Gardnerville Town Board a(;\
araner v111e
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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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
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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.
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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.
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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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Zerolene Road Variance 3 November g, 2016

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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Zerolene Road Variance 4 November 8, 2016

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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Zerolene Road Variance 5 November 8, 2016

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).

[ 3-10







Zerolene Road Variance 7 November 8, 2016
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.

(3171,







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
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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
)
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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
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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
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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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__ Mary Wenner , Chairwoman
" 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.

IN-9







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




