane road (Figure 4.5) alternate
and regional access

13 -¥e
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DOUGLAS COUNTY MASTER PLAN

2016 Douglas County Transportation Plan

DOUGLASI=ICOUNTY
Crealing Opporlunity

Figure ES.1: Douglas County Roadway Network Functional Classifications
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DOUGLAS COUNTY MASTER PLAN

2016 Douglas County Transportation Plan

DDLIGLhSiCOUNTY

Creating Opportunity

Figure 4.1: Roadway Functional Classification Map
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EAST FORK FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

1694 County Road Tod F. Carlini, District Fire Chief

Minden, NV 89423 Dave Fogerson, Deputy Fire Chief - Operations
(775) 782-9040 FAX (775) 782-5043 Steve Eisele, Deputy Chief/Fire Marshal
eastforkfire.org Lisa Owen, Executive Office Manager

Joseph Langkilde, CPA, District Accountant

X
)
u“p

Gy g 151 198
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MEMORANDUM
Date: December 5, 2016
To: Mimi Moss, Community Development Director

Eric Nilsson, County Engineer

Tom Dallaire, Gardnerville Town Manager
Jennifer Davidson, Minden Town Manager
Steve Eisele, Deputy Chief/Fire Marshal
Larry Wemer, County Manager

From: Tod F. Carlini, District Fire Chief

Regarding: Consideration of Zerolene Road as Critical Infrastructure

The East Fork Fire Protection District, also serving as Douglas County Emergency Management under contract
with Douglas County, would highly recommend a condition that Zerolene Road be considered critical
infrastructure, key to emergency access and travel through the Martin Slough area. Essentially, our position
has not changed since our prior review and position referenced in the minutes of the September 11, 2012
meeting of the Douglas County Planning Commission.

Zerolene Road should receive consideration as an emergency access route, hence designed in such a manner
that would not allow the roadway to be overtopped during a flood situation. The East Fork Fire Protection
District’s response capacity has significantly decreased even more since the 2012 review of the project. Having
an unencumbered access across the Martin Slough would be a significant benefit to public safety for the
proposed developments on both sides of Martin Slough. With the proposed intersection and connection to
Heybourne Road, emergency access would certainly be enhanced.

Even short periods of overtopping would impact the district’s ability to provide prompt services to the
development and to areas of East Valley. Depending on the amount of overtopping, district apparatus may not
be suited to ford those areas and would need to seek alternate routes which all would add to response times.
Being able to deploy duplicate resources, as we once were able to do and to service potential areas of isolation
is no longer an option for the district given our constraints on equipment and staffing,

While our mission is specific to fire and emergency medical services, public safety, including law enforcement
and search and rescue would all benefit. Development residents would also receive the benefit of a secure
ingress and egress if the roadway design was not one which encourages overtopping of flood waters.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.




Gardnerville Town Board /11\<\
Gardnerville
AGENDA ACTION SHEET ~* = Nevada

1. For Possible Action: Discussion to approve or deny authorizing staff to proceed
with submittal of an application for the Gardnerville Station project, located at
1395 Highway 395 North (APN: 1320-33-402-086) to Douglas County for their
consideration and support for the 2017 Community Development Block Grant
application; with public comment prior to Board action.

2. Recommended Motion:
Funds Available: I Yes [_ N/A (requires staff time)
3. Department: Administration
4. Prepared by: Tom Dallaire
5. Meeting Date: December 6, 2016 Time Requested: 10 minutes
6. Agenda: [ Consent ¥ Administrative

Background Information: The town submitted for funding in the 2014 CDBG process and
was awarded $84,000 for planning and conceptual plans on the project, to remove the
distribution lines, and fuel tanks because they could not be removed by funds of the petroleum
fund. Plans were created and the fuel tanks were removed in December 2015, The Town tried
in the 2016 round of funding. With no support of the county commissioners on the project it
was not selected to proceed in the application process. They ended up with funding to award
for another project and we applied again and were successful in applying for $269,000.00 to
cover the costs of the building remodel. The committee of Regional Development Authorities’
manager did not prioritize the list of 9 projects they were reviewing and the town’s project was
not selected for funding. Candice Stowell and town staff did prepare and submit the notice of
intent, and we were approved to proceed with the application process due at the end of
December. This 2017 round of applications will need to demonstrate an economic
development driver for the project.
See the next section for the rest of the story...
7. Other Agency Review of Action: ' Douglas County ¥ N/A

8. Board Action:

. Approved L Approved with Modifications
" Denied I Continued

Agenda Item #14






5. Elimination or Prevention of Slum and Blight
NOTE: include a copy of the declaration of Slum and Blight or the Redevelopment Area authorization passed by the Cify Council/County
Cormymission as an affachment.

™ Slum/Blight Area

I77 Slum/Blight Site Specific

v N/A

6. Urgent Need: All criteria must be met:
NOTE: This grant funding provides for an interim solution to a problem of urgent nature untii funding for a permanent solution can be secured.
Contact the CDBG office before using this Naticnal Objective.

[T Yes
v No

7. Project Beneficiaries

} Tota number of individualsfobs/businesses/households

otal number of low/moderate income beneficiaries

56% | Percentage of LM beneficiaries (Divide line 2 by 1) %

| A4d27.00] TOTAL

8. Provide US Census or HUD LMESD
Please see link to the HUD LMISD web page in the Library Tab.

L | Weblnk or HUD LMISD

1,01} Census Tract

i

1& Zi Block Group

1.01] TOTAL

9. Income Survey, Who conducted the survey and when? Date verified by CDBG staff.
NOTE: Aftach survey methodology and details. If an Income Survey has not been completed please puf "none”.
-no answer-

10. Provide a brief Scope of Work

NOTE: Be clear and cornicise

The Town of Gardnarvills Is requesting $539,350 to compete Phases |lA and |1B of the Eagle Gas Station Redevelopment Project. These funds will be
used to pay for exterior and interior building renovations so that the building can be used as an information center and public meeting room. The funds
will alse be used to install two underground stormwater detention basins.

The redeveiopment of the former Eagle Gas Station into the new Gardnerville Station will provide a new gateway in the Main Street District of the
Town of Gardnerville and will impact 222 properties within the Main Street Gardnerville District. As such, the project will provide a positive benefit to all
of the existing and future business members of Main Street Gardnerville.

The installation of on-site stormwater detention basins wiil reduce flooding hazards at this location and will facilitate development of parcels in the
vicinity. Douglas County donated this parcel to the Town of Gardnerville for public purposes, including stermwater management purposes.

11. 1s the proposed project part of a larger or phased project?
if not part of a larger project please putf none as answer.
Yeas. The Eagle Gas Station Redevelopment Project has several phases. See Question 12,

12. If phased, [ist the phases and a brief summary of each (past and future). Indicate if the City/County has researched funding for
subsequent phases.

If not & phased project please put none in answer.

There are two phases to the Eagle Gas Station Redevelopment Project. Phase 1 {2014-20186) involves site remediation and preparation of design
concepts. All underground gasoline, heating ©il, and waste oil tanks have been removed and removal of remaining contaminated soil will take place in
November 2016, The Town of Gardnerville has already paid for the preparation of construction documents for the building renovations.

Phase Il includes thres sub phases: 1) renovaiian of the former gas station building into a public facility; 2) installation of undergreund stormwater
detention basins; and 3) on-site improvements.

Building renovatiens wili include a public meeting room, a new ADA accessible public restroom, and visitor information area inside the buiiding.

The future on-site improvements (which are not included with this request) will include Interpretative signs, a new photovoliaic canopy, accessory
parking for visitors, and a bus stop for Douglas Area Rural Transit (DART).

13. Does the City/County expect fo receive $750,000 or more in direct and indirect federal financial assistance during any fiscal year
of the project?
NOTE: If so, the CDBG office requires a copy of the single audit for the year(s) of the project, If funded.

[T Yes

™ No

19~3













Gardnerville Town Board m

Gar dnervﬂle
AGENDA ACTION SHEET g Nevada

1. For Possible Action: Discussion on joining with Douglas Disposal Inc. (DDI) and
the Town of Minden in a trial recycling program by providing approximately 180
homes with limited recycling service in the Town of Gardnerville every other
week between February 2017 and July 2017, and allowing the town to collect
data needed to determine a volume across all the towns customers should a
recycling program become offered by DDI full time; with public comment prior to
board action.

2. Recommended Motion:
Funds Available: [ Yes " N/A (requires staff time)
3. Department: Administration
4. Prepared by: Tom Dallaire
5. Meeting Date: Time Requested: 10 minutes
6. Agenda: I Consent ¥ Administrative
Background Information: More information to be presented to meeting.
7. Other Agency Review of Action: I Douglas County MN/A
8. Board Action:

Approved with Modifications
Continued

[ Approved
™ Denied

M

#
e ——— —
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Piercy Bowler Taylor & Kern
29 November 2016
Page 3

of a submittal of an invoice, and are paid routinely after review at the general business meetings of
the Town Board conducted monthly.

If we can be of any further assistance to you, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely, 2 '
MICHAEL SMILEY ROWE

MSR:sk
pe:  Ms. Vicki Moore, Accounting Manager/Interim Financial Officer, Douglas County

Doug Ritchie, Deputy District Attorney
Tom Dallaire, Gardnerville Town Manager




Gardnerville Town Board m

Ga dnerw]le
AGENDA ACTION SHEET g Nevada

1. Not For Possible Action: Discussion on the Town Manager’s Monthly Report of
activities for November 2016.

2. Recommended Motion: No action required.
Funds Available: ” Yes “ N/A

3. Department: Administration

4. Prepared by: Tom Dallaire

5. Meeting Date: December 6, 2016 Time Requested: 15 minutes
6. Agenda: I Consent ¥ Administrative

Background Information: See attached report.

7. Other Agency Review of Action: I Douglas County ¥ N/A

8. Board Action:

[ Approved
" Denied

Approved with Modifications
Continued

7171
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m Mary Wenner , Chairwoman
T own Ken Miller, Vice Chairman

Cassandra Jones, Board Member
G erwue Linda Slater, Board Member

Est, |fr¢)

Nevada Lloyd Higuera, Board Member

Town Manager Monthly Report
December 2016 Board Meeting

Gardnerville Station (former Eagle Gas): This item is on the agenda to discuss the application
approving the submittal of the next 2017 CDBG Round of funding. Bramco will be onsite in
December to remove the canopy and finish removing the underground contamination from the
site. Working with Jensen seemed to slow and | need to determine where the funding will come
from for the small portion of the underground detention pond. The pond is 40'x40'x8’ deep
roughly in size and will cost around $100,000 plus the installation using a crane. So this vision
may not become reality at this time.

395 Crosswalks: The meeting with Linda Besset and Charlene Booth at NV Energy went ok. |
learned a lot about the billing and had them clean up how they bill the town to save Marie some
time. They will not turn over or sell to us the existing phase one 395 decorative lights through
town. — lights from Mill street to Mission Street) They are willing to look into why the pole at the
Overland is so different and met with Mark Newman, NV Energy to discuss the possibility of
powering the rapid flashing beacons from their power. They are considering that but | have not
heard back from them on that meeting.

Kingslane Sidewalk Project: We received confirmation on the previously proposed 4 lights at
the crosswalk to meet NDOT's 20 lux requirement. They will be decorative lights as shown on
the plan we previously shared with the board. We have submitted that to the NDOT staff for
final review and approval. While this last step is going on, | have turned over the plan
preparation to Lumos and Associates. | will work on an irrigation box improvement plan. Three
Castles Engineering is working on the wall and channel structural plan. Lumos is doing the site
work plan incorporating the comments from NDOT for the final plan submittal.

Toiyabe Storm Drain Project: - RO Anderson is updating the plan with the new storm drain
concept. | need to have another meeting with them after the kickoff event. Once | know for sure
that will work, then we can abandon the storm drain line this winter.

Maintenance Yard Plans: Final review was done. Anderson is finalizing those plans and |
have filled out a special use permit application for the county review of the plans once | get those
for submittal. .

Chichester Estate Park Ditch Storm Drain Outlet: All the contractors are busy. | need to call
and follow up with them to see when this could be done.

. Office Items:

BLA (boundary line adjustment), as of today was still not recorded. The plan review, comments and
addressing the county's minor concerns and wording made the project missed paying the taxes and the
treasurer’s office will not record the map until the taxes are paid in full. Dave is paying those Thursday,
December 1 and it would be recorded by the meeting.

Colbre Paving is finishing up the list of issues with the project. The power issue is finally resolved and the
meter is in. Addresses were issued and NV Energy now has to pull the wire to make the meters live. We
obtained the easement for the new power utility equipment in the landscaping island.

Still no news from the county on the alley at the French Bar. Doug is still in the middle of a couple of
lawsuits. It is not a priority for them.

| have been attending meetings with county staff and perspective insurance carriers. We are now filling
out forms to get prices on alternative insurance from Pool Pact. We shall see where this goes. Itis a
complicated mess.
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" Town Ken Miller, Vice Chairman
Cassandra Jones, Board Member

G;agf er Vine Linda Slater, Board Member

e cvada Lloyd Higuera, Board Member

« Discussed the proposed website with Pronto Marketing and we will start the process on this now. We
plan to create a Gardnerville.com URL. The .gov domain is going to increase in fee to $400 annually.
Civic Plus wants to continue our business relationship and is providing some helpfui tools on the account.
We are currently not being bhilled for their services. It is under the county contract and pulling away is not
going to lose any money from them. We are going to develop the website, get it up and review them both
for a final determination to make sure the board likes the new web page.

= Esplanade pre construction meeting. They have started on that project.

« The ROTC group came out on the windiest day of the month and helped Geoff, Mike and | stain the barn,
clean out the hanging flower baskets and clean out some of the tall weeds along the channel.

+ Met with Gateway magazine about some advertising opportunities. We will discuss this in the future
during the budget cycle.

e Ken and | met with Rob Anderson and Steve, from the High Sierra Fellowship group.

» | was elected as the Vice Chair of the Storm Water Committee charged with the design of the utility the
county is trying to put together.

¢ | am helping with comments and review of the master plan. The Chamber’s Economic Development
Committee is helping to make that a more useful document.

= Trent made the Freshman Boys Basketball team. | will be going to his games this season.
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Town of Gardnerville

2016 transportation Plan Comments
November 3, 2016

Page 2 of 3

Page 4:
Formatting of sections 5-8 or 1-4 should be adjusted to match

Page 15:

Project growth from 2010 to 2040 as shown in table 2.5 page 16, indicates vested lots of 7,602
residential units. This will generate an additional population of 18,093 people (based on a 2.38 person
per household}. Current population of 46,931, the population per this table would be 65,024.

Does this mean that no more subdivisions can be approved?

Do the other elements in the master plan reflect this chapter’s population estimates?

4.1.4 - 1** paragraph last sentence (pg. 38}
Should be updated to include adequate space along Hwy 395 from Teler to Mill Street, whether a bike
[ane or shoulder, for riders along 395 due to narrow rights-of-way widths and lane widths for riders.

4.2.10 - (pg. 40)
Please include “ADA upgrades of existing driveways and pedestrian ramps”.

4.4.2 — (pg 45)
Is there a reason why the Improvement to Airport Road intersection improvement is not included in this
section?

4.4.4— (pg 46)

Can lane widths be discussed in this section. The county standards is 12’. The bike plan studied this
and found very inconsistent lane widths. Paint would be an easy fix to solve this consistent problem on
valley roads.

Table 4.11 - Project 23 High School Street extension — (pg 55):
The map on page 56 does not show the correct location of the High School Street improvement.

| know in the past we wanted to construct this road through from Hwy 395 to Gilman Ave. Wasiit
planned for in the traffic study for LOS numbers along 395 as the title of table 4.11 indicates?
Do you think that High School Street as a through road is critical to the LOS at Gilman and 2957

| have talked with the school district about this and they are reluctant to build the road through the
school property. They are afraid of traffic using the road as a bypass to the Gilman light. | believe their
concerns are valid and it's happening now in times of heavy traffic with cars going around the park to
Gilman.

I think | can talk them into creating a dead end and cul-de-sac on this road and they can provide a drive
isle that can be closed off by a gate when needed to allow bus only access and drop off separating the
parent drop off from the bus routes to the Middle School. 1just need them to participate in the cost of
the bulb for improved access to their property. Or we do a simple turn around like at the end of Snaffle
Bit.
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Gardnerville
"~ Nevada

Gardnerville Town Board

AGENDA ACTION SHEET

1. For Possible Action:
a. Election of Gardnerville Town Board Chairman for the 2017
calendar year;
with public comment prior to Board action.

b. Election of Gardnerville Town Board Vice-Chairman for the
2017 calendar year;
with public comment prior to Board action.

2. Recommended Motion: Per Board Discussion
Funds Available: ” Yes FN/A

3. Department: Administration
Prepared by: Tom Dallaire

4. Meeting Date: December 6, 2016 Time Requested: N/A

5. Agenda: I Consent I~ Administrative
Background Information: This year the town board can elect next
year's Chairman and Vice Chairmen as this is not an election year
providing a change on the board.

6. Other Agency Review of Action: | Douglas County M N/A

7. Board Action:

i_Approved T Approved with Modifications
™ Denied ” Continued

#

Agenda Item #18
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