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The Board of County Commissioners sit jointly as the following boards: Liquor Board, License Board,
Tahoe-Douglas Transportation District Board, Water District Board, and the Redevelopment Agency.
Agenda items may be taken out of order, may be combined for consideration, or may be removed from
the agenda at any time.  All items designated “for possible action” may include discussion by the
County Commissioners and they may take action to approve, modify, deny, take “no action,” or
continue the item.

To Watch the Meeting: Members of the public may click on the following link to watch the livestream
of the Board of County Commissioners meeting: https://www.youtube.com/@douglascountynevada

Written Public Comment: To offer public comment before the Board meeting, members of the public
may submit public comments online through the County’s public comment form by clicking on the
following link:
https://www.douglascountynv.gov/government/board_of_county_commissioners/public_comment 

Public Comment During the Meeting: Members of the public may attend the meeting in person at the
address listed at the top of the agenda to provide public comment.

Supporting Materials:
Copies of supporting material can be requested in person from the Douglas County Clerk/Treasurer's
Office, 1616 8th Street, Minden, Nevada or by calling Nicki Leeper at 775-782-9014. Electronic copies
of the agenda and supporting materials are also available at the following websites:

State of Nevada Public Notices Website: https://notice.nv.gov/ 
Douglas County Meeting website: https://douglascountynv.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?
view_id=1 

Notice to Persons with Disabilities:
Members of the public who are disabled or require special assistance or accommodations are requested
to notify the Douglas County Manager's Office in writing at Post Office Box 218, Minden, Nevada
89423 or by calling 775-782-9821 at least 20 hours in advance of the meeting.

Members of the public may call the County Manager’s office at 775-782-9821 to obtain help
making public comment using any of the foregoing methods.

A copy of the finalized agenda is posted at the Minden Inn at 1594 Esmeralda Avenue, Minden
Nevada.
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DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

FINAL AGENDA

February 1, 2024
 
LUNCH BREAK
The Board of County Commissioners may break for lunch at approximately noon and will
reconvene after a break at the discretion of the Chairperson.
 
CALL TO ORDER
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Led by Chief Deputy District Attorney Doug Ritchie
 
PUBLIC COMMENT (No Action)
Forum Restrictions and Orderly Conduct of Business
The Board of County Commissioners conducts the business of Douglas County and its citizens during
its meetings. The presiding officer may order the removal of any person whose statement or other
conduct disrupts the orderly, efficient or safe conduct of the meeting. Warnings against disruptive
comments or behavior may or may not be given prior to removal. Hand clapping, making remarks or
gestures from the audience that may interrupt, interfere or prevent the speaker from commenting should
not occur.  The viewpoint of a speaker will not be restricted, but reasonable restrictions may be imposed
upon the time, place and manner of speech. Irrelevant and unduly repetitious statements and personal
attacks which antagonize or incite others are examples of speech that may be reasonably limited.
 
Responses to Public Comments
The Board of County Commissioners can deliberate or take action only if a matter has been listed on an
agenda properly posted prior to the meeting. During the public comment period, speakers may address
matters listed or not listed on the published agenda as long as those matters are within the jurisdiction
and control of the Board of County Commissioners. The Open Meeting Law does not expressly prohibit
responses to public comments by the Commissioners. However, responses from Commissioners to
unlisted public comment topics could become deliberation on a matter without notice to the public. On
the advice of legal counsel, and to ensure the public has notice of all matters the Board of County
Commissioners will consider, Commissioners may choose not to respond to public comments, except to
correct factual inaccuracies, ask clarifying questions, or to ask that a matter be listed on a future agenda.
 
Public comment is limited to three minutes per speaker unless additional time is granted by the Board
Chairperson. The Board of Commissioners uses timing lights to ensure that everyone has an
opportunity to speak. You will see a green light when you begin, and then a yellow light which indicates
that you have thirty seconds left and should conclude your comments. Once the light turns red, please
sit down.
 
In addition to opening public comment, public comment will also be taken on administrative agenda
items that are identified for possible action and closing public comment. If you plan to speak on a
specific agenda item that is on the administrative agenda and identified for possible action, then
please provide your public comment when that agenda item is heard. Public comment will not be
taken on Liquor Board agenda items. If you would like to provide public comment on Liquor Board
agenda items, please provide your public comment during opening public comment or closing public
comment. 
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I. For possible action. Discussion to approve the Packaged Retail Liquor License for Select
Distillers, Inc., dba Select Distillers Incorporated, represented by owner and manager Sally
Burrows. Sally Burrows has signed a Waiver of Notice of Hearing. Select Distillers
Incorporated is located at 298 Kingsbury Grade, Suite 2E, Stateline, Nevada 89449. (Captain
Michitarian)

A. For possible action. Discussion to approve the third amendment to Lease LL084 and the
assignment of LL084 at the Minden-Tahoe Airport from the Dilley Family Trust, dated
October 10, 2008, to Velcros, LLC, and authorize the County Manager to execute any
required documents. (Heather MacDonnell).

B. For possible action. Discussion to approve the assignment of LL126 at the Minden-Tahoe
Airport from Talon Aviation to Gr8daynevada LLC, and authorize the County Manager to
execute any required documents. (Heather MacDonnell)

 
At this time, public comment will be taken on those items that are within the jurisdiction and control of
the Board of County Commissioners.
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
For possible action. Approval of the proposed agenda. The Board of Commissioners reserves the right
to take items in a different order to accomplish business in the most efficient manner, to combine two
or more agenda items for consideration, and to remove items from the agenda or delay discussion
relating to items on the agenda.
 
APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES

For possible action. Discussion to approve the draft minutes of the December 21, 2023, regular
meeting of the Board of County Commissioners.

 
RECESS AS BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS CONVENE AS DOUGLAS COUNTY
LIQUOR BOARD
 
DOUGLAS COUNTY LIQUOR BOARD

  
ADJOURN AS DOUGLAS COUNTY LIQUOR BOARD RECONVENE AS BOARD OF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
 
CONSENT CALENDAR
Items appearing on the Consent Calendar are items that can be adopted with one motion unless an item
is pulled by a Commissioner or a member of the public. Members of the public who wish to have a
consent item placed on the Administrative Agenda shall make that request during the public comment
section at the beginning of the meeting and specifically state why they are making the request. If items
are pulled for discussion by a vote of the Board of County Commissioners, they will automatically be
placed on the Administrative Agenda to be heard at the discretion of the Chairperson or may be
continued until another meeting.
 
Motion to approve the Consent Calendar items as presented. A-R
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C. For possible action. Discussion to approve the Douglas County Assessor's request to
reclassify an existing Assessor Clerk Senior position from pay grade 108 to 109. (Trent
Tholen)  

D. For possible action. Discussion to accept the Douglas County December 2023 Investment
Report submitted per Douglas County Code 3.02.040. (Amy Burgans)

E. For possible action. Discussion to accept the Douglas County Treasurer's Monthly Statement
for October 2023 submitted per Nevada Revised Statutes 354.280(2). (Amy Burgans)

F. For possible action. Discussion to accept the Douglas County Treasurer's Monthly Statement
for November 2023 submitted per Nevada Revised Statutes 354.280(2). (Amy Burgans)

G. For possible action. Discussion to accept the Douglas County Treasurer's Monthly Statement
for December 2023 submitted per Nevada Revised Statutes 354.280(2). (Amy Burgans)

H. For possible action. Discussion to approve the first amendment to the Contract for
Professional Services between Douglas County and West Coast Code Consultants, Inc.
(WC3), increasing the contract by $30,000 to a total of $79,000, to perform Commercial and
Major Residential Building Plan Review services for the Douglas County Community
Development Department and authorize the County Manager to sign the amendment. (Andrea
Pawling)

I. For possible action. Discussion to approve a $27,357 contract with Desert Hills Electric, Inc.,
d/b/a Desert Hills Fire & Security Systems, for the purchase and installation of a surveillance
system at the Topaz Lake Campground RV Storage and authorize the County Manager to
sign any required documents. (Ryan Stanton)

J. For possible action. Discussion to accept a $10,000 donation made to the Douglas County
Animal Care and Services Department. (Geoff Bonar)

K. For possible action. Discussion to review and file the Annual Reports from various Douglas
County advisory boards including the 911 Surcharge Committee, Advisory Board to Manage
Wildlife, Airport Advisory Committee, Audit Committee, Board of Equalization, Law
Library, Library Board of Trustees, Parks and Recreation Advisory Board, Regional
Transportation Commission, Senior Services and Public Transit Advisory Board, Debt
Management Commission, Water Conveyance Advisory Committee, and Planning
Commission. (Jenifer Davidson)

L. For possible action. Discussion to authorize the Douglas County Sheriff's Office to accept a
cash donation of $10,000 from Myna Christy to be used by the Sheriff's Office to fund the
Canine Program, and adopt Resolution 2024R-012 increasing the budget authority in the
Assigned Use - Sheriff K9 Program (Account 101-997 550.160) by the donated amount.
(Undersheriff Elges)

M. For possible action. Discussion to approve the Douglas County Sheriff's Office Fourth
Quarter Fee and Compensation Report for October 2023 to December 2023. (Undersheriff
Elges)
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N. For possible action. Discussion to retroactively approve the extension of the existing Tyler
Technologies contract from January 1, 2024, through December 31, 2024, for a cost of
$228,836.43; approve a five percent (5%) contingency for increased maintenance costs due to
inflation; and authorize the County Manager to sign all required documents for the extension.
(Kara Easton)

O. For possible action. Discussion to accept the auditor's report on Douglas County's general
ledger cash balances through December 29, 2023, per Nevada Revised Statutes 251.030.
(Kathy Lewis)

P. For possible action. Discussion to adopt Resolution 2024R-004 to roll over $11,513,821 of
budgetary authority for Grants from Fiscal Year 2022-23 to Fiscal Year 2023-24. (Kathy
Lewis)

Q. For possible action. Discussion to approve Resolution 2024R-016 augmenting the Douglas
County Library budget by $3,000 based on the Library Board of Trustees recommendation
and accept a Federal Library Services and Technology Act (LSTA) Continuing Education
Grant-In-Aid Award. (Timothy DeGhelder) 

R. For possible action. Discussion to accept the Public Guardian's 2023 Fourth Quarter Report
for the period beginning October 1, 2023, and ending December 31, 2023, per Douglas
County Code 2.22.135. (Nicole Thomas)

1. For presentation only. Update from the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land
Management ("BLM"), Carson City District Office, of the BLM's activities in Douglas
County and surrounding areas. (Jonathan Palma, BLM Acting Sierra Field Manager)

2. For possible action. Discussion to approve the reorganization of the management structure of
the Douglas County Public Library, including eliminating one Library Supervisor position
and creating an Assistant Library Director which would result in a potential salary budget
increase of $12,416 for Fiscal Year 2024-25. (Timothy DeGhelder)

3. For possible action. Discussion on the adoption of Ordinance 2024-1632, amending Douglas
County Code, Chapter 2.02-County Personnel Regulation, including: corrections, allowing
for the extension of probation in certain circumstances, and revising provisions related to
approving of leaves of absence. Second Reading. (Christine Vido)

 

 

 

 

  
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA

The Chairperson will read the agenda title into the public record and will have the discretion to
determine how the item will be presented. Agenda items may be considered ahead of or after the
schedule indicated by this agenda. Public comment will be taken on items that are identified for possible
action.

 
CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS PULLED FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION
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4. For possible action. Public Hearing on the Justice Center Project general obligation bonds
(additionally secured by pledged revenues) proposal: 

Shall the Board of County Commissioners of Douglas County in the State of Nevada, be
authorized to incur a general obligation indebtedness on behalf of the County by the issuance
at one time, or from time to time, of the County’s general obligation bonds (additionally
secured by pledged revenues), in one series or more, in the aggregate principal amount of not
exceeding $37,000,000 for the purpose of financing, wholly or in part, the acquisition,
construction, improvement and equipment of a Building Project as defined in NRS
244A.019, the bonds to mature not later than thirty (30) years from the date or respective
dates of the bonds, to bear interest at a rate or rates not in excess of the statutory maximum
rate in effect at the time bonds are sold, to be payable from general (ad valorem) taxes
(except to the extent pledged revenues and other moneys are available therefor), and to be
issued and sold at par, or below or above par, and otherwise in such manner, upon such terms
and conditions, and with such other detail as the Board may determine, including at its option
but not necessarily limited to provisions for the redemption of bonds prior to maturity
without or with the payment of a premium? (Kathy Lewis and Zach Wadle)

5. For possible action. Discussion to approve Douglas County's Budget Compliance response to
the State of Nevada Department of Taxation for Fiscal Year 2022-2023. (Kathy Lewis)

6. For possible action. Discussion of an application for a Major Modification (DP23-0237),
modifying the development schedule for Rancho Sierra PD (DP19-0504). This modification
changes the completion date and the construction of all roadways and improvements of Phase
1 (20 lots) from December 31, 2024, to December 31, 2026, Phase 2 (49 lots) from
December 31, 2026 to December 31, 2028, Phase 3 (99 lots) from December 31, 2028 to
December 31, 2030, Phase 4 (43 lots) from December 31, 2030 to December 31, 2032, Phase
5 (28 lots) from December 31, 2032 to December 31, 2034. The subject site is located in the
Gardnerville Ranchos Community Plan at the terminus of Tillman Lane at the south-western
periphery of the Gardnerville Ranchos. The owner is Rancho Sierra Group, LLC. Steve
Ryckebosch is the applicant's representative. (APN 1220-28-000-005). (Lucille Rao) 

7. For presentation only. Introduction of Ordinance 2024-1633, an ordinance approving a
zoning map amendment and planned development overlay district for APN 1220-15-701-001,
by: (1) repealing Ordinance No. 2002-1022 – which changed the zoning on the same parcel
from FR-19 (forest and range, 19-acre minimum lot size) to SFR-8,000 (single-family
residential, 8,000 square foot minimum lot size) with a PD (planned development) overlay
(PD 02-06) – because the associated development was never inaugurated and the tentative
map expired; and (2) reclassifying the same parcel as SFR 12,000 (single-family residential,
12,000 square foot minimum lot size) with a PD (planned development) overlay. First
Reading. The Board may also discuss the associated Tentative Subdivision Map. (Lucille
Rao)

8. For presentation only. Announcements/reports/updates from County Commission members
including updates on the various boards and/or commissions that they may be a member of or
a liaison to or meetings/functions they have attended and any request by a Commissioner for
discussion of a future agenda item. (Chairman Rice)
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CLOSING PUBLIC COMMENT (No Action)
At this time, public comment will be taken on those items that are within the jurisdiction and control of
the Board of Commissioners or those agenda items where public comment has not already been taken.
 
ADJOURNMENT
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to approve the draft minutes of the December 21, 2023, regular meeting
of the Board of County Commissioners.
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Approve the minutes of the December 21, 2023, regular meeting of the Board of County
Commissioners, as presented.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
None 
 
BACKGROUND:
 
ATTACHMENTS:
122123ForBoardApproval.pdf
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DRAFT  
The Regular Meeting of the Board of County Commissioners was held on Thursday, December 21, 2023, 
beginning at 10:00 AM in the meeting room of the County Administration Building, 1616 8th Street, 
Minden, Nevada as well as was streamed via Live Stream – Video Link, Douglas County YouTube 
Channel. When applicable, the minutes below have been transcribed.  
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order at 10:01 AM. 
 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: 
Mark Gardner, Chair 
Wesley Rice, Vice Chair 
Walt Nowosad, Commissioner 
Danny Tarkanian, Commissioner 
Sharla Hales, Commissioner 
 
STAFF PRESENT: 
Amy Burgans, Clerk Treasurer 
Jenifer Davidson, County Manager 
Doug Ritchie, Chief Civil Deputy District Attorney 
Amber Lane, Deputy Clerk 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Led by Commissioner Tarkanian. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay, just a couple of housekeeping things. Number one, we will be taking a lunch today so you can 
anticipate that. We're not exactly sure what time that will occur. I would like to try to get through Item 3 
on our Administrative Agenda prior to taking lunch, so that those individuals who are here and seeking 
appointment to that board can then join the Clerk-Treasurer for swearing in. Right, Ms. Burgans? Yes, 
okay. Also, Item 7, I know that's a very contentious item, and there's other items on the agenda that are 
highly contentious, I suppose, but we will not be hearing those items until this afternoon after lunch. Not 
before 1:00 PM, okay? Just to let the public know about that. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT (No Action) 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
If you wish to speak to Administrative Agenda items, we have accommodated that during the Opening 
Public Comment process for those folks who are working and want to offer Public Comment on 
Administrative Agenda items, but then return to work. So, we understand that, and I hope you understand 
that if you take the three minutes during Opening Public Comment, you forfeit the three minutes when 
that agenda item comes before us at a later time, okay? So, at this time we're going to entertain Public 
Comment. Public Comment is limited to three minutes per speaker, unless additional time is granted by 
the Board Chairperson. The Board of Commissioners does use timing lights to ensure that everyone has 
an opportunity to speak. You will see a green light when you begin, and then a yellow light, which 
indicates that you have 30 seconds left and should conclude your comments. Once the light turns red, we 
ask you to please sit down. In addition to Opening Public Comment, Public Comment will also be taken 
on Administrative Agenda items that are identified for possible action and Closing Public Comment. If 
you plan to speak on a specific agenda item that is on the Administrative Agenda and identified for 
possible action, then we ask you to please provide that Public Comment when that agenda item is heard, 
other than what I previously stated. At this time, Public Comment will be taken on those agenda items 
that are within the jurisdiction and control of the Board of County Commissioners. But before we go to 
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that, I wanted to thank our chief decorator today, Commissioner Hales, for brightening up the Chambers. 
So, thank you very much for that. Public Comment. For those of you who have not participated in this 
process, please, we welcome Public Comment and we don't want you to feel intimidated. We ask you to 
approach the podium, print your name so that we have that clearly in the record, state your name, and 
your three minutes will begin after you state your name. Thank you. 
 
Ellie Waller speaks: 
Good morning. I'd like to thank the County Manager for having a presentation from our advisory Planning 
Commission at the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. It'll be good information for the public as well as 
this Board coming from Garth Alling. Thank you for coming today. Trust, but verify is what I'm starting 
with my comment today. For sale, confirmed by Lew Feldman. I believe all entitlements go with the sale. 
The Latitude 39 luxury 40-unit condominium project with retail and a restaurant is planned for 1.81 acres 
located at the corner of US 50 and Lake Parkway. The process at TRPA for this should have been 
contested. It was on the Consent Calendar and they state, the TRPA states the item was initially slated for 
the TRPA’s Consent Calendar but was moved to discussion when it was noticed that the total predicted 
vehicle miles traveled came within just two miles lower than their threshold. I'll tell you, the public, 
myself included, objected that this should not have been on Consent to begin with, and not just because 
of the VMT analysis. Furthermore, TRPA stated, we made great progress, but we still have many 
challenges in front of us, and I think this project really illustrates some of this, said Executive Director 
Julie Regan, as you will hear in their presentation. It is also an example of how a project can meet TRPA 
standards, but not necessarily advance all their goals. That is a lesson to be learned in all projects that are 
heard here and by that board. This project didn't go through the TRPA Advisory Planning Commission, 
where we would have had better representation and an opportunity as the public to object to some of the 
items. It's not that that project shouldn't be approved, but the public did not participate because an 
environmental assessment is not heard by our Planning Commission. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Additional Public Comment? 
 
Jim Slade speaks: 
I have a few concerns that seem to address a lack of concern for public input and the public interest. First, 
I don't remember exactly when, but about six or eight months ago, the BLM made their annual 
presentation here. I requested that you ask them about their clear cutting along Fay-Luther Trail, which 
became overrun with highly flammable cheatgrass, making it more of a fire hazard, not less. 
Unfortunately, none of you asked about that, though two of you apologized, saying that you'd meant to, 
but forgotten. You promised to get the BLM back to inquire about what they were doing there, but that 
has not happened. Their clear cutting has now led to accompany for the cheatgrass. It is bone dry, highly 
flammable, thorny, nasty tumbleweed creating even more of a fire hazard. So far, you have failed to 
address that fire danger. Secondly, at the December 7th meeting two weeks ago, the lengthy finance audit 
item, which was scheduled to be heard at a special meeting in November, was tacked on as the first item 
on a regular agenda with an unusual 9:00 AM start time. That item took up most of the morning and 
should have been done as a separate meeting, with the regular meeting starting at 1:00 PM like it always 
used to. No member of the public was going to wait around for four or six or eight hours to see when an 
item in which they were interested would be heard. Having two separate meetings would have been in 
the public interest. And why was the fact that Item 2, the Trails Plan was going to be continued, not told 
to the public in a timely manner? One reasonable solution, which should always be considered, in my 
opinion, is to allow the public to participate by Zoom. I would guess that Commissioner Rice has not 
attended half of the Board meetings in person this year, but he is allowed to use Zoom. Why should 
members of the public, who might only want to comment on one item, be forced to attend in person, often 
waiting many hours out of their busy days? What if they too, are stormed in at the Lake, or flooded out 
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in Topaz, or at work, or ill, or home looking after their children? Shouldn't they be afforded the same 
opportunity to participate remotely? I don't believe it would lengthen the meetings all that much. After 
all, Zoom participants are asked to raise their hands if they wish to provide Public Comment. You should 
welcome public input from your constituents, not make it more difficult. Lastly, I found that the process 
of appointments to the Planning Commission last week was a bit confounding. You had no problem in 
reappointing a developer, apparently appreciating his experience in the building and development 
industries. Yet somehow, a former Director of Community Development was considered, what, too 
experienced? Why is a deep understanding and familiarity with the Master Plan and the County code and 
land use planning considered a liability rather than an asset? It all sounds too political. The Planning 
Commission should have different viewpoints, that makes for a healthy debate. The PC is primarily an 
advisory board; trying to stack it with people with similar viewpoints is a disservice to the community. 
Hopefully, the Board will more highly value the public interest and input in 2024. Happy holidays. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you, Mr. Slade. Is there additional Public Comment? Okay, not sensing any additional Public 
Comment, we'll bring it back to the Board. I had a public statement I wished to issue today, okay? I'm 
sorry I didn't clear this with our District Attorney in advance, but anyways, ladies and gentlemen of the 
public and my fellow Commissioners, as late as yesterday, I received a text message that if I did not vote 
no on a particular issue coming before us today, that they would file a candidate against me in the 
upcoming election and work to my defeat. I hope that sinks in. I have also received over the last couple 
of weeks that should I vote yes on a similar occurrence that a similar occurrence would occur. Very 
troubling to me. I want to assure you, the public and my fellow Commissioners, that this Commissioner's 
vote is not for sale. And I will not succumb to such threats in voting on issues coming before this Board. 
I have always maintained my vote as independent and approached each issue separately, regardless of the 
outcome. I work hard to determine the merits with reason and logic and while you may feel differently, 
that is your right. I have worked hard as Chairman, as illustrated in our Board Norms and Procedures, 
that the Chairman's responsibility is to attempt to build consensus on issues, and that is probably not going 
to happen today. However, that's okay. What is important, as Commissioner Hales has routinely reminded 
us, is that we still must be respectful of each other's opinions. Thank you. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I will entertain a motion to approve the proposed agenda, as presented. I have been requested to remove 
Item P as in Paul from the Consent Calendar and move that to the Administrative Agenda. And with a 
proper motion, I will be doing so but recognizing the fact that we have a lot of folks here, probably for 
Item 1, I will move Item P after Item 1. Okay, anyways, I'll entertain a motion to do so. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I move approval of the agenda with the change to move Item P on the Consent Agenda to after Item 1 on 
the Administrative Agenda. 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Second. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Motion by Commissioner Hales, seconded by Vice Chairman Rice for the approval of the agenda, 
moving Item P off the Consent and to Item 2 on the Administrative Agenda. Any other discussion, folks? 
Okay, all those in favor signify by saying aye. The motion passes 5-0.  
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MOTION TO: Approve the agenda with Consent Calendar Item P moved to the Administrative 
Agenda for further discussion; carried. 
 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 
MOVER: Sharla Hales, Commissioner 
SECONDER: Wesley Rice, Vice Chair 
AYES: Mark Gardner, Wesley Rice, Walt Nowosad, Danny Tarkanian, 

 Sharla Hales 
  

 
APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES 
 

For possible action. Discussion to approve the draft minutes of the November 7, 2023, special 
meeting and the November 16, 2023, regular meeting of the Board of County Commissioners. 

 
MOTION TO: Approve the draft minutes of the November 7, 2023, special meeting and the November 
16, 2023, regular meeting of the Board of County Commissioners; carried. 
 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 
MOVER: Walt Nowosad, Commissioner 
SECONDER: Sharla Hales, Commissioner 
AYES: Mark Gardner, Wesley Rice, Walt Nowosad, Danny Tarkanian, 

 Sharla Hales 
  

 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
MOTION TO: Approve the Consent Calendar, minus Item P moved to Administrative Agenda for 
further discussion; carried. 
 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 
MOVER: Wesley Rice, Vice Chair 
SECONDER: Walt Nowosad, Commissioner 
AYES: Mark Gardner, Wesley Rice, Walt Nowosad, Danny Tarkanian, 

 Sharla Hales 
  

 
A. For possible action. Discussion to award a $743,007 contract to Sierra Nevada Construction, 

Inc. to perform Taxilane and Apron pavement restoration at the Minden-Tahoe Airport; 
authorize the County Manager to sign the contract and change orders up to 10% of the 
contract amount; and adopt Resolution 2023R-121 to augment the Airport fund in the amount 
of the contract. (Heather MacDonnell, Philip Ritger) 

 
B. For possible action. Discussion to approve changes to the Fiscal Years 2021-22, 2022-23, and 

2023-24 secured property tax rolls as recommended by the Douglas County Assessor pursuant 
to NRS 361.765 and/or NRS 361.768 to adjust the assessed values of the affected properties, 
with a total increase in assessed value of $648,023, authorize Chairman Gardner 
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to execute an Order to Adjust Tax Bills and Correct Secured and Unsecured Tax Rolls, and 
direct the Douglas County Treasurer to correct the errors in the tax rolls pursuant to Nevada 
law. (Trent Tholen) 

 
C. For possible action. Discussion to approve a $49,500 professional services contract with Lumos 

and Associates, Inc. to prepare a feasibility study to extend water and sewer services along 
Pinenut Road to increase service capacities to the industrial zoned areas along Sawmill Road; 
and to authorize the County Manager to execute any required documents. (Jeremy Hutchings) 

 
D. For possible action. Discussion to approve the First Amendment to the Ascent contract to 

correct the expiration date, changing it from December 31, 2023, to December 31, 2024, as 
originally negotiated and agreed upon by the parties; and authorize the County Manager to 
sign the amendment. (Kate Moroles-O'Neil) 

 
E. For possible action. Discussion to adopt Resolution 2023R-116, which augments the budget in 

the Social Services Fund by $824.22 in order to account for the increase in the Welfare Set 
Aside Grant Award from the State of Nevada. (Geoff Bonar) 

 
F. For possible action. Discussion to: 1. Accept a $114,838 Community Services Block Grant 

from the State of Nevada Department of Health and Human Services for the time period of 
October 1, 2023 through September 30, 2024; 2. Adopt Resolution 2023R-118, which augments 
the budget in the Social Services Fund to account for the grant award; and 3. Authorize the 
County Manager to sign the grant award and all associated grant documents. (Geoff Bonar) 

 
G. For possible action. Discussion to: 1. Accept a $136,881.47 Congregate Dining Grant award 

from the State of Nevada Aging and Disability Services Division for the time period of October 
1, 2023, through September 30, 2024; 2. Adopt Resolution 2023R-119 which augments the 
budget in the Senior Services Fund to account for the grant award; and 3. Authorize the 
County Manager to sign the grant award and all grant related documents. (Geoff Bonar) 

 
H. For possible action. Discussion to 1. Accept a $113,157.93 Home Delivered Meals Grant award 

from the State of Nevada Aging and Disability Services Division for the time period of October 
1, 2023, through September 30, 2024; 2. Adopt Resolution 2023R-120 which augments the 
budget in the Senior Services Fund to account for the grant award; and 3. Authorize the 
County Manager to sign the grant award and all grant related documents. (Geoff Bonar) 

 
I. For possible action. Discussion to authorize Chairman Mark Gardner and Sheriff Dan 

Coverley to sign the Douglas County Sheriff's Office Equitable Sharing Agreement and 
Certification to be filed with the United States Department of Justice for Fiscal Year 2018-19. 
(Undersheriff Elges) 

 
J. For possible action. Discussion to accept the auditor's report on Douglas County's general 

ledger cash balances through November 17, 2023, per Nevada Revised Statutes 251.030. (Terri 
Willoughby) 

 
K. For possible action. Discussion to approve a contract with Mary D. Brown to provide indigent 

defense services for an amount not-to-exceed $132,500 as the base compensation 
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and $450 per day for weekends and holidays for each bail hearing she attends, or are available 
to attend, effective January 1, 2024, through June 30, 2024, and to authorize the County 
Manager to execute the contract. (Jenifer Davidson) 

 
L. For possible action. Discussion to accept the Public Guardian's 2023 Third Quarter Report 

for the period beginning July 1, 2023, and ending September 30, 2023, per Douglas County 
Code 2.22.135. (Nicole Thomas) 

 
M. For possible action. Discussion to award a $94,490 construction contract to Rapid 

Construction Inc. for the Genoa Lakes Bypass Pipeline Project and authorize the County 
Manager to execute all documents and approve change orders up to 10% of the original 
contract price. (Rick Robillard) 

 
N. For possible action. Discussion to approve Construction Contract Change Order No. 1 for the 

Uppaway Meters Installation Project with Sierra Nevada Construction, in the amount of 
$59,335.80, to increase the original construction contract from $452,007 to a final contract 
price of $511,342.80 and approve Resolution 2023R-115 to transfer $59,335.80 from Capital 
Project Reserves to Capital Project 23W07 Uppaway Meters Installation Project. (Rick 
Robillard) 

 
O. For possible action. Discussion to approve the purchase of the Adobe annual subscription 

licenses from SHI International Corp. for $24,200. (Mark Bedrosian) 
 
P. For possible action. Discussion to accept a $215,000 grant from the Nevada Division of 

Forestry to Douglas County for use by the Town of Genoa to fund projects that reduce the 
effects of catastrophic fire on intermountain communities and adopt Resolution 2023R-117 
augmenting the appropriate budgets to account for the grant funding. (Jody Brunz) 

 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I was very tempted to move Item D, so let it be known that one of Ms. Moroles-O’Neil’s items on the 
Consent Calendar actually went through on the Consent Calendar. She complains that every time she puts 
something on the agenda it gets pushed to the Admin. Anyways, we are now going to go into the 
Administrative Agenda Item 1 for presentation only. 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS PULLED FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION 
 
P. For possible action. Discussion to accept a $215,000 grant from the Nevada Division of 

Forestry to Douglas County for use by the Town of Genoa to fund projects that reduce the 
effects of catastrophic fire on intermountain communities and adopt Resolution 2023R-117 
augmenting the appropriate budgets to account for the grant funding. (Jody Brunz) 

 
Consent Calendar Item P was heard after Administrative Agenda Item 1. 
 
Chairman Gardner read the agenda item into the record. 
 
Jody Brunz, Interim Genoa Town Manager, speaks: 
What kind of questions can I answer? 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Do you have questions? 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
I had no questions. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay, Commissioner Hales? I know a member of the public had some questions. So, without questions, 
I don't have any questions either. But I'll entertain Public Comment then, and maybe that will raise 
questions. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Jim Slade speaks: 
So, having read this agenda item, it of course involves the Urban Wildlands Interface and fuels reduction 
in that area, which is a good thing. And I'm happy for Genoa. I don't really have any questions for the 
Interim Town Manager. I think they're lucky to have received this grant, but I did want to point out that 
that interface does not just happen in and around Genoa. It runs from Alpine View to Fredericksburg and 
then on down towards Topaz. In Douglas County, there are two crucial environmental threats, flooding 
and fire. And the greatest fire risk is along that Urban Wildlands Interface. Both fire and flooding are 
random and unpredictable, but both risks can be mitigated by public action within reason and financial 
constraints. Millions of dollars have come to Douglas County from federal and state funding and grants 
in recent years, partially through COVID and the infrastructure bills in D.C. Recently, in Spring Creek, 
out in the Fish Springs area, the Board spent $400,000 to buy a single lot while not even addressing the 
$5 million that it might cost to build a flood mitigation basin there, nor the potentially $90 million to do 
the entire Pine Nut Basin, which was included in that agenda packet. There was also recently a Consent 
Calendar item on which the public was not given the opportunity to comment whatsoever of a, I believe 
it was over $700,000 to refurbish a privately-owned boat up at the Lake that, as I recall, belongs to the 
Rotary Club because that boat is sometimes used to assist Douglas County in some way. And I don't mean 
to pick on that item particularly, but the point is that there are many funding and grant options that could 
likely be used to mitigate the fire risk along the very dangerous Urban Wildlands Interface. $400 to buy 
a single lot or $700,000 to refurbish a privately-owned yacht would go a long way towards mitigating the 
fire danger at that interface, which can then spread to other areas. So, the reason I wanted to make Public 
Comment is not to, you know, Genoa is lucky, but the rest of Douglas County that's on that same interface 
should be as lucky. And it doesn't cost all that much to mitigate. And so, I hope that the Board will find 
some funding or some grants to help out the rest of Douglas County that lives along that all important fire 
danger area of the Urban Wildlands Interface. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. Is there additional Public Comment on item P? Okay, then we'll bring it back to the Board. 
Thank you, Ms. Brunz. I did want to indicate that Mr. Slade's questions and comments are appreciated. 
There's always been some question about the adoption and of the different WUI fire codes within our 
county and there's been a lot of discussion over the years, that I've witnessed as a member of the public, 
that there was always a question whether or not whose responsibility that was, whether it was the Board 
of Commissioners or the East Fork Fire or Tahoe Douglas Fire. And so, as I understand it, East Fork Fire 
is addressing WUI building codes and things of that nature and bringing forward to us at a later date 
recommended changes to our code in that regard. So, we are working to address that issue, Mr. Slade. I 
just want you to know that. We appreciate the efforts of Genoa, the Town of Genoa, for going after these 
funds also. So that's important to us. Any other comments or questions by the Commissioners? No? Okay 
then, at this time I'll entertain a motion. 
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Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I move approval of Agenda Item P. 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Second.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Gonna keep it real short today, huh? Okay. Motion by Commissioner Hales, seconded by Vice Chairman 
Rice to accept a $215,000 grant from the Nevada Division of Forestry to Douglas County for use by the 
Town of Genoa to fund projects that reduce the effects of catastrophic fire on intermountain communities 
and adopt Resolution 2023R-117, augmenting the appropriate budgets to account for the grant funding. 
Sensing no further discussion, all those in favor signify by saying aye. Okay, the motion passes 5-0. 
Thank you very much. 
 
MOTION TO: Accept a $215,000 grant from the Nevada Division of Forestry to Douglas County for 
use by the Town of Genoa to fund projects that reduce the effects of catastrophic fire on intermountain 
communities and adopt Resolution 2023R-117, augmenting the appropriate budgets to account for the 
grant funding; carried. 

RESULT: ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS] 
MOVER: Sharla Hales, Commissioner 
SECONDER: Wesley Rice, Vice Chair 
AYES: Mark Gardner, Wesley Rice, Walt Nowosad, Danny Tarkanian, 

 Sharla Hales 
  

 
1. For presentation only. Ceremonial presentation of Proclamation 2023P-113 honoring Renea 

Louie as the inaugural inductee into the Community Services Foundation Million Dollar Club 
and extend to her Douglas County’s deepest appreciation and gratitude for her commitment 
to the residents, youth and families of Douglas County, Nevada. (Brook Adie) 

 
Administrative Agenda Item 1 was heard before Consent Calendar Item P. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I’m going to come down to do this and I’m going to ask Vice Chairman Rice and Commissioner Hales 
to join me down there for this. You know, Ms. Louie, I know this is in recognition of you, but this almost, 
I mean, a veil and a bucket, a thing of flowers almost looks like a celebration of life.  
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Actually, it is.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
It is a celebration of life, right? But a different kind of celebration of life. 
 
Chairman Gardner read the proclamation into the record. 
 
To review the full proclamation please see the Agenda Packet material. 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I just have one other comment, the guy to your right, his name is also Louie, Gary Louie. And I don't 
know if you two have met, because with all this, I don't know how you could possibly have met, but 
perhaps you have. So, anyways, your husband Gary. So, anyways. 
 
Scott Morgan, Interim Assistant County Manager, speaks: 
If I may, Chairman before her? 
 
Renea Louie, Douglas County Community Services Foundation President and Chairwoman, speaks: 
He did not get permission for any of this. 
 
Mr. Morgan speaks: 
Renea, congratulations. It is my great pleasure to be here. I've had the great fortune of knowing Renea 
Louie for over 25 years. And probably one of the luckiest moments of my life was when she jumped on 
board with the campaign to support the Community and Senior Center for Douglas County. She's a driving 
force. I talked to her a little bit this morning and referred to her as a hurricane. And if you know her, she 
is that. And so, we wouldn't be where we're at today in our community and our Parks and Recreation 
program in our Community and Senior Centers without Renea Louie. $1.8 million is a lot of money. She's 
raised over more than half of all our FF&E facilities needs in the community and we are deeply 
appreciative of her, not just for what she's done for the Community Center, but she is the soul and driving 
force for our youth and teen scholarship program in the community. For those that aren't aware, there are 
no barriers to having access if you're a youth or teen in Douglas County to any of our Community Centers, 
Lake or Valley; 100 percent, the sole responsibility and idea of Renea Louie. So, our community 
appreciates you. I appreciate you. Douglas County appreciates you. And if you and the Chairman would 
come over here and unveil what we have behind the cloth, this is going to hang in the Bob Cook 
Foundation Room forever under the heading the Community Services Foundation Million Dollar Club. 
If you two would do the honor? Renea, lay your hands on it. Put one hand on it. You're unveiling. Okay, 
there we go. Renea Louie forever and ever recognized as the Million Dollar Club. Congratulations so 
much. So proud to be a part of this. 
 
Applause was heard. 
 
Ms. Louie speaks: 
Thank you so much. Thank you, thank you. Hang on, I’ve got to do the laundry real quick. Thank you. 
Chairman, Commissioners, Elected Officials, Clerk-Treasurer Burgans, District Attorney, brand new 
County Manager, congratulations. You know, there's a couple of things, and I'm going to be super brief. 
This gentleman right here, Mr. Louie, he's been married to me for 39 years, and I'm only 36. It's a magical 
wonder of math. And he and my family, my kids and my grandbabies, Whitney and Cody and Shelby and 
Drew and Addison and McKenzie, they're the wind beneath my wings. But they're also the heavy lifters. 
My children have licked more envelopes, stuffed more things, carried more things, processed more things, 
painted more things, built more things. My husband has picked up thousands of pallets of donations and 
brought them from one place to the other while I was somewhere else. He's built events, he's taken down 
events, he's constructed, he's done everything. So, it's not really about me. It's really about all the people 
that say, yes. That's truly what it's about. Scott Morgan said and had a vision for the Kahle Community 
Center. It's his vision. And he had a vision for the Valley Community and Senior Center. They're crown 
jewels of our community. He is why we all get to have what we have. So, I say yes as much as possible 
to him. Without him, we wouldn't hardly have anything. It's about you. So, your picture needs to be the 
whole wall everywhere.  
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Some people call the buildings Community and Senior Centers, I call them the miracle centers. Miracles 
happen every single day. Kids get their lives turned around. They make friends. Senior citizens that would 
otherwise be lonely and alone are not, they’re with hundreds of their friends, even if it's for an hour or 
two. There are so many things; the kid programs, the toddler programs, the exercise, everything that goes 
on in that building is good. So, why wouldn't I want to be a part of that? Right? So, every day miracles 
occur and it's really him. It's Scott. I just say yes. But really, I'm only a matchmaker. I have these ideas. 
He tells me what he needs. He needs equipment in the gym. He needs basketballs. Whatever the staff 
needs, they're the miracle workers. We just find the money. This is a representation of all the people who 
donate, lift, nail, build, recruit, and there's hundreds more. Robert Vogel at Pro Group Management has 
donated tens of thousands of dollars. Bryce Clutts, Metcalf Builders, Miles Construction, Nevada 
Builders Alliance, Heavenly, there's a little climbing wall that has their name on it. Did you guys notice 
that? Did you see that? Carson Valley Health, Carson Tahoe Health, they are the ones that said yes. It's 
not me. They gave the money. I just put them together with a need and they said yes. Join, the Winans 
family. You know, we have Robert Pumphrey here and his wife. 20 years ago, he recruited me to be part 
of Ski Club. Got me involved with the youth at the On the Mountain with Heavenly. He's been donating 
three months of his time for 35, counting this coming year. Years. Three months for 35 years. He donates 
his time to the kids every year. That's the kind of people I want to hang out with. 
 
The Thaler family. He's probably outraised me by $5 million. Knights of Columbus, all the things. So, all 
of these people are really the ones. All of their pictures need to be on the wall. I have told Scott no for a 
long time. I didn't want any recognition because I'm just the one that puts everything from you to you 
together. If they need juice, Continuum gives me pallets of juice for the kids and the seniors as unlimited, 
whatever they need. Continuum, AVK, Starbucks plant, they’re all members of the Business Council. 
The Business Council members are really the ones, not me. So, thank you for letting me do what I do. 
For my one time and only time in my life at this podium, I went over three minutes and you didn't stop 
me, so thank you. So, with that, please just know that everyday somebody says, you having a good day? 
You know what I say? I am, because I woke up. One day, I won't. That gives me one more day to do one 
thing good. Just do one thing good every day and it will mean something. It will add up. So, all those 
$100, all those $50, all those things, all those $300,000, all the free Wi-Fi, all the things. It adds up to $2 
million and we'll keep going. Okay, I promise that. Good? And oh, by the way, the $410,000 for the 
Incredible Kids, it's $507,000 now. I just didn't tell them. So, thank you. 
 
Applause was heard.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Now I know why she asked Vice Chairman Rice to join us down here, because he controls the timer. 
 
Pictures were taken.  
 

RESULT: FOR PRESENTATION ONLY. 

 
2. For presentation only. Update from the Douglas County lay member, Garth Alling, regarding 

the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Advisory Planning Commission's (APC) 
activities in Douglas County. (Garth Alling) 

 
Chairman Gardner read the agenda item into the record. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Welcome back, Mr. Alling. 
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Garth Alling, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Advisory Planning Commission lay member, speaks: 
Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
It's been a couple of months since we've seen you. 
 
Mr. Alling speaks: 
It has, yeah. Thank you for having me, Mr. Chair and Commissioners. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
We are appreciative of you bringing this to us. 
 
Mr. Alling speaks: 
Yeah, first of all, happy Solstice. With today being the shortest day of the year, it can only get brighter 
from here, so happy holidays. I'm here today to provide a briefing on my activities as a Douglas County 
lay member of the Advisory Planning Commission for the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. The last 
time I appeared before you here was in June 2023 for my reappointment. I'm sorry that I was unable to 
attend the August meeting, but thank you for your support and reappointing me for another two-year 
term on the APC. There were a few questions back in June regarding the nature of the APC, so I would 
like to revisit those with a short explanation of the Advisory Planning Commission and the Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency. The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency is a Bi-State Regional Environmental 
Planning Agency, the mission of the TRPA is to lead the cooperative effort to preserve, restore, and 
enhance the unique natural and human environment of our Lake Tahoe region, while improving local 
communities and people's interactions with our irreplaceable environment. The TRPA was established 
in 1969 with consent of the United States Congress through a Bi-State Compact; this compact requires 
TRPA to establish a regional plan and achieve environmental standards called thresholds. These 
thresholds are environmental standards, set long-term goals for the region, the compact gives the TRPA 
authority to enforce the code of ordinances that are designed to protect and attain the thresholds.  
 
The Advisory Planning Commission assists the governing board with technical and scientific issues. The 
Commission is made up of 21 members that are local planners, including Kate Moroles-O'Neil of 
Douglas County Community Development Department, US Forest Service, Washoe Tribe, NV State or 
Nevada State Lands, Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Natural Resource Conservation 
Service, California State Water Board, Tahoe Transportation District, and the Tahoe Basin Fire Chief's 
representative, as well as lay members of the community, of which I am one. The purpose of the APC is 
to review code amendments, threshold updates, and environmental impact statements that may come 
forward in the approval process. The APC does not have the authority to approve any project, but only 
to review and provide recommendations to the governing board, of which Commissioner Rice is a sitting 
member representing Douglas County. I provided a memorandum to you earlier this week that is a 
summary of the agenda items and associated actions that have taken place before the APC from 
September 2022 to December 2023, and I think it's in the supplemental information that you have 
received. The agenda items that the APC has taken a look at range from information only reports on 
aquatic invasive species, public safety facilities, as well as amendments to area plans, and updates to the 
Code of Ordinances for Housing Amendments. 
 
Of the items that came before the APC, only two directly involved activities and planning in Douglas 
County, aside from future updates to threshold standards; phase two housing amendments in November 
2023 and amendments to Douglas County South Shore Area Plan, to include religious assemblies in 
January 2023. In terms of the latter, religious assemblies were a special use, and the APC reviewed and 
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recommended to the governing board that the use should be allowed in the plan area, the motions passed 
and the governing board approved the change to the area plan. I believe this matter also came before you 
prior to it being reviewed by the APC, the phase two housing amendments were also brought forward as 
an item for APC review, as it required changes to the Code of Ordinances. The amendments were 
proposed to assist in achieving regional plan housing and transportation goals. Affordable housing is a 
significant issue in the Lake Tahoe region; the lack of affordable housing impacts the region's ability to 
maintain environmental thresholds and achieve the housing, water quality, and transportation goals, 
among others outlined in the regional plan. Phase two housing amendments aim to update height, density, 
land coverage, and parking standards for deed restricted housing. The goal was to level the playing field 
financially, enabling the private sector to deliver housing for the missing middle, significantly reducing 
costs for delivering subsidized affordable and workforce housing while maintaining and attaining 
environmental thresholds. After significant discussion and public involvement, the APC recommended 
approval of the code amendments to the governing board. The governing board recently approved the 
phase two housing amendments, this amendment allows for increased height modification for parking 
standards and town centers, which is the state line core and areas currently zoned for multi-family 
housing; Tramway Drive at the top of Kingsbury, Kahle Park, Lake Village, Round Hill and Glenbrook. 
Increased density, additional height, and increased land coverage with modified parking requirements 
were all approved to allow for increased financial feasibility for deed restricted, affordable, moderate, 
and achievable housing in the region. It should be noted that region-wide residential growth limits remain 
in place and these updates to the code do not result in any increase to those limits. 
 
The last item I'd like to bring to your attention is the presentation that was given to the APC at our last 
meeting in December. This presentation outlines the results of the 2020 census demographics for the 
Tahoe region; this presentation discusses the impacts to the Tahoe Basin that were brought up in the June 
meeting here regarding over-tourism and population. What I found interesting was a 12 percent drop in 
population in the Douglas County portion of the Tahoe Basin since 2020, and in Stateline, an 80 percent 
drop in casino employment and a 20 percent drop in occupied rooms. One item that plays into this feeling 
of over-tourism is a significant increase in day trips into Lake Tahoe. On days when temperature is 65 
degrees versus 100 degrees in the Sacramento area, trips double; Lake Tahoe is becoming a climate 
refuge. The COVID pandemic played into this increase in day trips as well, with higher day visits and 
people driving into the basin to recreate, versus traveling via airplane to other locations. The increase in 
social media use also plays into this over-tourism narrative, as there are now more people able to find 
local spots due to information availability. Other factors, including increased short-term rentals in our 
neighborhoods, increase in second home use, and changes to travel time and behavior, for example, 
parking lots filling up much earlier for the beaches and ski areas have compounded these feelings of 
over-tourism and growth. I encourage you to watch this presentation, it can be found in the link provided 
on the memorandum I provided to you for the December APC meeting. Thank you for your time, any 
questions? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you, Mr. Alling. Commissioners, questions of Mr. Alling? 
 
Mr. Alling speaks: 
Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Vice Chairman Rice. 
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Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Yes, sir. I would like to thank you for the work that you've done on the board. Many people are totally 
unaware of the hours that are put into the TRPA, and the change in attitude that it has had in the past 
several years. When I moved here, it was known as the Tahoe royal pain in the something, and in the last 
several years, they've become a much kinder, gentler organization, and more prone to try to resolve the 
problems without going into social engineering. And I want to thank you for the time that you put in, and 
I think that it's time well spent. Thank you. 
 
Mr. Alling speaks: 
Yes, thank you very much. And it really should be known, it is my pleasure to serve as the Douglas 
County lay member on the APC and I enjoy doing this work. And as I mentioned before, of course, this 
is not a paid position, but it's all volunteer time, but I'm more than happy to do it and to represent Douglas 
County. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Commissioner Nowosad, did you? No? As you know, last June when your reappointment came before 
us, we took time to reassess that because I believe this Board had not visited with you since your previous 
appointment, and we hadn't had this type of presentation. So that was one of the critical issues I think 
this Board identified back then, is to see our representative on that board as a lay person a little bit more 
often and find out what's going on. And I know the members of the public also wanted to hear that as 
well, so we really appreciate you coming forward. I know that you were originally scheduled for earlier 
this month, and based on the length of the agenda, I asked you to postpone your presentation until today, 
and I thank you for accommodating us in that regard. And we hope to see you maybe a little bit more 
often as we go forward in the next year. 
 
Mr. Alling speaks: 
Yeah, no, absolutely, I look forward to coming back. Maybe we can make this a twice of year deal and I 
can come and visit you maybe in the summertime and fill you in with what's happening. There's actually 
one more thing that I'd like to speak to and it's in regard to the last item that you just heard, Item P. It's 
vitally important that we continue to work with the Forest Service, BLM, and other agencies to 
implement fuel breaks within our community. That grant that was just approved for Genoa, there's a pilot 
project that was done up in Douglas County on Lower Kingsbury by NV Energy. And the Tahoe Douglas 
Fire Protection District cleared all of the area underneath the power lines, and in different phases going 
out to about 300 feet plus from the power lines. And it's imperative that these projects get implemented 
in order to save our communities and also to save the forest that surrounds our communities as well. It's 
not a matter of if a fire is going to start, it's a matter of when, and doing these projects is something that 
can happen now. And I really think that anytime something comes forward in this regard, your support 
is imperative. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. And as long as you're going there, I would mention that on Monday we had the ribbon cutting 
of the new sawmill that is up in the Topsy Lane area. And a tremendous resource for bringing some of 
that fuel out of the Sierra and for the health of the forest, and also for helping us mitigate possible loss 
of structure and life up there due to wildfire.  
 
Mr. Alling speaks: 
Yeah, I agree. And that was a big day and a great way for us to move forward. Thank you. 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you once again, I appreciate it.  

RESULT: FOR PRESENTATION ONLY. 

 
3. For possible action. Discussion on three appointments to the Elk Point Sanitation District 

(District) Board of Trustees due to three vacancies on the board for a term beginning 
December 21, 2023, through December 31, 2024. (Jenifer Davidson) 

 
Chairman Gardner read the agenda item into the record. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Ms. Davidson, do you wish to add things to this? 
 
Jenifer Davidson, County Manager, speaks: 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commission. I will keep this brief. As you are aware, we 
have three vacancies on the Elk Point Sanitation District Board as a result of a series of events and some 
discussion that this Board has had previously at your November meeting. As a result of the direction we 
received at that meeting in November, staff did send a letter out to each of the active registered voters in 
Elk Point Sanitation District and solicited applications for your consideration today. As a result of that 
effort, we have six individuals who have expressed an interest to be appointed to this board. With that, 
Mr. Chairman, I would turn it over to the Commission. The individuals’ applications are contained in the 
packet, and I do believe many of them are in attendance today and would be happy to discuss their 
qualifications and their interests further with the Commission if that is your desire. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. I think it's important to notice that we appointed two members to this board approximately a 
month ago. The three members that we appoint today, their terms will expire on December 31 of 2024, 
as the other two will also. All five will stand for election in the upcoming election cycle as we identified, 
in correction with our Clerk-Treasurer, Amy Burgans. All five will stand for election, and then once 
they're elected and they convene as a board, then they will have to determine who gets the four-year terms 
and who gets the two-year terms. Is that correct, Ms. Burgans? 
 
Amy Burgans, Clerk-Treasurer, speaks: 
That is correct, Chairman, yes. So the way that the law is written is that if you are appointed, you will be 
on the ballot, or your seat will be on the ballot at the next upcoming election. And since all five of these 
seats will be considered appointed by the Board of County Commissioners, they will all five be up for 
election. Candidate filing is March 5th through 15th, so make sure that you come in and file if you want 
to hold your seat beyond that 2024 date. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Now just to clarify also for the five, that they will not automatically be on the ballot, they will still 
have to file for office, is that correct? So they may choose not to run for office come March. 
 
Ms. Burgans speaks: 
Correct, they will not automatically be on the ballot. The candidate filing that is this coming March 5th 
through 15th, all of the information is already on my website at govoteDouglas.com, the candidate filing 
packets, everything that you really need to know about candidate filing is on there. And once they file for 
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that office, then we have to determine whether it goes to the Primary or the General Election, or if they're 
just declared elected, depending upon how many people file for those seats. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Thank you very much for that clarification, I think that's important for these folks to know. So we 
have six candidates for three positions that this Board needs to select today; by my records, I have Ms. 
Doreen Andriacchi, Mr. Henry Butler, Mr. Robert Felton, Ms. Kylie Gerken, Mr. I guess Chris Jennings, 
Charles Jennings, and Mr. Bill Olin. So as we did with the previous selections of our advisory boards, we 
should allow each of those to introduce themselves and give them a couple of minutes each, and entertain 
questions by the Board. And then we'll go to Public Comment as required by this action item, and then 
we'll come back and express our desires in that regard. Okay, with that, is Ms. Doreen Andriacchi, am I 
pronouncing that right? I’m not going to try again. We gave each of the candidates for the advisory boards 
two minutes, so if you wanted to add something to your to your resume, you're not required to, by the 
way.  
 
Doreen Andriacchi, Elks Point Sanitation District Board of Trustees applicant, speaks: 
Nothing to add to my resume. The reason that I'm running is because I have tremendous respect for Brad 
Oneto and for Anne Harry, I think it is critical that we have a team that can work well together. Brad is 
eminently qualified to serve on this committee, he has the technical, the expertise that we need. I've 
worked with Brad in the past, and I would be honored to work with him again to get this problem resolved. 
So you've read my resume, if you have any questions I would be happy to answer them. If not, that's all 
I have to say for today. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Commissioners, any questions of this?  
 
Ms. Andriacchi speaks: 
Thank you.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I'm not going to try to say the name again. So I know it's not safe to assume things, but I take it that all 
of these six are eligible to serve on this board, right? I think that's also important to recognize because 
we had a board that was constituted that was not appropriate previously. 
 
Ms. Davidson speaks: 
Yes, Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commission. The eligibility of each of these applicants has been 
confirmed with the Clerk-Treasurer. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Mr. Butler. 
 
Henry Butler, Elks Point Sanitation District Board of Trustees applicant, speaks: 
Good morning, Commissioner. I became aware of a vacancy in the sewer board several months ago 
because of some various friends that I have in Elks Point. I've been a member of the Elks Point Country 
Club and lived in the area since 1992, having lived in two different locations down there. And all in all, 
until even through today, I think the members of the board who have been regulating the sewer and water 
there have done a reasonably good job, far better than the homeowners do at managing their own affairs. 
However, there's been a rise in disagreement between the members of the boards and some of the people 
in Elks Point. And I felt that at this time, since I'm reasonably good at mediating disputes, having been 
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an attorney for 40 plus years, that I could really serve the community by being on this board, especially 
with my knowledge of what it's actually like to live in Lake Tahoe. Any questions? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Questions, Commissioners?  
 
Mr. Butler speaks: 
Thank you very much. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you, I appreciate it. Mr. Felton? No, I didn't have a question, I was asking if Mr. Felton is here.  
 
Robert Felton, Elks Point Sanitation District Board of Trustees applicant, speaks: 
Well, thank you for giving us a minute to speak. Basically, what I had to say is primarily in the documents 
that I've submitted, I just wanted to add a couple extra items. First of all, the information that was just 
given about the eligibility of service. I had a question about serving on the Elk Point Homeowners 
Association Board, as well as the Sanitary District Board. I wondered if that would be a conflict of 
interest, as one of the members that that just spoke is on the homeowners board. So that was one question 
I had. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
To my understanding, the election to the sanitation district is a vote of the individuals in that area. The 
selection to your, I don't know, Mr. Richie, can you address that question? 
 
Doug Ritchie, Chief Civil Deputy District Attorney, speaks: 
The short answer is no conflict of interest to belong to a private association and serve on a political body 
like a GID. 
 
Mr. Felton speaks: 
Okay, I couldn't quite hear you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
In other words, it's okay. 
 
Mr. Felton speaks: 
Okay, fine. Thank you. 
 
Laughter was heard. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yeah. 
 
Mr. Ritchie speaks: 
It's okay. 
 
Mr. Felton speaks: 
Thank you. I also want to mention that the Bill Olin and Chuck Jennings are not here, they had kept the 
14th, which we got confused about what day we were supposed to be here. And they already had plans to 
be with their families out of town, so they will not be here to speak, but I'm happy to represent them if 
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you need any information about them. I've worked with both of them over the years, both on the board at 
Elk Point, as well as on committees, so I highly recommend them. We all live at Elk Point, we've known 
each other for a number of years, as I said. My communications that I sent to you discuss that there's been 
built up over the past number of years, a large number of issues that were not addressed by the Elk Point 
Sanitary District. I found out about this in mid-September when the gentleman who works for the sanitary 
district, Douglas County Sanitary District, who checks on our equipment was walking by and just the, 
one of the lift stations is just two houses from me. And he said, well, you're not going to see me as much 
anymore, and I said, well, why not? He said, well, we're not being allowed to continue maintaining your 
system. I said, why is that? He said, well, you know, you haven't updated your equipment. And I said, 
well, we never heard about that, and I was president of the board for three years. So I have great concern 
about the fact that we had equipment, first of all, that we owned, second, it's 50 years old and that we 
were not going to be, have it maintained. That issue got resolved, but that led us into beginning to think 
about what's going on here. And frankly, I then got a hold of some documentation that I've provided that 
the cost to replace the equipment we have is like $231,000, and that was a real surprise. And then it was 
the fact that we owned it, owned the equipment, and we needed to have some way to maintain it. So all 
these things got us, myself and the other three members who have applied here, concern, and therefore, 
long story short, is that we believe that you need to change the number of the people that are on that 
board. And I would recommend that you choose from the four people that have applied; Bill Olin, Chuck 
Jennings, Randy, Henry Butler, who just talked, and myself, because we think that we need a lot of work 
to get done to get our systems equipment, and our procedures and processes back in, back to where it's 
running the way it should. You know, we have a sanitary district sewer system that is right next to the 
lake and really needs to have proper equipment. So that's all I have to say. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you very much. Is it Kylie Gerken? 
 
Kylie Gerken, Elks Point Sanitation District Board of Trustees applicant, speaks: 
Hi. I've lived in my house at Elk Point since 1999 when I was in my 20s. I don't plan on ever leaving, so 
I have a really big interest in making sure that our neighborhood runs right and our sewer is sorted out. 
I'm here because I was approached by the two current members on the board asking me to put my name 
in the hat to work with them on sorting out the issues until the next election. I don't have any technical 
knowledge on sanitation systems or building, but what I'm really good at is getting along with people. I 
built the website for our community at one point, so I'm able to use technology to work with them; I'm 
really big on communication to communicate with our members. It's a small district, like 100 members 
in there, so to communicate with everybody to make sure we get done what's getting done, look for 
funding, things like that. I think I can really be an asset to the team because we already do have some 
people with technical knowledge. I'm friendly with most people in the neighborhood, being one of the 
few that live there year-round and have for the last 20 plus years, 23, 24 years. So, I appreciate you taking 
the time, and I'll leave it to the next person. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. Do we have any questions by the Commissioners? I forgot to ask on the last candidate. No? 
Okay. And as I understand, Mr. Jennings and Mr. Owen are not here today, is that correct?  
 
Unidentified speaker from audience speaks: 
Yes. 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. So, at this time then, since there's no further questions by the Board, we'll go to Public Comment 
on this, and then we'll bring it back and try to make some selections here. So at this time, Public Comment 
is open on Item Number 3. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Deborah Palmer Moretto speaks: 
Good morning. I have been a member of the Elk Point District since 2005. I began my legal career in 
Douglas County, lived in Gardnerville, and started as Judge Gamble's first Law Clerk way back in the 
day. I became, my expertise, I'm not allowed to call myself an expert under the bar rules, but I did GIDs, 
I did land use planning. I was considered an expert or someone knowledgeable and experienced on TRPA, 
I did that for 30 years here in Douglas County. I am a voter in Douglas County, and I thought it would 
be interesting to hear my point of view for a couple of reasons; my husband, Jerome Moretto, was the 
Chair of the Elk Point Sanitation District for 12 years, and as a lawyer and by his side, I went to the 
meetings. I've reviewed the documents, I could probably recite NRS 318 by heart from all my years 
representing Zephyr Knolls GID, Zephyr Heights GID. At one point I represented Elk Point Sewer 
District, so I have a lot of background in this area. I also know the six applicants quite well, I've been 
their neighbor, I live full time at Elk Point. I have great respect and support for the two you've already 
appointed, and that would be Anne Harry and Brad Oneto, they know their business. Brad Oneto knows 
the procedures better than I do, he has corrected me a few times, which made me laugh. But they're very 
well versed on what are the issues before the Sewer District Board, they are very accomplished, and Harry 
herself has gotten a lot of consensus of the 95 homeowners there and on the issues involved. Now, they 
do have serious issues with the aging equipment, of course, and it's going to cost money to replace it. But 
I think a consensus building board is important, and somebody that understands the procedures. Ms. 
Andriacchi, who is on the Elk Point Board at this time, she was elected by the members, so she has the 
support of the membership. She's also quite well versed on, she is an engineer by trade, she's very accurate 
and on point when it comes to getting engineering information. That's her trade, and I think she'd be an 
excellent appointment. I think Kylie Gerken is being very modest. She worked for an appraiser up at 
Douglas County up at the Lake, she's very familiar with everything involved with appraisals, including 
surveys, being involved with TRPA, being involved with Douglas County Building Department. I 
thought she was being kind of modest. Her brother is a contractor, her parents are also in the construction 
business, they're very familiar with sewer districts, so I think she'd be a great appointee. And as for the 
third, I would defer to the two existing members as to their choice. Brad Oneto suggested Bill Olin be 
that third appointment, he put that in front of you in your attachments to the agenda. So I would defer to 
the existing board members as to who they pick to be their third person that they can work well with. So 
I wanted to give that support. Do you have any questions for me? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. Public Comment is not a time for us to be back and forth on questions.  
 
Ms. Moretto speaks: 
Oh, forgive me. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
And I was worried there that you were going to exceed your three minutes without actually naming people 
for us to consider.  
 
Laughter was heard. 
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Ms. Moretto speaks: 
Thank you very much. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I was kind of anxious about that, but I didn't want to interrupt you either. So thank you. 
 
Ms. Moretto speaks: 
I haven’t been in front of you wonderful folks in a while. So thank you very much, all of you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay, thank you. Additional Public Comment? 
 
William Zeller speaks: 
Good morning, Commissioners. I appreciate the opportunity to speak today, and today I'm speaking as a 
ratepayer for the sanitation district, a member of the Elk Point community and a registered voter in 
Douglas County. I also serve as the At-Large Member for the Elk Point Board of Directors. In that 
capacity, I'm responsible for the infrastructure, not the sanitation district, but the water system and a 
number of the other systems that we have to maintain as a small community. Elk Point, let's see, the Elk 
Point Board and the district serve the same, basically the same constituents. We would really strongly 
encourage the Board or the Commissioners to select members of the board who can work effect, who can 
have the Elk Point Sanitation District work effectively with the board. The district is focused mostly on 
voting members, the board is all homeowners, we're all ratepayers. I think it's obvious that the Sanitation 
District Board will be very busy in the next six to eight months addressing issues that have already been 
addressed, or talked about. I can say from personal experience, the Elk Point Board is equally busy with 
a number of large infrastructure issues that we're dealing with. Although I am qualified, I am qualified to 
be appointed to this position, I've chosen not to apply, it's just too much for me to serve on these two 
boards. I think there's an awful lot of work that's got to be done by everybody, and so that's why I choose 
not to run for both. I would like to recommend the following people for these two, these three positions; 
Bob Felton, who you already heard from, Chuck Jennings, Bill Olin and, Henry Butler, or as Randy as 
we'd like to know him. I had to correct that this morning, I just found out his first name. Anyway, that's 
all I have, thank you very much for your time.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. 
 
Cathy Oyster speaks: 
Bill, do you want me to put your name down?  
 
Mr. Zeller speaks: 
Yes. 
 
Ms. Oyster speaks: 
May I ask Bob Felton a question as candidate? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I'm sorry, no. We do not allow that during Public Comment. 
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Ms. Oyster speaks: 
Okay, well perhaps this might raise a question for you. He indicated that we owned the equipment, I'd 
like to know exactly in his research who he thinks owns the equipment for EPSD? That's pump stations 
one and pump stations two. One thing I will say, I did submit Public Comment, and I'm sure that you've 
read it. I am hopeful that you'll select Doreen Andriacchi, Bill Olin, and Kylie Gerken; they are a group 
that is going to create a cohesive bond and complete the tasks required without friction. And you saw two 
of the applicants wrote remarks that would be somewhat derogatory toward the previous serving 
members, volunteers of this organization, I was one of them. You should know that all of our agendas 
were posted publicly, they all contained our names, everyone within the community knows who lives 
there and where we otherwise live. So if there was any question, they could come to our meetings as 
we're coming to your meetings. I wouldn't expect you to go and provide explanations to each organization 
to which you serve, I don't expect the County Commissioners to go to a homeowner's association in 
Genoa to explain or discuss the actions that you take part in. It's up for the community to come to your 
meetings and your organizations and ask questions, that has never been done. Matter of fact, the three 
years that I was there, we were the only five people besides the two supporting staff that ever attended. 
So, this has kind of gone off the rails and we appreciate you correcting it, but you do need to know there 
was nothing nefarious going on, everything was open and above board. And there is a conflict between 
EPCC and EPSD; EPSD serves more members than just the EPCC membership, it includes the people 
who live on Bitler’s Road. And they should have a voice and a say, and it shouldn't be confused that Elk 
Point means only those at Elk Point Country Club. So, some separation is good; however, Doreen 
Andriacchi serving on both would be a wonderful liaison or conduit to that organization. And. Mr. Felton, 
actually, EPSD, pulled a bond in 1969 to get our equipment, so EPSD is who owns the equipment. EPSD 
is going to have to pull the bond or get some funding to move forward out of our problem. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. Additional Public Comment? Do we have additional Public Comment on Item Number 3, the 
acceptability, the desirability of recommendations of these six candidates for these positions? 
 
Bradley Oneto 
Can I speak, Mr. Chairman? I had a Public Comment, can I speak? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yes, this is Public Comment. So if you could print your name and then state your name. 
 
Mr. Oneto speaks: 
Elk Point Sanitation District is faced with a monumental task of achieving long and short-term goals. 
Providing maintenance for our existing equipment, upgrading our equipment, and obtaining necessary 
funding. It is critical that we have a team of individuals that can work together productively, familiar with 
NRS 318, the Open Meeting Law, and with the necessary skill set to get the job done in a relatively short 
period of time. The team must be able to work together cooperatively with Douglas County Sewer 
Authority to help us redesign our system, it must be, and they must be willing to learn from Douglas 
County or DCTLSA. The Board of County Commissioners have appointed myself and Anne Harry with 
our experience, we respectfully request that you consider the following names who would give us a 
cohesive team to move forward; Doreen Andriacchi, Kylie Gerken, and Bill Olen. Doreen, Kylie and Bill 
have the desire to serve the community and are qualified and willing to perform the tasks to bring their 
skill set, which includes experience, engineering, research, construction, internet and web page design. 
We must remain committed to serving the overall needs of Douglas County and the EPSD. Thank you 
for your consideration. 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. 
 
Anne Harry speaks: 
Good morning. I’m one of the two that you allowed to stay in this position last month, and I prepared a 
couple of comments just to share with the group that I will read so I don't forget anything. The Elk Point 
Sanitation District originated over 50 years ago. Historically, some friendly urging, and let's face it, 
begging, has been needed to convince five people to serve on the board; therefore, the Trustees have been 
seated by an appointed elected process. Interestingly, no one can recall a single time that a community 
member has attended one of our properly posted open meetings. Today we find ourselves with six eager, 
six people eager to fill three vacant EPSD spots, and that must be a record. We have enormous decisions 
to make for our general improvement district in the coming months. I have read the impressive credentials 
of the six applicants and believe that each of these individuals is well qualified for the task at hand. I 
though, look forward to working collaboratively with honest, forthright people who are open minded, 
have common sense, and are committed to working well with others to serve the common good of our 
community. As such, I wholeheartedly hope you will consider appointing Doreen Andriacchi, Kylie 
Gerken and Bill Olin to serve with Bradley Oneto and me as Trustees of the Elk Point Sanitation District. 
The five of us will make an excellent, well-balanced team. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. 
 
Marty Bibb speaks: 
Thank you very much, Mr. Chair, and Board Members, and staff. I'm a past Chair of the Elk Point 
Sanitation District Board. First and foremost, many thanks to you, Board, and to the incredible staff that 
you have, that within just a bit over a month, we were able to do the things that met the standard required 
by the County to be in compliance going forward with all the general improvement district law. To think 
that you could have contacted everybody in that voting district and set up the meeting for today, and 
given all the applicants an opportunity to respond in detail is fairly remarkable. There really is one goal, 
has been one goal in my time, and in the times of others on that board, and that is to protect Lake Tahoe 
and to ensure the safety and quality function of the sanitation district equipment within the district. It's 
come upon some challenges, there have been challenges before, a year or two ago. Working in tandem 
with the Douglas County Lake Tahoe Sewer Authority, we were able to get going with scoping of our 
lines to ensure the quality of the service that we were providing, and we were moving some other 
directions. And those things are complicated, and we had to represent the Sanitation District Board 
through legal counsel to ensure that the opportunities to participate in other contracts were as they should 
be. Those are not simple or easy things to do, but I think it was done. But you picked two very seasoned, 
quality people in selecting them last month to serve on the board, and Anne Harry and Brad Oneto, and 
they have a long, strong, heartfelt commitment to doing what is best for Elk Point. And now you're faced 
with other choices and I won't address them, you've heard it from most of them in person, and you have 
everyone's application. But one more thing, again, is this thanks to the County for working really, under 
terrific pressure, I have no idea how staff got it all done, and how you as a Board were able to do all that 
and coordinate the things to ensure that those were done correctly. We’re at a new launch point, and we 
know it's going to take hard work, and we as members and/or past members of that board look forward 
to cooperating with you and both staff and Board. Thank you very much.  
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. Is there additional Public Comment? Sensing no additional Public Comment, I'm going to 
bring it back to the Board and get the Commissioners’ feelings on this. Commissioner Hales, you want 
to start off here? 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Sure. I want to say I'm sad that Bill Olin is not here because everybody loves Bill Olin, everybody 
recommends him. So, I also want to say I appreciate all of the applications and it was impressive to read 
every single one of them, and I think it's awesome that there's a lot of interest right now in community 
service at this capacity. Based on the Public Comment and the letters we received, and the applications 
themselves, I would favor Andriacchi, Gerken, and Olin. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Commissioner Tarkanian. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
I concur with Commissioner Hales on all three. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Wow. Okay, Commissioner Nowosad. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
Me, too.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Ditto, okay. And Vice Chairman Rice. 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
I'm not going to ditto. As some of you know, I am the past Chairman of the Round Hill GID, and our 
water problems that we had there have, I believe, been resolved. And I'm also a member of the Douglas 
County Lake Tahoe Sewer Authority, and I've been sitting on that for six years or so. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
No pun intended, right? 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
No, I don't do those kinds of jokes because my wife would beat me over the head with them. But having 
said that, I have been in contact with the other members of our board, of Douglas County Lake Tahoe 
Sewer Authority, the legislature came up with a mouthful to talk about us when they reconstituted us, 
that board. I have talked to the people that work for the district, especially Patti, who is our Office 
Manager, and my feeling is that everybody endorses Doreen, Kylie, and Bill Olin and that will be my 
choices for the three. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. And I concur with the feelings of the other four Commissioners. So it appears that we have a 
consensus on three candidates, and so, I'll entertain a motion to appoint Doreen Andriacchi, Kylie Gerken, 
and Bill Olin to the Elks Point Sanitation District Board of Trustees. 
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Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
So moved. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Second.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Motion by Vice Chairman Rice, seconded by Commissioner Hales. Sensing no further discussion, 
all those in favor signify by saying aye. The motion passes 5-0. That board is reconstituted. I believe Ms. 
Burgans has something to add. 
 
Ms. Burgans speaks: 
I just wanted to let the candidates or those selected know that if you want to follow me downstairs to the 
Election Office, we can take care of the paperwork. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay, very good. I did want to reiterate that all five members, should they wish to remain on this board, 
will need to file for election, I believe, the first two weeks of March. Is that right? Okay, and will be 
standing for election, as I understand it. If there's only five that file for five, then those folks would 
automatically go to, because this is a nonpartisan race, would automatically go to the General Election in 
November; is that correct? And if there is more than ten that file for five positions, then there will be a 
runoff for five to whittle it down to ten in the Primary in June. Is that correct? 
 
Ms. Burgans speaks: 
Yes. If there are only five, they will be considered declared elected, but if there are more than ten… 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
That would be in the General Election? 
 
Ms. Burgans speaks: 
They don't end up going on the ballot because they're declared elected.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Oh, okay. 
 
Ms. Burgans speaks: 
There's no reason to put them on. So… 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Oh. 
 
Ms. Burgans speaks: 
…if there’s... 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
At the end of filing, you’re talking about. 
 
Ms. Burgans speaks: 
…if there’s more than ten, they will be on the Primary to whittle it down… 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Got it. 
 
Ms. Burgans speaks: 
…and then be on the General. If there's more than five but less than ten, they will be on the General. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Very good. Okay, glad that we got that all cleared up. So with that, congratulations, you now have a full 
board, and I encourage you to go through the regular filing process in March. And hopefully, we've gotten 
this issue straightened out.  
 
MOTION TO: Appoint Doreen Andriacchi, Kylie Gerken, and Bill Olin to the Elks Point Sanitation 
District Board of Trustees for a term beginning December 21, 2023, through December 31, 2024; 
carried. 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 
MOVER: Wesley Rice, Vice Chair 
SECONDER: Sharla Hales, Commissioner 
AYES: Mark Gardner, Wesley Rice, Walt Nowosad, Danny Tarkanian, 

 Sharla Hales 
  

 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
With that, I wanted to recognize, he has to be a masochist, so I wanted to recognize that we have previous 
Commissioner, and Minden Town Board Member, Steve Thaler here today joining us. I don't know what 
possesses you to do this, but anyways, I did want to recognize you. And also, we had previous 
Commissioner, Dave Nelson here as well. So with that, it is now 20 till noon, 25 till noon, 27 till noon, 
and so we're going to take a break until 1:00 PM. That gives us plenty of time, is that okay? 
 
Jenifer Davidson, County manager, speaks: 
We could get through the next one fairly quickly. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
You think we could get through the next one? 
 
Ms. Davidson speaks: 
I do. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Well, we need to take a break, I know some Commissioners are indicating that they need to take a…so 
you think we can get through Item 4 fairly quickly? 
 
Ms. Davidson speaks: 
I do. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay, let’s take a break then until 11:45 AM, and then we’ll return and tackle Item Number 4 and then 
we’ll go to lunch. Okay, let’s do that. 
 
A break was held. 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
It’s 11:45 so we’ll call the meeting back to order.  
 
4. For possible action. Discussion regarding the FCS Group's 2023 sewer utility rate and 

connection fee analysis, including financial findings and sewer rate recommendations for the 
Douglas County Sewer Utility (Fund 325). (Philip Ritger, Rick Robillard) 

 
Chairman Gardner read the agenda item into the record. 
 
Phil Ritger, Public Works Director, speaks: 
Commissioners, thank you. This presentation today, the representatives from FCS Group, Jason Mumm, 
Martin Chaw, and Caleb Hansen had put this together and were actually intending to, online essentially, 
be here to present this presentation. But for technical problems or technical reasons, that was not able to 
happen, so we conferred with them this morning and Rick and myself will do the presentation. I think 
we're well versed in the information, so we decided to just continue and move forward with this agenda 
item. So I just wanted to acknowledge that the FCS Group, which are sort of industry experts in rate 
studies, or rate study analysis, they conducted the original rate study for our water system back in 2019, 
at the same time had done a rate study for, at that time, for the sewer system as well. We moved forward 
with the water consolidation rate study in 2019, but did not move forward with the sewer. We were 
intending to, but then with COVID, we held off on that and we are bringing that forward now for 
consideration. And with that, I'm going to turn this over to Rick Robillard, the Deputy Director, so he can 
go through the presentation. 
 
Rick Robillard, Public Works Deputy Director, speaks: 
Commissioners, Chairman. I'm just going to walk through all the slides on the presentation and then we'll 
have questions at the end.  
 
Mr. Robillard began the presentation and covered the following topics: 
 

• Sewer Rate Study and Connection Fee Update 
• FCS GROUP Scope of Services 

o Pre-Study Communication COMPLETED 
o Data Collection and Validation COMPLETED 
o Revenue Req’t and Connection Fee Update PRESENTED TODAY 
o Final Documentation IN PROCESS 

• Study Objectives 
o Identify annual sewer rate adjustments for 2024-2033 planning period 

• No rate increases since 2019 
o $5.37M in capital projects from FY2024 – FY2028 
o Update connection fees (one time fee for new connections to the sewer system) 

• Study Guiding Principles 
o Identify revenues needed to fully fund daily operations and maintain current levels of service 

(operations and capital) 
o Long-term financial self sufficiency 
o Protection of utility infrastructure and ensure continuity of services 
o Rate predictability for customers 
o Update connection fees based on State regulations 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
So, Mr. Robillard, I failed to mention this, but as we go through these slides, if you'll indulge us. If a 
Commissioner has a question, we should probably address that question as we go through them, rather 
than trying to see where we were at the end and come back.  
 
Mr. Robillard speaks: 
Absolutely. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
So, Commissioners, if you have a question on any of this, please feel free to jump in and ask. 
 
Mr. Robillard speaks: 
So these are the guiding utility policies which are established by Douglas County. So our operating 
reserve, the policy states 60 to 90 days of operating expenses, which the benchmark is $0.37 million to 
$05.6 million. The capital reserves, which is two percent of the cost of the system's assets, current assets, 
which is currently at $0.98 million, and our debt service coverage, which is our net revenue, needs to be 
greater than 1.25 of our revenue bond debt service. These are policies as set forth by the County. So this 
next slide shows our existing revenue requirement forecast. You'll see starting in FY ‘24, our current cash 
operating expenses, and our existing debt service, and our total revenue at existing rates as they stand. 
And as you see, we move forward, our total revenue and our cash, our cash operating expenses and our 
existing debt service exceed what our total revenue is if we were to keep existing rates consistent. This is 
our operating reserve target with existing rates, and that goes back to our 60 and 90-day requirements. 
And you'll see that the line in, I guess we'll call that brown, and then our line in purple is our 60 day, and 
the brown is our 90 day and our operating reserve fund balance. And as you see, as we move forward, 
continuing with our rates, we go into the negative. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
That is should we keep our rates at the existing rate? 
 
Mr. Robillard speaks: 
That is correct.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay.  
 
Mr. Robillard speaks: 
Here is our capital needs forecast, so engineering puts together and assess the conditions of our sewer 
system and puts together a capital forecast. And right now we look at a $5.37 million capital projects 
from FY ’24 to FY ’28. You'll see listed below of our projects forecasted and engineering estimates, or 
opinions of probable cost planning level numbers for these projects. So the next step in the model is to 
propose revenue requirement forecasts to meet our requirements of the 60 to 90-day, the capital projects, 
and our existing debt service to maintain the 1.25 percent, or 1.25, I'm sorry. So FCS Group looks at 
numerous scenarios to be able to meet these requirements to be financially stable. And this slide shows 
that if we propose a five percent next fiscal year, four percent the following fiscal year, and then 
subsequently three percent increases, we will meet our rate funded capital, our cash operating expense, 
and our existing debt service. So that's shown by this dashed line on top. This next slide shows our 
operating reserves with the proposed rates that we’re proposing, so the five, four, three, three, three. You'll 
see our 60 and 90-day reserve targets, and as you see in FY ’24, we currently don't have the operating 
reserve and fund balance to meet that, but we do through the rate increases, meet within FY ’26, ’27 
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grows, and then we meet our 90-day. And then you'll see within FY ’28 and ’29 that we will have excess 
reserves, potentially excess reserves, by the way this is a model, that will be reserved or transferred to 
capital improvement projects. So we're painting a target that we're trying to hit within our capital reserves 
projects and anything, so this would then excess transfer to these capital projects. 
 
Mr. Ritger speaks: 
One thing I want to point out on this slide is that one of the rate model considerations that we looked at 
with the FCS Group was actually to come in with an eight to nine percent increase in this coming fiscal 
year, and that was to reduce this gap or this deficiency in Fiscal Year 2025 in terms of our operating 
reserves. We've looked at that and I think we've considered it from the standpoint of more palatable to 
spread that rate increase out, even though we will be below an operating reserve. But we have the ability, 
I think, within the capital projects to move things around to satisfy those requirements without hitting the 
ratepayers with a large one time increase. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. So as I look at the slide, I think the previous slide to this, yes. So you're in Fiscal Year ’24, which 
we're not in that right now, are we in ’23-’24? Okay, so you're not proposing any changes to rates this 
fiscal year? But the rate increase of five percent would then take place July 1st of 2024; is that correct? 
 
Mr. Ritger speaks: 
Yes, that's correct. Under the policies when the County, our rate, this rate increase would go into effect 
in the next fiscal year, which starts January or July 1, 2024. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. 
 
Mr. Robillard continued the presentation and covered the following topics: 
 

• Connection Charge Background 
o What is a connection charge? A one-time charge applicable to the new development or 

redevelopment resulting in a net increase in capacity needs or expected demand. 
o Why is it charged? To recover a proportionate share of the cost of system infrastructure. 

Regular updates promote equity between development and existing users. 
o What is the legal authority for the charge? Chapters 244A.533 and 318.197 of the Nevada 

Revised Statues (NRS) authorize the County to collect charges for connecting to its facilities. 
o How is it imposed? Per equivalent dwelling unit (EDU), which represents water usage of a 

typical home. Section 20.D.060 (B) of the County Code defines EDUS for various users. 
• Connection Charge Methodology 

 
Mr. Robillard speaks: 
A typical residential home would be charged one EDU. Commercial is then assessed EDUs based on 
fixture counts, so how many toilets, how many sinks, etcetera, they have. So here's the methodology 
between on a connection charge; so you look at the existing system costs plus the future cost, and you 
divide that by the existing system capacity, plus capacity added by future projects. 
 
Mr. Robillard continued the presentation and covered the following topic: 
 

• Connection Charge Methodology 
o Existing charge of $6,020 per EDU reflects “average cost” methodology 
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• Views system in aggregate (existing and future facilities benefit all customers) 
• Results in moderate charges that are relatively stable over time 

o Existing system cost: original cost of assets plus up to 10 years of interest 
• Methodology used in Washington State; NRS is silent on calculation methodology 

o Future project cost defined by County sewer capital improvement plan 
o EDU capacity of system defined by treatment plant 

• Historically based on flow; now limited by biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) 
 
Mr. Robillard speaks: 
If you may remember, we went through and we just upgraded our treatment plant in 2019 and we have a 
new sewer treatment plant online, which increased our EDU capacity. So this is the connection charge 
calculation chart, and so you look in 2006 when they came out with our connection fee, which hasn't 
changed since 2006, this was our existing cost basis, and then the capital plan. The net existing cost basis 
obviously has changed because our system has grown, our assets have grown, and so this shows us at $29 
million, our capital plan, which was from FY ’19-’29, is $24 million. And then less some grants and 
contributions we've received, so our net future cost basis is $19.5 million, which gives us a total cost basis 
of $48.8 million roughly. Our system EDU capacity has increased with the plant since our 4,000 in 2006 
to now 4,903, so 4,903. So you do the math on that, 48 divided by 4,903 and we come up with $9,960. 
To be noted that that's the upper limit, and you as the Board can decide what you feel like the connection 
fee should be, but this is the recommendation to be able to fund that connection fee cost.  
 
Mr. Robillard continued the presentation and covered the following topic: 
 

• Summary / Next Steps 
o Approve proposed sewer rate adjustment strategy 
o Monitor actuals against plan 
o Plan to update rate study in 2027 (3 years) 
o Approve updated sewer system connection charge 
o Questions for consultants or staff? 
o Next steps 

 
To review Mr. Robillard’s full presentation please see the Agenda Packet material. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. Commissioners, questions? Commissioner Nowosad? No? Commissioner Tarkanian? 
Commissioner Hales? Vice Chairman Rice? 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
I have no questions, I do have an observation. Having sat on the Douglas County Lake Tahoe Sewer 
Authority for the last number of years, I've become very acquainted with the flow uphill and downhill. 
And yes, it does flow uphill sometimes. And unfortunately, with the cost of living rates and having just 
finished the project of building the event center at the Lake, knowing what the cost was when you started, 
plus the equipment and the materials, and what has gone right through the roof, I think that this is very 
necessary. And if we don't do something, then we're going to find ourselves up to our ankles in stuff. 
Thank you. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
I just wanted to clarify, five percent the first year, four the second, and three the next three years? And 
then there's a connection fee increase, is that correct? 
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Mr. Ritger speaks: 
That is correct. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Ms. Davidson. 
 
Mr. Ritger speaks: 
Just for clarification, this would be done by resolution. So the action, we're doing this as a presentation 
today with the request that the recommendation be from this Board to come back after the public noticing 
and stuff with the rate resolution. Right now, we would be looking to do that in the February, I think 15th 
timeline. 
 
Jenifer Davidson, County Manager, speaks: 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commission. For a majority of the Board, this is the first time 
we've had a conversation regarding setting rates for a County utility, and I just want to let you know that 
there's a variety of considerations that we're going to be talking to you about regarding our Enterprise 
Funds in the near future. This methodology that FCS is using here is a best practice standard nationally 
that others are using, and it is a way to wrap our arms around what is a little bit of a science in art. Rate 
making is an art; what we're talking about is a moving rate window, right? And we want to make sure, 
bottom line, that the rates that we design cover the expenses that we're projecting to the best of our ability, 
while balancing that against the impact to our residents. And the other context for the Board to consider 
when we're having these discussions, and Mr. Ritger alluded to this at the beginning, his introduction to 
this presentation, he spoke about the fact that the County consciously made the decision back in 2019 to 
do a study of both the sewer and water utilities at the same time. However, the Board consciously chose 
not to adopt rate changes to the sewer at the same time as water because we were concerned about the 
potential impact. Any time you raise rates, it has unintended consequences on customers, definitely, 
there's some volatility in rate making and rate design. So I just want to let you know that this is the best 
guess that we have given the data, the best educated guess that we can make given the data that we have 
before us. But when we come back to you in the future and we next study this, we're going to show you 
what actually occurred given the adjustments we make. What I'm trying to say is, if you increase the cost 
of bread, people might not buy as many loaves of bread, right? It changes customer behavior any time 
you do rate increases. And so again, I'm just providing you with some additional context because this is 
the first time we've talked about utility rate setting this Board as it's constituted today. And please know 
that one of the things we're going to have to have on our radar in the near future is a discussion about 
water rate increases because the last time we looked at water rates was in 2019. So we're going to need 
to make decisions and be mindful of our impacts on both fronts, is what I'm trying to say. So thank you 
for that. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Mr. Chairman, I had a quick question of clarification. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Commissioner. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
So are you saying that in a few years you're going to come back and see if the rate changes that we agreed 
upon was enough or too much, but we still do the same rate changes now? Are you saying that in the near 
future we're going to come back and say, hey, we need to change the rate structure? 
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Ms. Davidson speaks: 
What I'm attempting to, not very eloquently, say is that it's an important best practice for us to continue 
to monitor what happens after these rates are adopted, and we may need to course correct or adjust our 
strategy. So while this is the proposal today, if we're not meeting the objectives, we may need to do a rate 
review sooner than that because we want to make sure we give our customers some rate certainty. It's 
really not recommended that we do that unless we're in total crisis mode, but it's good to monitor these 
things. It's good to get routine reporting from our Enterprise Funds to understand the fiscal health of our 
funds and to keep this information in mind. So the beauty of the model that we have paid for in this study 
is that we now own this information from FCS, and we can plug in actuals and project moving forward 
in real time the impacts of these rates, and we can come back to the Commission if any adjustments do 
need to be made. 
 
Mr. Ritger speaks: 
County Manager Davidson is correct. We, as part of the annual budgeting process, obviously look at the 
Enterprise Funds independently in terms of the health of those funds and how they're tracking. We also, 
as we did, I think about six months ago, have the opportunity to come to this Board and provide you an 
update at your request on the health of the Enterprise Funds, independent of that in terms of where the 
rates are and how they're behaving. So, there are numerous checks and balances along the way, but for 
consistency and predictability for the customers, it is advised, and the industry standard to set a policy, 
set a rate policy that is going to go into effect for a period of time, and then stay with that policy and then 
make corrections probably towards the end of that if at all possible, obviously. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
So, what I would recognize in this, I think it's good that we give our customers, our residents, a little bit 
of certainty in what they can expect in rate increases for a five-year period. It may seem initially a little 
bit steep, but that's a catch-up process as I see it. But as we get out to 2029, as I see this, and we get some 
actuals, we may find that we've actually been able to give ourselves some more buffer, and be able to 
then go into a period where we may not necessarily do rate increases at the same point in time. If we have 
deterioration of systems and we have to incur additional capital expenses, then we may have to bump that 
up another time. But I like the idea of the residents being able to forecast in their budgets what they can 
expect to incur in that regard, so I like this. 
 
Mr. Ritger speaks: 
And that's the situation we were in when I first got here. We were just coming off of a five-year rate 
increase that had been done by resolution, I think, in either 2014 that, I think it was done, yeah, done in 
2014, a five-year resolution that had increased the rates. And then in 2019 when we did not move, we 
froze those rates, essentially, and held that for the last, roughly five years for that very reason. We looked 
at it and have been managing the system accordingly. As the one chart shows though, we're now at a 
juncture where to maintain the current rates, we know without even projections that we will be falling 
behind, easily falling behind in terms of just operating in debt service, not to say reserves because right 
now, we're pulling from reserves to make that difference up.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. Any additional questions, Commissioners, before we go to Public Comment? Okay, let's go 
to Public Comment on this. Is there anybody who wishes to add Public Comment to Item Number 4 
regarding the sewer utility rate and connection fee analysis?  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT- none  
 

38



 
DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
MEETING OF DECMEBER 21, 2023 
 

 
December 21, 2023 

 

Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Sensing no Public Comment, we'll bring it back to the Board. So, as you indicated earlier, if we motion 
to accept this report and then you would come back with a resolution basically putting this into effect; is 
that correct? Okay, so, if there's no other questions, I'll entertain a motion to accept the report, as 
presented. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I move that we approve the FCS Group's recommended Douglas County Sewer Utility rate structure and 
connection fees of $9,960 as presented, and direct staff to bring forward a resolution based on those 
recommendations. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Second. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Motion by Commissioner Hales, seconded by Commissioner Tarkanian, to accept the FCS Group's 
2023 sewer rate report and request staff bring back a resolution. So, sensing no further discussion, all 
those in favor signify by saying aye. Okay, the motion passes 5-0. Thank you very much, and we look 
forward to that I guess in the next calendar year, obviously, we don't have any meetings scheduled after 
this.  
 
MOTION TO: Approve the FCS Group’s recommended Douglas County Sewer Utility rate structure 
and connection fees as presented and direct staff to bring forward a resolution based on those 
recommendations; carried. 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 
MOVER: Sharla Hales, Commissioner 
SECONDER: Danny Tarkanian, Commissioner 
AYES: Mark Gardner, Wesley Rice, Walt Nowosad, Danny Tarkanian, 

 Sharla Hales 
  

 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay, so my computer now is showing it's 12:11 PM, so we have dipped into the noon hour a little bit. 
Do we think we can return by 1:15 PM? 1:30? Okay, I’ll accept that. So, we’ll take a break until 1:30 
PM, we’ll go into recess until 1:30 PM, thank you. 
 
A lunch break was held. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
We’re going to call an audible here. So I want to read this into the Administrative Agenda; the 
Chairperson will read the agenda title into the public record and will have the discretion to determine how 
the item will be presented. Agenda items may be considered ahead of or after the scheduled indicated by 
this agenda, and then Public Comment will be taken on items that are identified for possible action. We 
have a Commissioner that needs to leave by a time certain today, and in light of that agenda and the need 
to have all five Members of the Board of Commissioners in attendance for a couple of particular items 
on this agenda, we’re going to call an audible and we’re going to change the lineup of the presentation 
on some of the items. So if you have an agenda present, I will be glad to tell you in advance exactly what 
the lineup is going to be for the rest of the afternoon. First of all, we are going to go ahead, we finished 
with Item Number 4, we’re going to proceed with Item Number 5 next, after which time, we will call 
Items Number 10, then 11, and then 12. After which time we will go to the two VHR items, Number 7 
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and 8, we will follow that with the ARPA discussion on Number 9, followed by the China Spring issue, 
Item 13, and then we will finish up the day with Item Number 6. So did everybody get that on their 
agenda? Sorry, Mr. Slade, no, we could not. So I’ll give members of the public an opportunity to get an 
agenda so they can mark how we’re going to proceed. I’m waiting for a member of the public to return 
so that we could go through that list again so he can have a clearer…if he’s still there. Mr. Hutchings, can 
you check and see if Mr. Slade is still here or is he getting a copy of the agenda? Did he leave? Okay, so 
once again, I’m going to go through this again; Item Number 5, which is next, we’ll hear that, then we 
will go to Item Number 10, 11, and 12, which are interrelated. And then we’ll go to Items 7 and 8, which 
are related, we’ll go to nine, we will then go to 13 and then we’ll finish up with 6. 
 
5. For possible action. Discussion to abandon a portion of an existing public right-of-way 

approximately 12,548 square feet in size located between 3651 Shawnee Drive and 3645 
Shawnee Drive on Sierra Place (Assessor Parcel Number 1420-06-310-026) (DP 23-0184). The 
applicant is Craig C. Karr. (Jeremy Hutchings) 

 
Chairman Gardner read the agenda item into the record. 
 
Jeremy Hutchings, County Engineer, speaks: 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Members of the Board. Agenda Item Number 5, page 995 in your packet, DP 
23-0184, Sierra Place road abandonment petition. I have my esteemed colleague, Mr. Dallaire, 
Community Development Director, and yep, no funny stuff today, this is serious stuff. So we are located 
here in Sierra Estates; I like to locate things in relation to my second office, which is Home Depot, so 
we're right by Home Depot. And if you take Jacks Valley Road, you just kind of turn on Shawnee, and 
this is where we're talking about, so we're in the North Valley. And this is a zoomed in photo, or slide, so 
here's Shawnee and the orientation is north. The applicant who's petitioning for the abandonment of right-
of-way is Mr. and Mrs. Karr, and their parcel is here, it's about an acre. This red area is the right-of-way 
of Sierra Place that just never got built, it was punched through to Shawnee but just never got built. We've 
worked with our coworkers in the Public Works Department, Mr. Erb, and he says there's no improvement 
to the traffic if this were to ever get built, so he was agreeable to the petition as well. But this red area is 
about 12,500 square feet, and that's the petition to abandon this area. It would be abandoned to Mr. Karr, 
his neighbor, Mr. Winston, who has provided a letter saying he's okay with all the property going to the 
Karrs. There's no possibility to subdivide even with this, it’s too small of a parcel.  
 
So here's a site photo of the area in question, it was created by this document, final map, and here's a 
rough boundary. I've taken this photo myself; I'm standing on the easterly side looking back to the west. 
And so this is kind of the area we're talking about, so we're talking about abandoning the land. Yeah, not 
my truck, I guess that is a little bit of funny stuff, I only joke, I promise. Impacts of abandonment; there's 
no financial impact to the County, we didn't acquire this by purchasing it, it was offered for dedication 
under the previously referenced map. So the financial impacts are none that I can determine. The Public 
Works, I mentioned before is supportive of the abandonment, so staff is supportive of it, the only Public 
Comment I've received to date is supportive. There are a couple of conditions in the Staff Report, and 
they flow from the utility statement by NV Energy. So whenever you abandon roads, you have to go to 
the utility companies and ask if they're okay with abandonment because sometimes they have a utility 
located there. NV Energy has a power line located kind of along the eastern boundary, and they requested 
that a public utility easement be maintained. And it's typical we do a five-foot utility easement around the 
boundary of the parcel. So this yellow area that I've highlighted is something we'd like to reserve out of 
the abandonment. There's going to be a separate access easement that Mr. Karr will have to record, he's 
already got a draft from the power company, so they've requested that they be able to drive down here to 
the line. So that's a condition of approval that we get that easement and then it would record concurrently 
with the abandonment.  
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So here's the finding in NRS that allows counties to divest themselves of the right-of-way, and the finding 
can be met, well in staff's opinion. And here's the recommended motion, and I'm just going to read this 
out because it's slightly different because this public utility easement reservation came up this past week 
to kind of streamline things. So the recommended motion is authorize the abandonment of approximately 
12,548 square feet of public right-of-way along a portion of Sierra Place to the benefit of the applicant, 
is proposed under DP 23-0184, subject to the conditions of approval, as recommended in the Staff Report, 
with a modification that a public utility easement five feet in width along the south and east boundary of 
the abandonment area be reserved. And I'm happy to answer any questions, also behind me is Mr. and 
Mrs. Karr, the applicants or the petitioners. So yeah, I'm happy to answer any questions. I'm sorry 
Commissioner Tarkanian, I was so focused on my slide, I did not see you. 
 
Unidentified speaker in audience speaks: 
He was waving.  
 
Mr. Hutchings speaks: 
Oh, he was waving to Mr. Karr. 
 
Laughter was heard. 
 
Mr. Hutchings speaks: 
So no questions. That's the end of my presentation today. 
 
To review Mr. Hutchings’ full presentation please see the Supplemental Meeting Materials. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
So Commissioners, questions on this? Commissioner Nowosad? No? Okay. You did indicate there is no 
financial impact; would that be perhaps no negative financial impact? Because as I see it, if an individual 
takes over additional property, then they're responsible for the property taxes on that property, right? So 
there would be some financial impact to the County; however, it would be a positive impact rather than 
negative, would that be a fair statement? 
 
Mr. Hutchings speaks: 
That's fair.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. 
 
Mr. Hutchings speaks: 
Yeah, that's no negative impact to us is what I would say. And then I also would point out that this 
maintenance I believe is happening, that you see here, is happening by the Karrs. And so I do have other 
photos with areas that show more like this area that are just full of sagebrush and a fire hazard, actually. 
So yeah, no negative impact to us that I can tell. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
What is the orientation of this particular slide? 
 
Mr. Hutchings speaks: 
I’m standing on the east side of the Sierra Place. So let me flip back one more slide, I'll get you (inaudible 
comment) standing here, and I'm looking in this direction. 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay.  
 
Mr. Hutchings speaks: 
Yeah, kind of in the middle. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
So most of those woods are…yeah, okay, got it.  
 
Mr. Hutchings speaks: 
And if you can't hear Mr. Karr, he's saying this is his… 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks; 
Well I was going to ask, that may not be your car or your truck, but is it your...? 
 
Mr. Hutchings speaks: 
That's his sweet caddy, right there. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Just trying to add to Jeremy's little hilarity. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
If that’s your Cadillac, you should be able to pay for the land then, right? 
 
Laughter was heard. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay, so no other questions. So this is for possible action, so we'll go to Public Comment on this. Is there 
any Public Comment on Item Number 5? 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT- none 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Seeing no Public Comment, we'll bring it back to the Board. If there's no additional questions or 
comments, we'll entertain a motion. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
I'll make a motion to authorize the abandonment of approximately 12,548 square feet of public right-of-
way along a portion of Sierra Place, to the benefit of the applicant, as proposed under DP 23-0184, subject 
to the conditions of approval as recommended by the Staff Report with a modification that a public utility 
easement five feet in width along the south and east boundary of the abandonment area be reserved. 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Second. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Motion by Commissioner Tarkanian and seconded by Vice Chairman Rice to abandon a portion 
of the existing right-of-way as presented, and in the motion. So any further questions or comments? Okay, 
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then all those in favor signify by saying aye. Okay, the motion passes 5-0. There you go, you can go over 
to the Assessor's Office and perhaps get a new assessment on your property now. 
 
Laughter was heard. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I think tax bills just went out, right, or assessments just went out.  
 
MOTION TO: Approve Craig C. Karr’s petition for the County to abandon approximately 12, 548 square 
feet of an existing public right-of-way located on Sierra Place as proposed under DP 23-0184, subject to 
the recommended conditions of approval in the Staff Report with a modification that a public utility 
easement five feet in width along the south and east boundary of the abandonment area be reserved; 
carried. 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 
MOVER: Danny Tarkanian, Commissioner 
SECONDER: Wesley Rice, Vice Chair 
AYES: Mark Gardner, Wesley Rice, Walt Nowosad, Danny Tarkanian, 

 Sharla Hales 
  

 
6. For possible action. Discussion on the 24-month review of the adopted development 

agreements between Douglas County and the following entities: (a) The Cottage at Indian Hills 
(Mica Drive, LLC); (b) Parkhaven Estates (Armil Properties, LLC); (c) Monterra (formerly 
Park Place); and Peri Enterprises, LLC. (Tom Dallaire and Andrea Pawling) 

 
Administrative Agenda Item 6 was heard after Administrative Agenda Item 9. 
 
Chairman Gardner read the agenda item into the record. 
 
Tom Dallaire, Community Development Director, speaks: 
Thank you, Chairman Gardner. I'll just dive in. Andrea Pawling was not able to make it today. She's the 
one that did the Staff Report, and put all this together in your packet. She's on vacation in Death Valley, 
actually, so hopefully she's having a good time.  
 
Mr. Dallaire began the presentation and covered the following topics: 
 

• Development Agreements - What are they?  
• Definition: 

o A development agreement is a voluntary contract between a local jurisdiction and a person 
who owns or controls property within the jurisdiction, detailing the obligations of both parties 
and specifying the standards and conditions that will govern development of that property.  

• Overview  
o Under NRS 278.0205 and Douglas County Code (20.400.050), the County is responsible for 

reviewing Development Agreements every 24-months and determining whether the owner is in 
good standing. All parties were sent a 30-day notice ahead of the discussion with the Board of 
County Commissioners. A brief summary and status of the projects under review is provided. 

• Development Agreements Under Review 
o The Cottages at Indian Hills (Mica Drive, LLC) – Page 1042 
o Parkhaven Estates (Armil Properties, LLC) – Page 1105 
o Monterra (formerly Park Place) (Peapeg, LLC) – Page 1133 
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o Peri Enterprises, LLC – Page 1246 
• The Cottages at Indian Hills (Mica Drive, LLC) 

 
Mr. Dallaire speaks:  
I don't know if you need to go through all this. This was in your packet. We have these ordinances on 
file. They have been amended over the years, a number of times. Andrea and I went out and looked at all 
the properties, and this particular one, apparently our engineering staff, and inspection staff, and crew 
failed to require the developer of the project to install the streetlight. It is my understanding that Nevada 
Energy was contracted to do the streetlight, and for some reason, it never got installed. It appears that 
there is a box here, and a footing for the streetlight is actually located, it's just missing the streetlight. So, 
out of this particular one, this development agreement is only missing the streetlight, and we are working 
with, and staff is trying to figure out from Nevada Energy if the streetlight was paid for and why it wasn't 
installed. And so, we're still in that process. This came up about three weeks ago, maybe about a month 
ago, and we started looking in to that. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Mr. Dallaire, is it Nevada Energy puts up the streetlights or the developer? 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
This particular one, Nevada Energy, the developer should have paid Nevada Energy to install the 
streetlight. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Yeah. So, basically, my understanding is Nevada Energy puts them up, and then they bill the developer. 
So, they should have billed the developer directly once it was up. 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
Yeah, I think you have to pay Nevada Energy ahead of time before they actually do the installation, and 
Nevada Energy is trying to figure out where that's at. I think the design is done. We think the design is 
done, and that part has been paid for, and maybe they failed to pay for the light itself. So, we're still 
working on that minor detail. But once the streetlight gets in, then we can bring this back to the Board to 
repeal the development agreement. It will be the only street light on the intersection. This is the 
intersection of Vista Grande and Mica Drive, and currently there is not a streetlight at that intersection.  
 
Mr. Dallaire continued the presentation and covered the following topics: 
 

• Park Haven Estates (Armil Properties, LLC)  
o The owners and the County entered into the development agreement on August 18, 2005, 

(Ord. No. 2005-1140).  
o The development agreement was regarding off-site dedications and construction 

improvements for drainage and sewer facilities.  
o Litigation ensued between the applicant and the County when modifications to the subdivision 

were subsequently denied in 2006.  
o Resolution of the dispute, in the form of a “Settlement Agreement and Mutual Release,” was 

reached between the applicant and the County in 2007.  
o In March 2011, County staff contacted the owner regarding initiating the CLOMR as required 

by the Settlement Agreement and that the next step would be for the owner to complete the 
work under the Site Improvement Permit and then submit the Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) 
to FEMA.  

• Parkhaven Estates (Armil Properties, LLC) Continued 
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o In 2018, the property owner brought forward and received approval on the tentative 
subdivision map for 2 public drainage and access parcels and 25 residential lots to be 
constructed in a single phase. The final subdivision map needed to be presented by October 
of 2022.  

o As of October 2022 and December 2023, the developer had not submitted the Final Map for 
this development. 

o The developer still has not submitted their application for their Tentative Subdivision Map. 
The Community Development Staff is still requesting a new submittal from the developer in 
order to become in compliance with this Development Agreement and this project. 

o At this time, this development is not in compliance with the Development Agreement. 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
Mr. Gabor tried to submit his Final Map, or wanted to submit his Final Map, but the Tentative Parcel 
Map had expired. So, we're running into this problem where the Tentative Map, previously approved, 
expired. He took a little bit longer, I believe, to do the improvements, and he can explain it in his words, 
but it took a little bit longer to do the work out there on the site. This is north of Stephanie and the 
extension of Santa Barbara, the sewer line up Santa Barbara, if you guys recall this coming forward at the 
time, before he started building. But this development is constructed today. He has everything. All the 
streets are paved. The parcels have not yet been created and I believe the only portion of the utilities that 
have been accepted is along Santa Barbara Street, which actually serves maybe one house along there. 
So, you can see here, the streets are in, all the drainage improvements are done, and now we need to final 
this project. I think he's got some stop signs that he needs to add out there, and then we also need a 
CLOMR application from him. I don't know if you want him to speak now. He's in the audience 
particularly for this. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Did I hear you say that this has been built out? 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
He has built the road, just the road. No homes. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
No homes.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
And there's no parcels created yet. The Final Map has not been accepted or even reviewed for that matter. 
It was just based on the Tentative Map. The developer has two options; they can post a security and file 
a Final Map or they can build the improvements, and then file the Final Map. The problem is, is in the 
meantime, all this construction was going on, the Tentative Map has expired. He had a date of October 
of 2022 to get an extension to the office and processed or to file a Final Map, and post a security for the 
improvements that weren't done, and that didn't happen. So, we're in a situation now where we have 
improvements on the ground and the Tentative Map has expired. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay.  Mr. Dallaire, this was initially approved back in 2005; is that right? The development agreement? 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
Yes, sir.  
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. So, this is not subject to the Growth Management Ordinance, right, it's grandfathered in or vested? 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
Yes, I believe it is vested.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. So, what's the process going forward? What are we going to do going forward here? 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
Right. Well, what we've explained to Mr. Gabor is that we need to get a new Tentative Map application 
processed, and we have to process that application again. And we still are waiting on a LOMR, a Letter 
of Map Revision, from FEMA on the improvements that he has installed in order to get this Final Map 
processed. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
It just seems to me, and I think Commissioner Tarkanian has brought this up before, and I think the other 
Commissioners have witnessed this also, is that we have a development agreement that's now 18 years 
old, so when can we see some completion here? How long is the development agreement going to go out 
before we see some finality to it, I suppose? 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
Well, I don't recall reading through the development agreement, seeing an expiration date on it, on this 
particular one. There is one in here that we're going to speak about that actually has an expiration date. 
But we do have a requirement for Tentative Map submittals and the applicant didn't meet that deadline, 
and that Tentative Map now has expired, so technically, the development's got to start the process of 
review all over again in order to get through to the Final Map stage, which he's really close to getting 
those improvements all finalized, and finished, and ready for a Final Map to be to be reviewed and issued. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
So, if that process has to start all over again, are they still going to be vested? 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
Probably not, if it's with a new application. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
That's what I was hoping to get clarification on. Okay. Commissioner Hales, your lights on, do you have 
a question on this? 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Inadvertently. But I guess… 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
As long as it's on, you'll go ahead and take the opportunity. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
It's really a legal question. What can we do? Because it seems, I mean, maybe it's not costing the County 
any to let this just sit there, and I guess we benefit because it's no longer, it’s now subject to the Growth 
Management Ordinance, but it seems weird to have something just hanging out. As long as it doesn't cost 
us anything, I guess it doesn't hurt us. 
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Commissioner Gardner speaks: 
Okay, but you're not recommending any action on this one. 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
No. I didn't know if the applicant or if you wanted to have the applicant speak on their behalf of that 
development or not. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Sure. If he wants to address this. The applicants here, right? It seems like you've been sitting there 
for an awful long time, so you probably should get up and say something, right? 
 
George Gabor, Armil Properties, LLC representative, speaks: 
I appreciate that greatly. Thank you. This is a long project, and it's one of the longest ones I've ever done 
in all my life. So, there's a few things I'd like to correct. Yesterday, the Final Map was filed with the 
County. We are not subject to the CLOMR, because we're no longer in the X plain. So, we waited a long 
time to get that CLOMR, because we had, under the original flood map, a section of the property was in 
the floodplain. With the revision of the floodplain, which occurred, I believe it's five or six years ago, all 
the property, the entire development, is out of the floodplain, so we're no longer subject to the CLOMR. 
The bounds and means map is going to be filed. It either has been filed or will be filed here in the next 
week. So, we're just sitting. Everything else is finished. The only thing we have to do, which was subject 
to having the Final Map filed, was with NEP to flush the lines so that the water can be turned on the 
system. The stop sign appears there. We just haven't bolted the sign in place, because the kids are having 
a field day over there. Other than that, that's where we're sitting right now. We would like to, this question 
of the Tentative Map, I would either like to try and get the extension going to it. Going back all the way 
to the beginning just seems like an oxymoron, and so I would either be able to file an extension or either 
have that waived at this point in time and space. The project would be completed then. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Any questions of the individual? Commissioner Hales? No. Okay. Thank you. Appreciate it. 
 
Mr. Gabor speaks: 
Thank you. 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
I need to clarify a couple of things. The CLOMR was issued by FEMA to allow them to build the 
improvements. Once the improvements are built, the applicant needs to file a LOMR to make it official. 
The LOMR is what makes that floodplain go away, not the CLOMR. The CLOMR allows him to build 
the improvements based on the preliminary map and elevations that were proposed in the improvement 
plans. And now, he needs to verify that with FEMA that what was on the CLOMR, and the elevations in 
the map was built per that plan, and the LOMR needs to be filed for that. The Final Map, we can't take, 
well, I'll have to ask staff and see if it's actually been in, I haven't heard yet, but the Final Map can't be 
filed if the Tentative Map has expired. If you look on page 1,120 of the packet, in the conditions, it states 
this Tentative Map approval shall expire two years from the date of the approval. If a Final Map 
application that conforms to all the conditions of approval is not recorded prior to the expiration date, 
extensions of time may be granted in accordance with Douglas County Code Section 20.30.20. We didn't 
receive any extensions filed before that two-year deadline, and the date of this was November 24, 2004. 
And then, we also had the complicatedness of the settlement agreement, and therefore, it is staff's take 
that the Tentative Parcel Map did expire, and we need to go through that process again or we can bring 
an item back to you guys and you can waive that, but I don't. Yeah. It's up to you guys. 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Bring it back when it needs to come back. Yeah. Right. Okay. 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks:  
Okay. Any other questions on this one?  
 
Mr. Dallaire continued the presentation and covered the following topics: 
 

• Monterra (formerly Park Place) (Peapeg, LLC) 
o The owners and the County entered into a development agreement on July 20, 2006.  
o Phase 1 was completed and recorded on August 24, 2005, creating 118 lots.  
o The Board approved amendments to the development agreement on July 17, 2008 (First 

Amendment Ordinance Number 2008-1250) and December 3, 2009 (Second Amendment 
Ordinance Number 2009-1300) amending the timing of the dedication of land and 
improvements to Muller Parkway and Heybourne Road and the phasing plan/development 
schedule for the planned development. 

• Monterra (formerly Park Place) (Peapeg, LLC) Continued 
o On December 6, 2012, the Board approved the Third Amendment (2012- 1377), between Vista 

Sierra, LLC, the new owner of Phase Two, and Douglas County, amending the development 
schedule and obligations with regard to the timing and completion of the Muller Parkway 
extension as a two-lane urban collector by August 31, 2019 and Heybourne Road as an urban, 
two-lane collector no later than by August 31, 2017. The next phased final map (2A) was 
required to be recorded by August 31, 2015. The phased map was not recorded; therefore, the 
tentative subdivision map for Phase Two has expired. 

o On November 17, 2022, this Development Agreement lack of compliance was discussed with 
the Board. The Board gave direction for Douglas County Staff and the District Attorney’s 
Office to work with the developer and their attorney to discuss plans for this development and 
timelines to complete it. 

• Monterra (formerly Park Place) (Peapeg, LLC) Continued 
o Since November 2022, the developer, the developer’s attorney, staff and the District 

Attorney’s Office have met to discuss amending the terms of the agreement and timelines to 
complete this project. 

o Once finalized, staff would need to bring back an ordinance to amend the current agreement. 
o As of December 2023, this development is still not in compliance with the Development 

Agreement. Douglas County Staff is awaiting direction from the District Attorney’s Office 
regarding a plan and solution to ensure this development agreement is back in compliance. 

o As stated in previous years and important to note that if the developer does not complete the 
improvements to Muller Parkway, Douglas County will need to complete the work at its own 
expense in order for Muller to connect with Highway 395 in the north. 

 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
It sounds like we have a representative from Peapeg here. I don't know if Doug wants to add to this, at 
this point, but I can turn the time over to him. 
 
Doug Ritchie, Chief Civil Deputy District Attorney, speaks:  
Chairman, if I may? County staff and the District Attorney's Office have been working with Peapeg and 
its counsel. As part of the County's Muller project, we've requested some additional right-of-way, which 
Peapeg is agreeable to provide. It's one of those things, we're so close, we just need to tie up a few things. 
One of the things that has delayed the project moving forward is the Conditional Letter of Map Revision, 
the CLOMR. I know staff has been working/interacting with FEMA. We'll provide information, they'll 
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provide feedback, but we are working diligently on that. I anticipate very shortly, the beginning of the 
year, bringing back an amended development agreement with terms to finalize the development. Mr. Sev 
Carlson is here on behalf of the… 
 
Sev Carlson, Peapeg, LLC representative, speaks: 
Good evening. I'm counsel for Peapeg. Just to echo Mr. Ritchie's comments, we've been working with 
Mr. Ritchie and County staff, for basically the last year, in parallel with that CLOMR process. Without 
the CLOMR, there's no ability for either the County or Peapeg to build those roads, but I think we're 
awfully close in terms of finalizing details on an amended development agreement and tying that bow to 
present to the Commission, hopefully in the near future. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Well, that sounds great, because last time we had this before us there was a dispute over who was going 
to pay for the roads; is that correct? And has that been resolved now? 
 
Mr. Carlson speaks: 
The road will be paid for in one form or another, right, so I don't want to disclose details of that until 
we're presenting it to the Commission in whole. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Any questions? Okay. Thank you very much. I appreciate you hanging around like you have. 
 
Mr. Carlson speaks: 
Thank you. Have a good evening and Happy Holidays.  
 
Mr. Dallaire continued the presentation and covered the following topic: 
 

• Monterra (Peapeg, LLC) Pictures (November 2023) 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
This is the current photos of the existing project at the end of Heybourne and looking at a future Muller 
Parkway alignment.  
 
Mr. Dallaire continued the presentation and covered the following topics: 
 

• Peri Enterprises, LLC 
o The owners and the County entered into a development agreement on January 7, 2010, (Ord. 

No. 2009-1302). 
o On January 7, 2013, the First Amendment was approved (Ord. No. 2012-1379) to allow for 

an interim modification of the roadway improvements, consisting of a break in the center 
median curb to accommodate access and use of the adjacent property. 

o On March 9, 2021, the Douglas County Planning Commission approved a Special Use Permit 
for a Manufactured Home Park consisting of 159 homes, a clubhouse and amenities located 
along Muller Parkway and Pinenut Road on property subject to the Development Agreement. 

o The Special Use Permit required the widening of Muller Parkway to four lanes north of 
Pinenut Road, including curb, gutter and sidewalk improvements, to the northwest property 
line of APN 1220-11-001-040 (now 1220-11-001-007), constructing the additional lanes 
through the roundabout at Muller Parkway/Pinenut Road re-aligned intersection, and sidewalk 
improvements adjacent to Pinenut Road.  

• Peri Enterprises, LLC Continued 
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o A Site Improvement Permit (DE21-0264) was issued on October 4, 2021 for these required 
improvements. The owner completed the extension of the 4 lanes of Muller Parkway to the 
Virginal Canal, and has not completed the concrete median connection towards the 
intersection of Highway 395 to assist traffic safety on Muller Parkway/Pinenut Road. There 
are a number of scenarios in the 1st amendment where this work will need to be completed to 
close off the median curb. 

o Page 1284-1285  
• completion of Muller Parkway from 395 to 395. 
• Develop 40% of the property.  
• Traffic volumes at 1400 peak hour.  
• d. turn lane traffic causing conflict.  
• e. County engineer determines a hazard, or  
• f. December 31, 2030. 

o This developer is compliant with the Development Agreement. Once the land is under 
development and the concrete median is constructed and connected, staff would recommend 
bringing forward an ordinance to repeal the development agreement. 

• Peri Enterprises, LLC Pictures (November 2023) 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
We took a picture from the middle of the median. It would just fill this median in, and then the cars 
coming out of here would be a right in, right out. I believe that's all we have for you tonight on this 
particular one. Do you have any questions? 
 
To review Mr. Dallaire’s full presentation please see the Supplemental Meeting Materials. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Questions, Commissioners? Okay. So, you will bring back, as I take it, we're going to go into Public 
Comment, but you will bring back an ordinance in regards to the Cottages once the light is in; is that 
correct? 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
Yep. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
And then, the others, there's no action that needs to be taken at this time. 
 
Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
Well, Peapeg, whenever we get that, yep. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
We're expecting something from the attorneys in that regard, yep. Okay. At this time, if there's no further 
questions, we'll go into Public Comment. Is there any Public Comment regarding development 
agreements on the Cottages at Indian Hills, Parkhaven Estates, Monterra, or Peri Enterprises?  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT- none 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. No Public Comment. So, we'll come back to the Board. I don't know that there's any required action 
by this Board at this time; is that right? Just accept your report? 
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Mr. Dallaire speaks:  
Yes. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I'll entertain a motion to accept the 24-month review of the adopted development agreements between 
Douglas County and the following entities; Cottages at Indian Hills, Parkhaven Estates, Monterra and 
Peri Enterprises. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
So moved. 
 
Vice Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Motion by Commissioner Hales, seconded by Vice Chairman Rice to accept the 24-month review 
of the adopted development agreements, as stated. All those in favor signify by saying aye. Motion passes 
4-0. 
 
MOTION TO: Accept the 24-month review of the adopted development agreements between Douglas 
County and the following entities: (a) The Cottage at Indian Hills (Mica Drive, LLC); (b) Parkhaven 
Estates (Armil Properties, LLC); (c) Monterra (formerly Park Place); and Peri Enterprises, LLC; carried. 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 
MOVER: Sharla Hales, Commissioner 
SECONDER: Wesley Rice, Vice Chair 
AYES: Mark Gardner, Wesley Rice, Danny Tarkanian, Sharla Hales 

  

 
7. For possible action. Discussion on the adoption of Ordinance 2023-1627, an ordinance 

amending Chapter 20.622 of the Douglas County Code, by prohibiting or limiting Vacation 
      Home Rentals (VHRs) in residential communities north of Cave Rock State Park. Second       

Reading. (Ernie Strehlow and Commissioner Tarkanian) 
 

Administrative Agenda Item 7 was heard after Administrative Agenda Item 12. 
 
Chairman Gardner read the agenda item into the record. 
 
Ernie Strehlow, Vacation Home Rental Program Manager, speaks: 
Good afternoon, Chair. I’m happy to be here, Commission. Thanks for inviting me again, I love being 
here. Today in this particular presentation, we're going to talk about, as you mentioned, Cave Rock State 
Park, and I have a little bit of a recap just to kind of re-acclimate everybody to where we're at. As a 
reminder, this is the VHR code for 2023, I didn't put into this from 2005 to now, it got to be wordy, so 
this is just this year. Right now for this particular item, we're right here at the last little bullet down here. 
Again, I kind of added this earlier today, I thought it's easier to see it than read it. So these are all the page 
numbers in the packet of the different items that are part of this presentation. So as you talked of the 
agenda text and the red line ordinance, it's all in here. These are the page numbers, I don't think I need to 
go through every one of them, I think we can read that. But there'll be some reference of the…I'm sure 
Commissioner Tarkanian will present some stuff on his statement. There'll be, the presentation is this, 
what you're looking at. What we're going to be talking about today, this is the second reading of the 
adoption of Ordinance 2023-1627, and this ordinance is amending Chapter 20.622 of the Douglas County 
Code by prohibiting or limiting vacation home rentals in residential communities north of Cave Rock 
State Park. Again, I repeat this is a second meeting, we have been on a little bit of a journey to get to this 
particular stage.  
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As you remember, this was the initial ask from Commissioner Tarkanian at the November 2nd meeting to 
ban vacation home rentals north of Cave Rock State Park, with a limited exception for the HOA parts of 
Glenbrook and Pray Meadow. The specific areas where VHRs will be banned, according to this ordinance 
if passed would be Cave Rock Cove, Logan Creek, Shakespeare Point, Uppaway, and the non-HOA 
Glenbrook Rentals, or the nonaffiliated as we have it in our map on the GIS site, of Glenbrook. There is 
a Staff Report in here and I referenced it on a previous page of the page numbers, there's three different 
findings of the Staff Report that's in it. And so, this is our answer to all three of those was that generally, 
we believe, as a staff, that the ordinance can be adopted as required based on the findings that were made 
in those particular three items. This did go to the Planning Commission on December 12th, the Planning 
Commission meeting; a motion was presented by Commissioner Kirk Walder to recommend denial of 
the proposed ordinance and not institute a ban on vacation home rentals north of Cave Rock State Park. 
The Planning Commission passed that unanimously 7-0, so it was not passed through the Planning 
Commission, this particular ordinance. And then we kind of talked a little bit about this, so the rest of this 
particular packet has the specific permits that are affected in the different neighborhoods; I'm not going 
to go through them again, being that we've already gone through them. And then I added, the Planning 
Commission asked me to add some of the overlay maps that were on the County website that talked about 
recreational areas and stuff. So there's different, it was along Highway 50, and so the different maps that 
are in here just reference and it's based on color code. So if you have color, I hope you do, you can see 
the residential and then you can see the rest of it. There's different colors here based on what part of the 
Highway 50 you're looking at, commercial, residential, tourist, so forth. Okay, so with that, I conclude 
our part. I will pass it on to Commissioner Tarkanian for further comment. 
 
To review Mr. Strehlow’s full presentation please see the Agenda Packet material. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Commissioner Tarkanian. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Happy birthday, Ernie. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Yeah, thanks. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
This is just what you wanted to do for your birthday. On page 1,350 of the agenda item, I laid out exactly 
the rationale, logic, and common sense basis for this proposal, along with its legality. Each of the 
Commissioners have had an opportunity to see it, the public has had an opportunity to see it. I've discussed 
these items in previous meetings and I don't think there's a need to go through them all again, it's going 
to be a long meeting even without that. So I would just pass it on to you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. Okay, so questions, observations to Mr. Strehlow from the Board? Commissioner Hales. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Mr. Strehlow, question for you; does data demonstrate that the current ordinance is effective and 
successful at reducing bad behavior by VHR guests? And does the current ordinance allow you to remove 
bad behavior by VHR guests quickly? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Yes, it does. 
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Commissioner Hales speaks: 
That was kind of two parts, yes to both parts of that question? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Yes, yes. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Okay, thank you. And second, do you have any data to suggest it would be a wise policy to ban VHRs 
north of Cave Rock? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
I don't have current data available that says that, no. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Commissioner Nowosad. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
Yes, Mr. Strehlow, I'm looking at your lost revenue line up. TOT, is that $7,016 per unit? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Yes. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
Okay. How much of that money goes into our County? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Oh.  
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
General Fund. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
I don't remember the exact percentage. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
How much goes to someplace else? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
It's a very small percentage, if I recall. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
Right. 14 percent is what we get, the rest goes to TDVA. So that's misleading on the total revenue lost. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Any other questions, Commissioner Nowosad? Commissioner Tarkanian. Were you trying to do some 
calculations, Commissioner Nowosad? Oh, okay. Vice Chairman Rice. 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
I don't have any questions, but I have a few comments I'd like to make. 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I said comments, questions, observations. 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Okay. I had the pleasure of working for the Sheriff's Department on Douglas County Marine 7 for 15 
years. For those that don't know, Marine 7 is the Sheriff's Department Search and Rescue boat, and for 
15 summers I got to cruise Lake Tahoe on your gas, thank you. One of the areas that I was charged with 
patrolling was Glenbrook Bay. Glenbrook Bay was an area that is a major tourist attraction because we 
have families that have been coming there for over four generations, it is a place where people come and 
bring their boat to spend the summer, or part of the summer. We had kids that they're no longer kids, 
they're now college graduates, officers in the armed forces, and parents. And so I can say that I've known 
many of these people since they were the sons, daughters, and now they're the parents, and some of them 
grandparents when they weren't careful. This has been said to not be a major entertainment area, I disagree 
strongly because I've seen the kids that have grown up there. I've seen the families that have come there 
year after year that can't afford to own a home in Glenbrook, but part of their family tradition is to spend 
part of their summer in Glenbrook, and without VHRs they would no longer be able to do that. We have 
people that own homes in Glenbrook that rely on the money that they get from VHRs to be able to afford 
the taxes to be able to live in Glenbrook. I am dead set against this, and I want to say that the people are 
being given a disservice by this whole process, and I intend to vote no. Thank you. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Mr. Chairman, can I ask Ernie a couple of questions? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I'm sorry, you... 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Could I ask Ernie a couple of questions based upon those statements by Vice Chairman Rice? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Sure. Yes, we haven’t gone to Public Comment yet.  
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Ernie, how many public beaches are there in Glenbrook? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
I don't know quite how many there are. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
I think it’s zero. How many public docks? Zero. How many public golf courses? Any public hotels or 
motels? How about a public restaurant that's not associated to the golf course which you have to be a 
member of? Any public hotels? Pretty private place, huh? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Commissioner Hales. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Yes. I have taken this agenda item very seriously and given it a lot of thought and study. And for the first 
time in a year, I wrote down the remarks I want to make because I wanted to not forget anything, and I 
wanted to get them all stated for the record because the record could be scrutinized in the future, 
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potentially. The mission of the VHR Task Force was defined by the Board of County Commissioners on 
January 24, 2019 to assist the County Manager with drafting recommendations regarding the 
administration and regulation of VHRs in Douglas County in a way which would balance the rights of 
the property owner. That is, to rent their home short-term with the rights of the neighbors, that is, to have 
a peaceful quiet neighborhood without guests coming in. Any proposed changes to the VHR Ordinance 
should be done to further this mission, balancing those two competing and compelling interests. In my 
remarks today, I'm going to present my analysis of the staff findings and the recitals in the proposed 
ordinance, as well as Commissioner Tarkanian's statement, and then I'll say a few words from my heart. 
In my comments I'm going to speak to Glenbrook as the primary neighborhood affected by this proposed 
ordinance, and I'm going to make a proposal in the next agenda item regarding the other neighborhoods 
involved, so I'm going to speak specifically to Glenbrook.  
 
This proposed ordinance relies on the argument that a ban north of Cave Rock could promote increased 
use of the high-density tourist zoning district designed to provide tourist accommodations. This is 
included in the first finding, the third, whereas recital and Commissioner Tarkanian's memo as a basis for 
the legitimacy of this proposed ordinance. But there's a huge leap of logic there; just because an area is 
designated high density tourist, doesn't mean that other areas are not for tourists. This Board has never 
indicated an interest in removing tourists from the rest of Tahoe, or any other part of Tahoe, there's no 
evidence at all that it would be good policy to do so. In fact, the VHR Ordinance acknowledges that all 
of Tahoe is a tourist area, it states Lake Tahoe Township is the only appropriate and logical choice for 
the operation of short time vacation home rentals. The current ordinance also states that the Tahoe 
Township, or the western edge of Douglas County, is rich in recreational activities. This is obvious from 
the many tourist and recreational activities near Glenbrook, in Glenbrook, including Cave Rock and near 
Glenbrook, including Cave Rock State Park, Spooner Lake State Park, Sand Harbor State Park, and many 
others. Even if it were good policy to funnel tourists to the high-density tourist zone, there is no evidence 
that this ordinance would accomplish that. To the contrary, numerous Public Comments established that 
if Glenbrook renters could not go to Glenbrook, they would not go to the casino core instead. Tourists 
seeking the atmosphere of Glenbrook are certainly not going to find it in a high-density tourist area. Even 
if it were good policy to funnel tourists to the high-density tourist area, there is no evidence that a line 
drawn at an arbitrary geographical feature seven miles to the north has any rational connection to that 
theoretical government interest. Why include Cave Rock in the ban and not Cave Rock Cove? That 
neighborhood in the ban, and not Lincoln Park, which is one half mile to the south. What is it about Cave 
Rock that would allow VHRs to the south but not to the north? It's arbitrary and it has no rational basis 
to any government interest.  
 
The second finding from staff findings is that removing VHRs could decrease the strain on public 
facilities. Well, there's no evidence of what these public facilities could be that would have less strain on 
them, or that this proposed ordinance would further that goal. Especially in light of the emphasis 
Commissioner Tarkanian has just made that there is no public beaches, there's no public docks, no public 
golf courses, no hotels, no restaurants. There's no public facilities that would have less strain if this 
ordinance were passed. The third finding, C, is that the proposal is compatible with the actual and master 
planned use of the adjacent properties. The affected areas are mainly designed, according to this finding, 
and used for residential purposes. It is anticipated that the restrictions will ensure the affected areas will 
continue to be used for residential purposes. Well, this finding is also flawed, in fact, these communities 
have always had short-term rentals. A Staff Report from County Manager Patrick Cates dated May 14, 
2020 states quote, “VHRs have been permitted in the Tahoe Township of Douglas County by ordinance 
since 2005. VHRs existed as part of the Lake Tahoe tourist economy for decades prior to 2005.” This fact 
is corroborated by the huge number of Public Comments we have received describing families that have 
been renting properties short-term in Glenbrook for generations. Commissioner Tarkanian seeks to give 
the impression that existing uses don't include VHRs, but that flies in the face of the facts because VHRs 
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have existed for decades in Glenbrook. Banning them would actually change the existing use 
significantly. This ordinance would not be returning these communities to a state that was recently 
disrupted by VHRs, in fact, banning VHRs would be disrupting the existing uses.  
 
The sixth whereas recital states, homeowners who have had an ownership interest do not behave as typical 
tourists requiring access to tourist accommodations, nor do they create a negative impact on the 
community. This recital is contrary to the whole premise of our VHR regulations and the Code 
Enforcement program, and it is contrary to the evidence that we have had today and other days that that 
program and those regulations are being implemented successfully. What possible rational basis could 
this Board have for singling out a neighborhood from exclusion for VHRs, from VHRs, when there are 
no facts to suggest it is not an appropriate place for VHRs? It has wide roads, it has its own snow plow 
and snow removal, it has none of the safety concerns that we have previously noted for Lincoln Park. 
Moreover, there has never been a single complaint made submitted to the County regarding bad behavior 
by VHR guests in Glenbrook. It makes no sense to ban VHRs in the most compliant of all neighborhoods. 
As has been said, this ordinance is a solution in search of a problem, the only distinguishing feature of 
this neighborhood is that it is the wealthiest neighborhood in our county, and among one of the wealthiest 
in America. This is not an appropriate reason to ban VHRs. I very much appreciated this line in a letter 
that we got, I think last night; God did not create beautiful Lake Tahoe for a privileged few, so being a 
wealthy neighborhood is not an appropriate reason to ban VHRs. I also want to point out that in 
Glenbrook, there are affiliated homes and unaffiliated homes mixed together, it's not like the affiliated 
are in one part and the unaffiliated are in another part. So this ordinance would result in the absurd 
situation where nonaffiliated homes could never rent to anyone, while next door to them, affiliated homes 
could continue to rent to individuals who own property there. Commissioner Tarkanian refers to this 
proposed ordinance as a compromise, but this is not a compromise. In the balancing of concerns regarding 
VHRs, on the one side are those who want all VHRs banned in residential areas; on the other side, there 
are those who want property owners to have full use of their property, including being able to rent on a 
short-term basis. This proposed ordinance does not strike a balance between those two. Such a 
compromise or balance might be a lower cap on the number of permits issued or lower occupancy. This 
proposed ordinance does nothing like that, it reaches in and pulls out the wealthiest neighborhood in the 
county to ban VHRs. This County has spent several arduous years putting the ordinances in place. And 
if anyone doubts that, I refer you to pages 1,316 to 1,320 of the packet which recount the careful 
foundation that has been laid through the hard work of the VHR Task Force, the VHR Advisory Board, 
the Planning Commission, this Board of County Commissioners, and countless hours of staff time and 
public input. This proposed ordinance blows apart that careful work that has been done, and disrespects 
the dedicated efforts that have been made.  
 
I want to speak to the possibility of litigation. Some have said it's going to court anyway, we're tired of 
dealing with this, let's just vote yes and let the courts decide it. But each of us Commissioners has a duty 
to protect tax dollars, knowingly setting up the County for litigation is failing that duty. Worse, that 
approach shifts the burden of creating good policy from those in the best position to do so with the 
responsibility to do so to a handful of concerned citizens who would then have to bear that burden. Finally, 
litigation will certainly not remove us from this conversation as we'll still have to get updates, discuss 
settlements, etcetera. In closing, a few comments from my heart. We have two choices today; we can 
honor the excellent work that has been done by staying the course, building on the foundation that has 
been laid. And fine tuning where we need to based on facts to accomplish the mission of the VHR Task 
Force by balancing the rights of property owners with the rights of neighbors, as was and always has 
been, the mission of the VHR Task Force Advisory Board. Or, we can bow to the backroom political 
dealings, political machinations and legal threats of one wealthy, entitled bully who simply does not want 
the unwashed to step foot in his neighborhood. Commissioners, I appeal to your sense of honor, I know 
how passionately some of you believe VHRs should be banned in all residential neighborhoods, but this 
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is not the way to do that. Commissioners, I appeal to your leadership responsibility, let's honor the years 
of work that have been put into this ordinance. Let's continue a measured, thoughtful, careful approach 
demonstrating the good sense that we want all of our County staff and advisory boards to use. I'll vote 
no. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Can I ask Commissioner Hales a question? And first of all, I want to say something before we get started. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I think we've already started. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
No, no, no, we're going to start. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay, but please go ahead. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
We're going to start, is what I meant. But no, what I wanted to say is this is a very passionate issue, and 
passion raises emotions, and emotions raise the way you handle things. In the last two meetings we've 
had on VHRs, Commissioner Hales and I have gotten very passionately involved. I'm not proud of the 
way I handled it, I left the meeting, both meetings thinking I should have been, I could have handled it 
better. And I should have handled better, and I promise I'm going to handle better today. I don't agree 
with anything Commissioner Hales is saying, and I'll go through all that later. But she has good, 
passionate reasons why she believes that, just like other people in this room have different opinions than 
what I'm going to have. I passionately believe in what I'm saying, and we, as a Board are to sit here and 
see who can get a majority of votes to go our way and then we have to move on with that decision. I had 
one question for you though, I didn't quite get, you started off by saying you read something from an 
ordinance, and I've had this ordinance up in front of me and I'm trying to find it. Where you said the 
ordinance, the VHR Ordinance stated that the County was to look at the rights for people to rent their 
home on a short-term basis. Where is that at? 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
That was in the mission of the VHR Task Force adopted by the Board of County Commissioners on 
January 24, 2019. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speak: 
Okay, it's not in the ordinance? 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Right. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Okay, so it's not a code. Alright, so anyways, I have a lot I want to say, but I know there's going to be so 
many other people that are going to come up and make assertions that aren't true and I want to reserve 
the right to do so, and I'm going to do so at that point. I will say just real quickly, there's a complete 
difference of opinion between what Commissioner Hales thinks is going to result in litigation from this, 
compared to what will actually happen with the current VHR Ordinance, and I'm going to get into that. I 
really am quite surprised she would talk about backroom dealings and a wealthy bully because all we've 
seen are bullies on the VHR side trying to intimidate the County Commissioners, attacking the County 
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Commissioners; I'm going to get into that more. But really, the bullies are the people that are on the other 
side, not the people that are trying to ban VHRs because they want to protect the residential neighborhood. 
And when you talked about that this program is working, it's not working. There's been violations from 
people all throughout Lake Tahoe talking about what they've had to endure with VHRs, those violations 
aren't right, they shouldn't continue. We've had Code Enforcement in place for a long time, it hasn't 
changed, and there's a lot of violations that have occurred in Glenbrook, which we're going to get into 
also when I respond. And finally, Commissioner Hales keeps talking like this is only Glenbrook, it's not 
just Glenbrook, it's several neighborhoods that are in there, and all of these neighborhoods have had 
similar problems, which I will get into also. Chairman Gardiner, I'd like to turn this either back over to 
you or to the Public Comment, and then I'd like to reserve some time to respond. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
There's no need to reserve time for you to respond because that's automatic when we bring it back to the 
Board, all the Commissioners will have an opportunity to respond. Commissioner Nowosad, you had 
something to add? 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
Yes. The financial impact part of this report is flawed, and I've pointed that out in the TOT. We only get 
14 percent of the TOT, and that goes into the Parks and Rec, it doesn't go into the General Fund. So 
anyway, the one thing that always gets me going, this VHR thing started in 2005, we are now at 2023. 
Long time, 18 years and we are still modifying the existing code. The big part of the code that is missing 
is that enforcement, now you say you got enforcement. Code Enforcement people yeah, but they're not 
going to be able to do what a cop would do. And that brings the point up of unsubstantiated reports; 
people will complain, a cop will go up there, look around, nothing going on. Unsubstantiated. So that's 
the Achilles’ heel of VHR, if it can't be enforced, then it's not a law, it's not a code, so we should keep 
that in mind also. One of the things that I was really, really impassioned about was the fact that this is a 
residential area, people who are not part of the VHR community are being offended, so that goes there. I 
think that's about all I have to say, but it's pretty obvious that those of you who know me, that ever since 
I’ve become a Commissioner, VHR was a thing that should be done away with. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Your microphone is still on. Okay, I will reserve my comments until after listening to Public 
Comment.  
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
You don’t have to reserve them, you have that right after everybody speaks. 
 
Laughter was heard. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Well, I won't take this opportunity then, so I'll put it that way. Okay, so I sense that there are a number of 
people who wish to offer Public Comment on this. As has been pointed out by two Commissioners, this 
is a very emotional issue, and I know that the other three of us also feel the same way. We understand it's 
an emotional issue, there's a lot of feelings, very hard set on both sides of the issue. And so the natural 
reaction by the public, in previous forums that I've witnessed, is to clap, be happy, boo, whatever. I would 
ask the public to please restrain themselves from taking such actions, okay? It interrupts the flow and it 
interrupts the speaker. Just a forewarning, I suppose. Okay, Public Comment. Once again, please silence 
your electronic devices, you have three minutes after you state your name for the record. Please sign your 
name too. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Jason Gibson speaks: 
With the maladministrative audit counsel in and for Douglas County. That was a very heartfelt, thoughtful 
statement there, Ms. Hales. Why won't you apply the same standard to the JLEC project? Why won't you 
apply the same thought process to the largest capital investment in the history of the County? Huh, double 
standards there, eh? Yeah, they've had it since 2005, and four, no, it was eight weeks ago because of the 
citizen’s petition, they had a meeting. It was the most contentious meeting out of all the meetings in at 
least the last year, it showed how little they actually knew about where the money comes from and where 
it goes. And because it was such a bad meeting and such a poor representation of effective governance, 
they kicked the can to the other committee council guy and said, you guys take care of it. Tell us what we 
need to do, we don't know what to do, it's essentially what they did. They've had this program going, the 
code in place for eight years now, they don't know what's in it. During that meeting, they placed at least 
three or four public information requests on the record because they don't know what's in this program. 
And this is your most lucrative income generating program in the County, is it not? How much more so 
when it comes to the highest capital investment and the biggest debt in the history of the County? Why 
won't you apply the same kind of thinking towards the JLEC enterprise? Terms of enforcement; it is an 
issue of enforcement, it just goes to show you how ineffective your debt collectors and pirates are who 
are supposed to be representing Douglas County as officers of the peace. It doesn't hurt to place a courtesy 
call, doesn't hurt to communicate with people who are renting properties and say, hey, thanks for renting 
from us, but would you please be mindful of this, that, and the other? Simple courtesy call, log the notes, 
keep a little record on the thing, customer service. 21st century thinking in Douglas County, we don't do 
that, we never thought about that, that sounds too effective and efficient. 
 
Maureen Casey, Planning Commission Chairwoman, speaks: 
Good afternoon, Commissioners, Chairman Gardner. At our December 12th meeting, the Planning 
Commission heard the Staff Report twice, Public Comment twice, and discussed at length the ordinance 
before you. The area north of Cave Rock has demonstrated by facts provided in the Staff Report, shows 
there is no need to revoke permits in the targeted neighborhoods, as VHRs have no documented 
complaints to Fire, Sheriff, or Code Enforcement. The only complaints are anecdotal, and as the Board 
knows, sound policy decisions cannot be based upon anecdotal evidence. Commission Members believe 
the VHR Ordinance, as it exists now, has only been in effect for a short period of time. Ideally, a full year 
will show if modifications are needed to make it more effective. They also support applying the same 
review to Cave Rock Cove and other neighborhoods along the old Lincoln Highway that the VHR Board 
gave to the Lincoln Park community at the request of the BoCC, that is Item 8 on your agenda. In 
conclusion, the Planning Commission sends a unanimous vote of denial of the ordinance amending 
Chapter 20.622 of the Douglas County Code by prohibiting or limiting vacation home rentals in 
residential communities north of Cave Rock State Park. Thank you. 
 
Jeanne Koerner speaks: 
Good afternoon, Commissioners, Chairman Gardner. I'm a 37-year resident of Douglas County, and I'm 
the Vice Chair of the Government Affairs Committee for Sierra Nevada Realtors. Sierra Nevada Realtors 
is opposed to the proposed edits to Douglas County Development Code to Title 20, section 20.622, to ban 
vacation home rentals north of Cave Rock. The proposed ordinance, as commented on by your own 
Planning Commission, is arbitrary and capricious. If this Board decides to pass this ordinance, it is plainly 
expressing its lack of desire to create sound policy and is putting the County in a precarious position 
moving forward. The reasonings presented by Members of this Board as to why they wish to implement 
this ordinance are baseless and do not withstand any reasonable scrutiny. One of the reasons shared with 
the public for the ban is that Glenbrook is not a tourist area; people do not visit Lake Tahoe exclusively 
to gamble or ski, as some Commissioners have suggested, but to enjoy the lake itself. We are blessed to 
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have an astonishing natural wonder in our community, but a select few are attempting to deprive others 
of accessing this gem. Secondly, the misnomer that there are party houses and rampant code violations in 
Glenbrook has been spread through various channels. Kevin Kjer claims he manages these properties 
effectively, and this is supported by the program data that shows very few complaints have been filed in 
that area. Relying on false and misleading information is not how good policy is made. According to 
statements made in previous meetings by other individuals, passing this ordinance could potentially open 
the County to future litigation. The Planning Commission made it apparent that they believe this 
ordinance is arbitrary and capricious, and property owners in the area have already hired counsel to further 
look into the legality of this ordinance. Sierra Nevada Realtors do not wish to see this County and its 
citizens in a precarious situation because of misguided efforts of disingenuous individuals. It's not good 
policy to remove tourists from the Lake Tahoe area, whether public or private. Tourists seeking the 
Glenbrook area and surrounding areas are not looking for the hustle and bustle of the casino corridor, 
they're looking for quality generational family time. They will find that enjoyment outside the county, 
such as Incline Village, if this arbitrary ban is passed. The public has also expressed its opinion on the 
ordinance, with over 141 pages of emails that were submitted before this meeting, the majority of which 
are in opposition. Sierra Nevada Realtors has a mission to protect the private property rights of citizens, 
the private property owners in Douglas County have answered the question of these proposed changes 
with a resounding no. We are asking the Commission not to pass this ordinance for the sake of good 
policy and the fiscal health of the County. We understand this is a contentious issue; however, it's not 
good policy. Thank you. 
 
Dan Aynesworth speaks: 
I adamantly oppose this ordinance and hope that you will too, but I'd like to clarify a couple of things that 
have been in the news. This ordinance is not a rehearsal for the anti-VHR petition being circulated; you 
can be for the petition against VHRs in single family residential neighborhoods, I'm not for that, and also 
be against Danny's ban of VHRs north of Cave Rock, basically spot zoning. Totally different proposals 
with totally different reasoning, you could have any combination of positions. Okay, there's no basic logic 
for limiting VHRs in north of Cave Rock, it is solely a personal effort by a single County Commissioner 
to acquiesce to political and/or personal support. That has now been made very public in the RC and 
supplemental for the agenda item today. Danny Tarkanian argues that this area isn't really a tourist or 
recreation area, you've heard that before a number of times. Nothing could be farther than the truth, the 
entire area of Lake Tahoe is a tourist destination. Why the lake itself? There are VHRs all around Lake 
Tahoe in every county because it's an international tourist draw. And talking about Glenbrook again, 
which is his main focus, it has a golf course, lake access for water sports, hiking around the neighborhood, 
and peace and quiet in and around the nice homes for vacation rentals. Referring to staff's findings, they 
now use the argument that they are recommending approval so that, “such properties resembles the 
existing residential uses made by resident owners and lessees.” They provide no evidence that that is not 
the case now, there have been no calls or complaints from any of the areas. They also cite a decrease in 
strain on public facilities, which Sharla mentioned too. Really? What's the big strain now? You could 
actually argue that VHRs put less strain on public facilities than full time residents or long-term renters. 
There's absolutely no reason to ban VHRs north of Cave Rock, the facts, or major lack thereof, support 
that decision. And as you know, at their meeting on December 12th, to repeat, after thorough discussion 
and overwhelming Public Comment, the Planning Commission voted 7-0 to recommend denial. I urge 
you to do the same. And one more thing, in my opinion, if this Board would pass this ordinance, it would 
open the door to passing an ordinance on any topic, any time, without any facts or basic logic. I don't 
think you want to set that precedent. 
 
Kevin Kjer speaks: 
I'm a lifelong resident of Douglas County. I'm a small business owner that has a property management 
office inside the gates of Glenbrook. Unfortunately, my business and reputation have been under attack 
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for the last couple of years. Since Commissioner Tarkanian was elected, he has been trying to ban rentals 
in Glenbrook; it feels like a demented game of whack a mole. First, it was ban rentals in gated 
communities, when that was rejected at every meeting regarding VHRs, we heard ban them in Glenbrook. 
Doesn't matter if we have issues with noise, parking, or garbage, ban them in Glenbrook. When this did 
not get any traction, Commissioner Tarkanian decided to become a community organizer and start a 
petition to ban almost all VHRs in the Tahoe Township. With this effort well underway, he started to use 
the petition drive as leverage to get his Glenbrook rental ban on the agenda, but now, with another new 
twist, ban them north of Cave Rock. I guess the logic being that he would somehow end the petition 
initiative of all Tahoe Township as a compromise if he would just be given the north of Cave Rock ban; 
amazingly, exactly what he wanted all along. I guess he’d better tell the petition committee its time to go 
home, he just threw them under the bus. With the latest revelations about his personal motives coming to 
light, I would say his credibility on this issue has been shattered. So let's look at the merits of his proposal. 
First, he says the only difference between the Lake and the Valley are casinos and a ski resort, so that's 
where the VHRs should be located. Really? Has he ever, has he forgotten about Lake Tahoe, a world 
class destination? Second, he states that some property rights are a privilege. Sure, in China. I cannot 
believe a fellow Republican would be making the case for more government control in Douglas County; 
isn't a 16-page rental ordinance enough? He doesn't even mention grandfathering existing permits or a 
sunset clause for permit holders that have been following the rules, just complete elimination. Third, he 
states that there should be a ban because VHRs don't match residential uses made by resident owners. 
Glenbrook rentals have matched the residential uses of the community for over 35 years; to now say they 
don't is kind of crazy. How can you say VHRs don't match the residential uses north of Cave Rock, but 
they suddenly do south of Cave Rock? It doesn't make any sense. The Planning Commission thought this 
logic so laughable, they voted 7-0 to oppose the ban, I think the words I heard most often were arbitrary 
and capricious. Before taking action, I hope you will consider the motivations of one Commissioner who 
wants to form a members only no rental zone. This new zone would definitely help increase the value of 
some powerful landowners’ property, but at what cost? You would be putting Douglas County in legal 
jeopardy by attempting spot zoning, you would be taking away the ability of longtime Glenbrook families 
to rent their homes, and you would be taking away the ability of regular families to be able to stay in 
Glenbrook. Do you think this is fair? Is it really worth it? Glenbrook has been welcoming visitors since 
the late 1800s, and that welcoming spirit still exists today. Commissioner Tarkanian has mocked me for 
being around so long, but I am really proud that dozens of Glenbrook renters have become Glenbrook 
owners and that I have played a small part in creating so many family memories for generations of 
Glenbrook visitors. Please think long and hard before rezoning a portion of Tahoe Township and killing 
this tradition. Thank you.  
 
Jeanne Shizuru speaks: 
I want to correct what people are saying. Commissioner Tarkanian is not the only person who has publicly 
came out in favor of this proposed ordinance, Commissioner Gardner has to me. I am opposed to Item 7 
because it arbitrarily discriminates against the other Tahoe Township residential neighborhoods. If Item 
7 is approved, the 13 new permits resulting from a ban north of Cave Rock will be issued to Tahoe 
neighborhoods such as Tahoe Village. The Village has already been treated badly by the Board's arbitrary 
decision to increase its neighborhood VHR density to 40 percent. I spoke to Chairman Gardner about his 
plans to possibly limit VHRs north of Cave Rock, his explanation is that he may have to take this action 
because the VHR Task Force Committee will not perform the Board's directive to propose a fix to the 
neighborhood density problem. Of course, this is a gross misstatement of the VHR Task Force 
Committee's formal and public response to the Board, namely, they needed objective guidelines to 
appropriately suggest changes to the DC VHR ordinance. Instead of properly responding to the VHR 
Task Force Committee's legitimate concern to accurately explain the specific problems the DC Board has 
with the current VHR density policies, the DC Board instead redirected its energy to proceed with Item 
7, which is an arbitrary and capricious move and patently a giveaway to certain fat cats in Glenbrook. 
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Item 7 is conceivably unnecessary to address the density issues at all because there is currently a citizen 
proposed VHR initiative in progress to remove all the VHRs in residential neighborhoods in Tahoe 
Township, and to prohibit them from extending to the Douglas County valley neighborhoods. I asked 
Chairman Gardner to sign the citizen proposed VHR initiative petition, and his response was, of course 
not. His response was fascinating to me because he ran for the DC Board in 2020 upon the promise of no 
special deals for special friends, and he personally circulated referendum petitions to give the voters of 
Douglas County the opportunity to vote on issues of concern to them. Chairman Gardner has turned his 
back on the platform that he ran upon, now he isn't even remotely interested in giving these DC voters a 
voice, being an opportunity to vote on whether VHRs should be kept or removed from their residential 
neighborhoods. One of his members said his changed attitude is because he's just become another 
politician, that says it all.  
 
Nancy Gilbert speaks: 
Good afternoon. I would ask Ms. Hales, based on your comments, that the Board of County 
Commissioners embrace the citizens’ initiative to relocate VHRs out of residential neighborhoods in 
Tahoe into the tourist corridors. And you ask why? It’s the initiative that started because your constituents 
didn't feel that the Board was listening, they weren't listening in terms of enforcement issues. They've 
waited 18 years in terms of listening to tweaking, and tweaking, and tweaking, trying to get enforcement 
and other issues under control, it's not happening. When walking the neighborhoods, we heard over, and 
over, and over your constituents saying, yeah, I want to sign this because I don't want a VHR next to me. 
They either have them next to them and they don't like it, we talked to neighbors that also can't sell their 
properties because they have to disclose that they live next to a vacation rental. Now, I hear from you that 
you want to protect the investors who want to purchase VHRs to profit from them, and the protection of 
them is, I think, a mission, part of a mission, I think that, and I think the issue is, is that protect your 
constituents. Enforcement is not happening, the unsubstantiated complaints because a Sheriff doesn't 
show up instantly puts a neighbor against neighbor and pits neighborhoods and making them unhappy. I 
would ask also that you don't impose, for example, out of state investor’s investment strategies of trying 
to produce income by vacation rentals that impact neighborhoods. Other people have vacation or 
strategies for investments where they go buy stocks and bonds that don't impact neighborhoods. Vacation 
rentals impact neighbors and neighborhoods. Now, I heard you talk about the fact, well, Glenbrook 
doesn't have narrow roads, Lincoln Park and other neighborhoods in Tahoe do. Lincoln Park, Elk Point, 
we have one access in and out, and eight foot and nine-foot roads. And there is no desire from this Board 
of County Commissioners to entertain or even look at the fact that it's dangerous to increase density by 
50 percent. Right now, by the VHRs that you already have authorized in Glenbrook, or, excuse me, in 
Elk Point, no one has the right to operate a vacation rental to generate income. It's a permitted licensed 
issue and they don't have the right to it. So I'd ask for you to really, seriously down the road when an 
initiative is presented to you, to embrace it because the citizens want it out of Douglas County. Thank 
you. 
 
Jeren Gunter speaks: 
I want to hit on something that she just said, that these investors are buying these properties to make 
money on them. I've been managing vacation rentals for almost 16 years now, and I can tell you that none 
of my owners are making a profit on them, they're lucky to break even. When you have your cable bill, 
your electric bill, your gas bill, your cable bill, the internet, and plus the mortgage on the house, you're 
lucky to make maybe a five percent return on that investment, that is not a good investment. And as a real 
estate agent, when someone asks me, should I buy a house in Tahoe to make money on it? I go, no, that 
is not, you're not going to make money. You could supplement so you can use your property, but they're 
not buying it to get rich on, I can assure you that. And then I want to also bring up something that special 
interests, Mr. Tarkanian, and I sent an email to you because the whole town knew that there was a special 
interest in Glenbrook, that you were dealing with a friend, a rich friend is what I said. And you told me 
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in an email back, I have a lot of rich friends and none of them are in Glenbrook. And now today, as of 
last night, I've seen multiple emails and text messages between you and a special interest in Glenbrook. 
And if it's not a friend, I wonder why that person would say give your mom my best, give your mom my 
love, next time your family is in town, I'll take you out on the lake on my boat. That sure sounds like a 
rich friend in Glenbrook to me, sir. Thank you. 
 
Chad Smittkamp speaks: 
Good afternoon. 1440 Pittman Terrace. I’d first like to compliment you, Ms. Hales, great description of 
what's going on and what needs to be addressed. The first thing I'd like to mention is that there is a public 
beach in our neighborhood, which is in Pittman Terrace, it's called Douglas Street and it goes right down 
to the beach. And I believe that property is owned by Douglas County. There's also a public dock which 
is Cave Rock beach that's like a minute away, maybe two minutes away if you were actually swimming 
to Cave Rock. Mr. Strehlow has recently had told me that there is approximately 487 permits that are 
active, and out of those 587 permits, 580 are really in good standing, there's probably about seven permits 
that are a problem. I'd like to point out some discrepancies in the Staff Report; the TOT amount paid by 
our property is closer to $50,000 per year and does not fall within the $7,000 average quoted in the Staff 
Report. One of the assumptions in the proposed ordinance is that our property is too far away from the 
casino area, but our guests are typically not frequenters of the casino, and the comment we hear the most 
is we got to the house and didn't want to leave. If you use the furthest home away from the casinos as a 
gauge as to where vacation rentals should be, you would need to not only ban the 13 properties north of 
Zephyr, excuse me, 13 properties, but also all of the properties north of Zephyr Cove, which would 
include Skyland as well. That would be 50 VHRs in total. However, our travel time distance is about one 
minute longer than the travel time from the Ridge Tahoe. And unlike the casinos, we are a complete 
recreation area minus the casinos and the skiing, and our guests typically come to the Lake and don't want 
or need the crowds. Our property was purchased in 2004, prior to the first rendition of an ordinance in 
2005, I believe that makes us grandfathered with our rights. TRPA recognizes grandfathering and I'd be 
surprised if you don't also. Under the current ordinance, we are grandfathered, and this proposed 
ordinance seems to think it can strip us of our right already procured through a non-existing, overthrown 
out around, or overthrown around legal theory of privilege and licensing. It doesn't exist. We've been 
under assault with constant charges, changes, and threats for termination of the program for about three 
years now, and this latest targeting of us and 12 others raises the question, why? The preliminary Staff 
Report gives no factual data to support this ordinance. Approve this and you’re messaging that Douglas 
County is the most unique and powerful entity in the state by having the unprecedented authority to take 
away a license once given for no cause. Nowhere in the state, whether lawyers, doctors, contractors, 
beauticians, or even the DMV, can a license be taken away once granted without cause. Also, no other 
license in the state costs as much as this VHR license does. Thank you. 
 
Michelle Mayne speaks: 
Good afternoon. 1440 Pittman Terrace owner. To ban or not to ban a few select neighborhoods and 
people? That is the question presented. it really is not a justifiable question to ask, but yet it has been 
proposed. The answer is simple, of course not. I would encourage those of you that know better, should 
know better, or by the vote, do know better, do the right thing. Although some want to keep the East 
Shore and Pittman Terrace to themselves for all the wrong reasons, the right best action is where justice 
prevails over selective discrimination and misinformation. We may not be popular to a few, depending 
on the moon phase, but we know facts from fiction. Our team has high standards and practice to facilitate 
the best experience for all, prevention is our philosophy and desired practice. All guests sign a contract 
outlining rules for behavior to prioritize a seamless stay for all. When running a VHR, it is not whether a 
question, problem, or mistake arises, it is how we respond as a team and rise to the occasion. How we 
operate is transparent in our rating and our record, don't be fooled by neighbors acting un-neighborly 
projecting negativity in the neighborhood. Neighbors have purchased knowing we were a VHR, some 
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have enjoyed renting our house and used lines of communication with us when they desire a particular 
resolution which we facilitate. Neighborly is our disposition, despite residents, guests, and workers 
parking haphazardly on the street, use our driveway without permission, neighbors’ identified trash finds 
its way to our property. Residents let unleashed dogs roam free in the neighborhood on our property, into 
our house, with no regard for poop patrol. A few of our guests have told us that they were harassed, 
blocked, yelled at, felt intimidated, stressed, and racially profiled while in our neighborhood. Our property 
has 140 reviews on Airbnb, a 4.97-star super host, which is myself, an overall rating of 5.0, which means 
98 percent of our reviews are five star out of five; five for communication and five for location. We are 
a house with four bedrooms, two and a half baths, occupancy for eight with private pier and buoy. We 
allow two furry family and including service dogs, we have service dogs quite frequently. Some quotes 
from our guests; “the best place in Tahoe, great location, South Tahoe between South Tahoe and local 
beaches and trails. The view is simply amazing, we couldn't get enough, Michelle provides top notch 
professionalism, attentiveness and hospitality, I could never have asked for a better experience at her 
beautiful home right on the shores of Tahoe. What a great place to take in all that is Lake Tahoe, the view 
is not a view, it's an experience. This property is magical, it's secluded, we had the portion of the lake to 
ourselves.” Here's a good one, “we travel up to Lake Tahoe quite a bit, and this location in Glenbrook 
may now be our absolute favorite. The location of the house is perfect near supermarkets and various 
restaurants, but situated on a quiet street away from all the crowds.” Our great location… 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you.  
 
Ms. Mayne speaks: 
Thank you, appreciate it. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
You have exceeded your three minutes. 
 
Ms. Mayne speaks: 
Thank you for listening. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yeah, okay. I thought when you paused, I thought you were done. 
 
Ms. Mayne speaks: 
Sorry. 
 
Bradley Paul Elley speaks:  
Thank you. I'm here before you the second time. I represent Chad Smittkamp and Michelle Mayne for 
their 1440 Pittman Terrace Cave Rock Cove property. I got a letter in yesterday and it is the same letter 
basically as what I wrote, which resulted in part, I'd like to take a little credit for the wise decision. A 
unanimous decision 7-0 of the Planning Commission not going wildly, and acting like a sailor on shore 
leave, drunkenly spending all the County's money to fight this, which is what will happen. And yet, given 
that, not one single specimen of an estimate of how much it's going to cost this County before deciding 
whether to vote on this, that's fiscal irresponsibility. Where's Mr. Ritchie's report? Nobody asked for one. 
Don't you want to know how much it's going to cost for the taking issue and for the litigation costs? How 
many are you going to have to hire, one or two more attorneys to defend this for the County? Do you 
have that in your budget? How are you going to do it? You're secondly, arbitrary and capriciousness, very 
clear under Nevada law. Third, and this is actually two because it's twice as important as the others, this 
is spot zoning. Mr. Tarkanian, the Tahoe Rim Trail is a public access area of the Glenbrook area, it's 
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enjoyed by thousands a year. They actually built it on my property by mistake on Castle Rock Road; I 
said, don't worry about it, but they diverted it anyway. But I couldn't build on that property because of 
government regulation, the TRPA wouldn't let me build on my 12.5 acres, so I had to sell it. So I'm used 
to overregulation by the government personally and on behalf of clients. Are you going to, after this act, 
also ban the public's use of the Tahoe Rim Trail within the Glenbrook zip code area? That seems like the 
logical next step. The simple way around this is just to grandfather the 13 existing permitees and let them 
fall out by attrition, so when they sell it. When they sell their property, the new person doesn't get to have 
the permit, that's the way they deal with this. That's the way they dealt with this issue in the County of 
Oahu on Hawaii years ago. It's very well-established precedent, yet grandfathered those most effective to 
avoid lawsuits, to avoid paying compensation for taking, and to represent the interests of Nevada and 
allowing the free use of property. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Do we have additional Public Comment on Item Number 7? Okay, we'll bring it back to the Board. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Mr. Chairman, enlightening. First, I want to address Commissioner Hales’ statement about there being a 
property right for short-term rentals; she quotes a VHR Task force, which was made up of half VHR 
people or the property managers or realtors, maybe more than half. It's not Douglas code and that's where 
she gets the property right. I've listened to this attorney up here talk about property rights and how there's 
going to be lawsuits if they take their property rights. I listened to another person, I didn't get all their 
names, say something to the effect that you've never seen anybody lose a license without some kind of 
cause. This is not a license that you get for a career, this isn't some test that you took, some education that 
you took, like a law license or a doctor's license. This is a VHR permit, and this goes back to 
Commissioner Hales wrongfully claiming that there is a property right to a VHR permit; there is no 
property right, and this is per Douglas County Code, this isn't from the VHR Task Force. Section 
20.622.020B8 states obtaining a VHR permit is not a right. Not a right, okay? And what you have to do 
is each year renew it, so you don't have a right to just keep it going until it's grandfathered in; those were 
all false claims. And the second part of that same statute says Douglas County reserves the right to 
determine which permit locations are appropriate, and thus, which are inappropriate. So I guess when I'm 
sitting here listening to these people tell me, hey, everybody should have the same amount of VHR 
permits everywhere, I think that was the argument of the VHR Advisory Board. I hear people up here 
continue to say, hey, you're doing spot zoning.  
 
The statute itself, Douglas County statute itself, tells the County Commission you have the right to 
determine which permit locations are appropriate and not appropriate. Now, you may not like the 
argument I'm making, that's fine, I think you're wrong, but I think I'm right, but it's not the first time 
people have thought I'm wrong. But to sit here and claim that it's not there, that spot zoning is arbitrary 
and capricious, that just isn't true. Look, I'm not surprised by the amount of disinformation by the pro-
VHR people that they've spewed throughout the community, they have a lot of money they're going to 
lose if this ordinance gets passed. The person who's going to lose the most is Mr. Kjer, who got up here 
and made all kinds of lies and misstatements because he's going to lose the most money, so he'll say 
whatever he has to say to protect that. I've had one proposal that I've tried to make, I tried to get on the 
agenda over a year ago, and it's the same proposal I'm making today. Mr. Kjer keeps saying there's no, 
and he has all of his renters keep saying there's no complaints made about homes in Douglas County, but 
there have been a lot, and I'm going to get to that next. Then the other guy who has the next most to lose 
is Mr. Gunter, another property manager. First of all, he says nobody's making it rich from VHRs, well, 
I think it was the lawyer up there, his client. But it was somebody that we received Public Comment from, 
they threatened us that if we ban VHRs, his client will lose $250,000 a year and he would sue us for it. 
When we had our lawsuit with the three people before, how many people? Five people before, our first 
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year we were on the Board, one of the complainants stated that he would lose $600,000 on just one of his 
three permits. $600,000. I think it was Mr. Chatworth got up and he said that he pays $50,000 a year in 
TOT tax. Well, if he's doing that, he's making over $200,000 a year off his permit, that's a lot of money.  
 
Okay, so yeah, there is a lot of disinformation that's going to be said and it doesn't bother me, I've been 
in politics for a long time, people lie about me all the time. It doesn't affect me; however, when they attack 
and disparage my fragile 89-year-old mother, they've gone too far. Why would somebody do that? Well, 
first of all, because she's my mother, so they go after her, and then it's because she owns a short-term 
rental on a beach in San Diego surrounded by hotel and tourists, and they're going to attack her. The 
vileness some people resort to for the precious dollar is really just sickening. I'm going to spend the next 
few minutes clarifying this disinformation that has been disseminated through the public. This agenda 
item is not the Tarkanian ordinance, as was put in our agenda. My ordinance, which I tried to introduce 
over a year ago includes three parts; the first part says, hey, if you're in a neighborhood closest to the 
tourist corridor, like Tahoe Village where there's all kinds of timeshares, hotels, and ski people, there 
should be more VHR people there because that's where the tourists are at, that's where the tourists can go 
and stay. Sounds like pretty common sense to me, and in fact, it must have been common sense enough 
because the VHR Advisory Board adopted that proposal and so did this Board of County Commissioners. 
I think it was a unanimous vote, we voted to adopt the proposal to increase VHRs to 30 percent in that 
area. That was the first part of my proposal, the second part of my proposal was to follow Ernie Strehlow’s 
analysis of the different communities that are further away from these tourist attractions, but still around 
some public facilities that may be used by tourists, and determine which neighborhoods based upon their 
makeup, how many VHRs you should have. That was my second proposal, part of my proposal.  
 
The third part of my proposal was to ban VHRs when you move far enough away from the tourist areas 
where there aren't many tourists out there. And you're right, I put in…I don't think Commissioner Hales 
and maybe some others had read my statement that I submitted, which is on page 1,350. But I stated, 
yeah, you can pick a spot place of where you start banning VHRs, you can say you can ban them all in 
Cave Rock and further out. I've had a lot of residents in Cave Rock contact me and say they think they 
should be banned too. You're going to lose a lot more VHRs that way, but you had to figure out a place 
that made common sense. Well, north of Cave Rock, there's few, if any, public beaches, few, if any docks, 
few, if any public golf courses, few, if any public restaurants, few, if any, people that go out there except 
the VHR people. So I thought that was a pretty darn good idea to do it there and so we did. That was my 
third part on my proposal, all three parts is my proposal. But what happened is in our last meeting at the 
Lake, I requested that the second and third parts of my proposal be put on the agenda within 30 days, as 
provided by our norms and procedures. After I made that request, Commissioner Hales, I said demanded, 
she says requested, tomato, tomato, doesn't matter. Commissioner Hales requested to separate the two 
parts and hear the second part first, which is Ernie's part. Her request was granted by the County Manager, 
and we heard that, and that part was pushed back to the VHR Advisory Board. I'm not saying this was 
done intentionally, I don't know, but by allowing the third part of my proposal to be heard separately, it 
allowed the pro-VHR people to falsely claim my proposal only helps a few wealthy people. It eliminates 
the advocacy of a majority of residents in Lake Tahoe who want VHRs banned or substantially reduced 
in residential neighborhoods.  
 
Now, this is exactly what my entire proposal does; it leaves the vast majority of VHRs where there is the 
most tourism, which to me is the most common-sense thing you can have. Secondly, there is no lost 
revenue to the County by this proposal, the first part of my proposal adds more VHRs in the high tourism 
area than the 13 VHRs eliminated north of Cave Rock. I talked about property rights already, but I'll say 
it again, the pro-VHR people, and you heard it today and you heard it from Commissioner Hales, claim 
they have a property right to a VHR. But the Douglas County Code specifically states it does not, I've 
already read it, I don't need to go through it again. The thing that you guys keep saying the most is that 
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my proposal is arbitrary and capricious, or spot zoning, it's far from that. It's a common sense, logical 
alternative based upon the specific legal requirements as set forth in Douglas County's VHR Code. It 
spells it out very completely, if you took the time to read it on page 1,350 of the agenda package, by 
allowing VHRs in the Tahoe Basin and banning them in the Carson Valley. The current code is arbitrary 
and capricious and results in spot zoning. Commissioner Hales is worried about a lawsuit, the lawsuit is 
our current application of the VHR Ordinance, not what my proposal is. Outside of the ski resorts and 
casino corridors, there is nothing that Tahoe Basin has to attract VHR users that the Carson Valley doesn't 
have. There is a lake in the Carson Valley, it may not be as nice as Lake Tahoe, but there is a lake out 
there. The County has opened itself up to a lawsuit, which I believe it will lose by the way it's currently 
implementing the VHR code. Recently, the VHR Advisory Board, the Planning Commission, and the 
Board of County Commissioners increased the number of VHRs in the Tahoe Village to 30 percent of 
the homes. This is spot zoning, herding one neighborhood at the expense of every other neighborhood, 
unless you agree with my common-sense logical proposal that VHRs should be concentrated in the area 
with the highest transient tourists. 
 
The pro-VHR board, including some of the speakers today have claimed, and I'm sure that one or two of 
these Commissions are going to claim, that the Planning Commission voted 7-0 against this proposal, so 
the Board should do so too. However, earlier this same year, these same people and both of these County 
Commissioners ignored the unanimous vote of the VHR Advisory Board on several of its 
recommendations to improve the VHR Ordinance. The unanimous recommendation was not enough to 
change a Board's mind then, it certainly shouldn't be enough to change its mind now. It should be noted 
that five Members of the Planning Commission felt the third part of my proposal unfairly affected VHR 
owners, and two Members of the Planning Commission felt it did not affect VHR owners enough. Politics 
is the art of compromise, when no one is entirely satisfied, it must be a good proposal. Now the pro-VHR 
people claim this part of my proposal only helps the rich, in fact, Commissioner Hales did this, and I said, 
I'm not going to attack, and I don't mean to. But nothing infuriates me more than when you want to do 
class warfare, and whether it's age, sex, race, or wealth, if it is a logical, common sense application of the 
current Douglas County Code, then shouldn't the wealthy people be protected when their rights are 
violated as well? What should matter is what is right and what is wrong, not what tax bracket somebody 
is in. The pro-VHR people claim my motivation for this ordinance is to help a family friend, oh, I got to 
get back to that one. My man Mr. Gunter over here said that I don't have any rich friends in Gardnerville, 
and if he would have read what I said and what was in the paper today, the gentleman that everybody 
keeps talking about is my friend in Glenbrook. His name is Larry Ruvo, I had never met the man or had 
any relationship with him until I moved to Douglas County. He was a friend of my mother's and father's, 
that's why my mother and father kept being alluded to in his e-mail, he was a booster of my dad's 
basketball program. But when I got elected County Commissioner here, for the first time, he contacted 
me and told me how bad VHRs were in his area, and I told him I agreed. I lived next to a VHR in Las 
Vegas and it was horrible, nobody should have to live through that experience.  
 
So I guess my question is, should a Commissioner not do what is right and what he believes in because a 
friend believes in it also? I have fought just as hard for dozens of residents I have never met who have 
asked for my help and whom I have agreed with. You could ask the Magarys, you could ask Mr. Johnson 
in his trash business, Izzy and Squiggy, I fight very hard for what I believe in, and I believe VHRs do not 
belong in residential neighborhoods. Now, Mr. Aynesworth and I have had a really good relationship, 
and the great thing about our relationship is we haven't agreed on a lot of things lately, but it's always 
been very civil. I was taken aback, Mr. Aynesworth, when you said that I was doing this because of a 
political and something, public support or something, person support or some support of mine. Look, I 
agree with that position, and I've never given any indication that I don't think VHRs should be banned in 
residential neighborhoods. We can't get that passed here on this Committee, I know that, so we work for 
an alternative. Commissioner Hales talked about backroom dealings with a bully, with a wealthy bully, I 
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assume she means Mr. Ruvo, which that in itself is defamatory, there's been no backroom dealings. Mr. 
Ruvo has stated that he's tired of people coming over on his docks and on his beaches, on his property 
and his home, trespassing, and the VHR people, and he wants it stopped. I witnessed that in Las Vegas, 
and I want it to stop. I've had people here in Douglas County, not in Douglas County, only Lake Tahoe 
because that's the only place they allow it, that have had the similar problems. It should be stopped.  
 
I will argue just as passionately in our next agenda item for reducing or eliminating VHRs in Lincoln 
Park, as I have over the past three years. I don't know anyone personally in Lincoln Park, but I'm going 
to fight just as hard for them as I'm fighting for this agenda because it's right. I have also tried to reach 
compromises. When we talk about compromise, Commissioner Hales may think this isn't a compromise, 
I disagree with her. I have fought for compromises in many of our hotly contested matters where I've 
given up stuff that I believed in, I was hoping other people would do the same. We could talk about the 
Chabad Synagogue, for example, the one in Lake Tahoe, we could talk about the Magarys. The best way 
to solve problems with a multifaceted board is to compromise and everybody give and take a little bit. 
My motivation and effort is no different if there is a friend involved, or if there isn't a friend involved. 
And I've heard so many speakers, and Commissioner Hales continually say Glenbrook, Glenbrook, 
Glenbrook, like that's the only thing that we're talking about. We're talking about all the areas north of 
Glenbrook, and those areas have had the same complaints that we've had in Glenbrook and other areas. 
When I was running for office, when I was campaigning for Commissioner, a resident in Logan Creek 
called me and complained about the problems he was encountering with the one VHR in Logan Park. He 
was a neighbor, I can't remember his name now, nor do I think he'd want me to give it out. I promised 
him when I campaigned for County Commissioner that if I won, I would do what I can to get that VHR 
moved from there and terminated, and I keep my promises. I didn't know him beforehand.  
 
We've heard a lot of people talk about this misinformation about that if they don't have a VHR permit, 
they can't rent their home and they can't make their mortgage payments. This proposal does not prevent 
homeowners from renting their homes and earning income to pay their expenses, they can rent their homes 
for 30 days or more. The people who rent for this long have a connection to the neighbors and the 
community and are much more respectful. This is the one that's the most laughable of all the arguments 
we've had on this, Mr. Kjer and his clients and all those people, there are not one documented violation 
in Lake Tahoe, no one's ever complained. That is not true, we've got nine emails that have come in, in the 
past week or ten days from people that have lived in Glenbrook. Eight of them said they sent in and 
documented violations, one of them I discussed with Mr. Strehlow, I guess it was two years ago. I have 
another person who sent them in and she posted all three of her violations that she sent in. Plus, we hear 
over and over again how people have made claims of violations and they never reported on the Code 
Enforcement, maybe you guys don't say that there are violations if you can't prove it. But there's all kinds 
of violations that are being done, to say otherwise is a complete lie and a travesty. In fact, the one person 
who filed three reports, or there's two different people, two of the people said, one said they went to the 
police and the Sheriff's Department had complained, and the other one said they went to Code 
Enforcement with the three violations. And there's a record of those. I'm not done yet. There's no proof 
that VHRs outside the Glenbrook Homeowners Association are only rented to family and friends, as Mr. 
Kjer keeps saying. The only people claiming it this way are the ones that are going to lose a lot of money 
if they're banned. The vast majority of homes in Glenbrook are in an HOA, which can allow rentals, VHR 
rentals to its members. These members can rent homes to their family and friends, the vast majority of 
them can rent. So all these people talking about how they can't go and rent a home and vacation in 
Glenbrook if we ban them from these six homes or seven homes in Glenbrook, they can if they’re friends 
or family of the people in the homeowners association, which are the vast majority of VHRs there.  
 
Ricky Ray, he's not here, I was hoping he was going to be here, he is the poster boy of this disinformation. 
I believe he's your client, right, Mr. Kjer? You don't have to answer, but I believe he is. He's the poster 
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boy of this disinformation, in fact, he's being sued for false and defamatory statements he's made in 
publications and videos he's disseminated to the public, he's in the middle of getting sued for this. Mr. 
Ray has continually claimed there are no violations in Glenbrook; however, his home sits on top of a cliff, 
it has no access to the lake. Neither he nor his renters have a legal right to use the private docks and 
beaches of Glenbrook, yet they continually do, they continually trespass and use the private beaches and 
docks, that's a VHR violation. And this is great, you couldn't even ask for better scenario, in one of Mr. 
Ray's videos, he films himself talking about his close relationship in Glenbrook, he films himself 
trespassing on one of his neighbor's property and trespassing on a private homeowners association beach. 
He documents it himself. If Mr. Ray feels justified to do that, just think what the other renters will do. 
Mr. Ray claims he needs the income from the VHR to pay the taxes for his home. According to Zelle, 
Mr. Ray can rent his home on a month to month basis without a VHR permit and earn $36,270 per month, 
that's more than $435,000 annually. How much money is his tax payment? Mr. Ray's videos portray him 
as a longtime resident of Glenbrook who spends most of his time at the lake, and who deeply cares and 
loves this community. The videos are actually very well done; however, Mr. Ray is not a Douglas County 
resident, he lives in Ventura, California. His business is in Ventura, California, his company has never 
hired a Douglas County employee, he's never been a registered voter in Douglas County. Now, Mr. Ray 
has spent the past several weeks attacking me, my friends, my mother, and anyone else who he doesn't 
agree with. This is the type of person the opponents of my proposal want to protect? Although some 
Commissioners and the general public may want a different result, I for one would, I’d like to see all 
VHRs banned in residential neighborhoods unless they’re next to the ski and casino resorts. There are 
only two possibilities today; either we're going to leave the current flawed and legally susceptible VHR 
Ordinance in place, or we're going to pass a third part of my proposal today, and hopefully the second 
part when it appears with the Board later. This may not be your preferable solution, but it's much better 
than what we have now. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Commissioner Nowosad. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just want to bring up a few points that came out, and I think I've got 
something to say about it. Let's see, what's the zoning up there, anybody know? Single Family Residential. 
Now, they mentioned spot zoning, by sheer virtue of the fact that we authorize a commercial property or 
a commercial enterprise to be on private property, that's wrong. We should take a lesson from Measure T 
in California, when everybody was crying about us losing money, TOT, etcetera, Measure T banned all 
VHRs, all of them, and they expected the downfall of that area. Well, hogwash. Exactly the opposite 
happened, hotel reservations went up, TOT went up within the next four years. Alright, it’s the zoning 
Single Family Residential. Early on in my term, there was an issue going on in a court and the judge 
agreed that a VHR is a commercial enterprise, now, if a judge says that, hmm. Another point, if you want 
to invest in property here, it's not the County's job to make sure you make a sane investment, that's your 
problem. If you can't make that work for you, I have no sympathy for you. Okay, spot zoning. That's all 
I have to say. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. Commissioner Hales, you had your light on. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Thank you. The fundamental problem with Commissioner Tarkanian's approach is, the County does not 
have an interest in moving tourists out of certain areas, that drawing that line is arbitrary and capricious 
because there's no factual basis to treat Glenbrook differently than Skyland Park. To remove VHRs from 
Glenbrook and not any other neighborhood there because the County has never said it cares how far away 
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a home is in order to be a VHR. And I agree with Commissioner Tarkanian that there's no property right 
to a VHR, so the County can make appropriate restrictions on VHRs, the key is appropriate. There has to 
be some kind of reason, the County has to have some kind of interest for that restriction to be appropriate. 
If there's no good reason then it's not appropriate, and here I see no good reason. Commissioner Tarkanian 
referred to complaints, but I don't believe there's been any formal complaints filed with the County from 
VHRs in Glenbrook. Is that right, Mr. Strehlow? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
That's correct. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
So that’s… 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Mr. Strehlow, you got the same email with the three copies. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I'm sorry, but this is my time to talk. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Okay, I’m sorry. I'll speak after you get done then. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
So there may be some letters that refer to matters in the distant past or refer to anecdotes, and they may 
have come out recently, but unless they are looked at, they're not really good evidence in our record. On 
the other hand, we have a lot of evidence that there's been many, many VHRs without any problem; Mr. 
Kjer has given us that information, and Mr. Strehlow. So unless there's an appropriate County interest in 
banning VHRs in Glenbrook, then we are out of line to do so and we are at legal risk. I think I'm done, 
but let me just look before I yield. Commissioner Tarkanian, have you received any financial 
contributions from Mr. Ruvo's relatives? 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
No. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Do you know? 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Not that I know of.  
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Do you know who Michael Falcone is?  
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
No. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I find that hard to believe. 
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Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
I got a contribution from him, but I don't know what it was, it wasn't for the County Commission. So what 
relative is he of Mr. Ruvo? 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I'm just going to leave it where I left it. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Okay, Mr. Strehlow, you stated that you didn't get these. Well first of all, Commissioner Hales is on this, 
so you received this, Commissioner Hales. And in here, David Sivone Sugalski (unconfirmed spelling) 
says that he sent the emails of complaints, and this is just from 2023, he sent three of them from 2022, 
that's this year. And he lists what they are and he shows a copy of it, the complaint. So. Mr. Strehlow, I 
guess I'm going to ask you, Mr. Strehlow. This says, dear Code Enforcement, the VHR property located 
at 1440 that allows three pets to defecate on their property and it goes on and on, here's an attached video. 
Well, this is to quote Code Enforcement, that's one complaint, and I don't need to go through it, he sent 
them all to the County Commission, there's three of them there. Mr. Strehlow and I, and I don't know 
which one of these individuals it was, discussed the dogs barking and that he called the Sheriff's 
Department, and Mr. Strehlow said, well, it was two years ago, and it may not have happened before. So 
again, you're aware of it, you may not say that you have a record of that one, but there should be a record 
of the other three. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
You're kind of all over the place. So you talked about Glenbrook, this is Cave Rock Cove we're talking 
about now. So Pittman Terrace, that's Maria and Dave, and the 1440 homeowner that's here in the 
audience, I did go there on Thursday because I found out about this last week. And I went out there and 
I talked to them, I spent an hour and a half with them. And it was about dogs defecating on each other's 
property, they have cross complaints with each other, and there's a myriad of other issues that they have 
on that street that's a private road, or not a private road, or egress or not egresses. And so we have 
complaints, we talked to them about calling the Sheriff's Department because it's criminal trespassing if 
what they say is true. But that's all we know about at this point, that's all I knew about and I found out 
about it last week. And we were talking about Cave Rock Cove, not Glenbrook, you're talking about 
Glenbrook. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
I'm talking about all the areas north of Cave Rock. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
You're talking about Glenbrook, that's what you asked. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. It looks like Commissioner Nowosad’s light is back on. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
With respect to complaints; there's a card in the County offices that says, got a complaint, call this number. 
Some people have not been able to make contact with anybody on that number, and they do call during 
business hours. So, Commissioner Hales alluded to no evidence. So you don't have any evidence if you 
call a cop to go out there and he didn't see anything, he calls it unfounded. So that's not a complaint, am 
I right? 
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Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
So when a Sheriff is dispatched out to a home that's a VHR, they are required to do a police report, 
unfounded or not, and we do get a copy of that. So if it's unfounded by the Sheriff then it would be 
recorded as unfounded by us, that is correct. If it conversely is given to us and that there, in the Deputy's 
opinion and with their body cam, that there was a notice of a potential violation, we investigate it and go 
farther, go to the next step. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
How many Code Enforcement Officers do we have now? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
I have four Code Enforcement Officers, one that sits at Dorla Court, as of two weeks ago. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
So you actually have three enforcements? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
I have four Code Enforcement Officers. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
One dedicated to Cove… 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
I have one up in Tahoe, and I have one that does investigations on illegal, or potentially illegal VHRs 
here. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
Okay. So how many Code Enforcements do we have that are beating the beat, walking the beat, or so to 
speak, walking the beat? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Walking the beat?  
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
No, I mean, they're devoted to doing just that, not coming up to… 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
I have two Code Enforcement Officers dedicated to Tahoe to VHRs, and I have two Sheriffs that are 
dedicated to Tahoe to the VHR program. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
And of course, those Sheriffs, if they have something that happens before the complaint comes from VHR 
comes in, he goes to that complaint.  
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
I'm sorry? 
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Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
He's dispatched by dispatch, the cop is. So if he's got a choice between going and doing a VHR thing or 
doing something else that he's been dispatched to do, he's going to go do the dispatch. He's not going to 
do the VHR. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I guess if I want to try to fill this in, he has to make the determination of which dispatch issue is more 
important, I suppose. I don't know that that's the right word, but which takes precedence, I guess, VHR 
violation, potential violation, reported one, or a criminal activity taking place in the Tahoe Township 
where he's assigned? How does he make those determinations; is that correct? 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
Correct.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
So they have priority codes one, two, and three. So if there is a priority one call versus a priority three 
call for a VHR, they'll probably go to the priority one call first. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
Okay, so you got three Code Enforcement Officers. How many VHRs do we have, 587? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
There's 587 VHRs. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
To spread across three Code Enforcement Officers. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
I have four code, I have two Code Enforcement Officers and I have two Sheriffs. So I have four for VHR. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
I would suggest that the Sheriff's Office is probably a little more busy than the VHR code folks. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
It’s just the fact of the priorities, that's what I'm questioning now. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Right. Commissioner Hales, you had...? 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Just for the record, I want to ask Doug Richie if courts have found that VHRs are a commercial enterprise 
inappropriate in Single Family Residence areas? 
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Doug Ritchie, Chief Civil Deputy District Attorney, speaks: 
Chairman, if I may? Yes, courts have found that commercial activities can occur in residentially zoned 
neighborhoods, if I'm understanding your question. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
So VHRs are allowable in single family zoned residences? 
 
Mr. Ritchie speaks: 
Yes. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
They are not banned as commercial. 
 
Mr. Ritchie speaks: 
That's correct, the zoning... 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
They can be banned for other reasons. 
 
Mr. Ritchie speaks: 
That's correct. The Board of County Commissioners has the ability to enact land use regulations, which 
provides the parameters for what kind of commercial activity is allowed in a residential neighborhood. 
For example, even a long-term lease rental of a home is still commercial activity, it's long-term, nobody 
ever thinks of it really as a commercial activity. But when you're a landlord, you're renting your house 
long-term, it's still a commercial activity. Other examples are like if you're a hairdresser in your home, 
that's allowed. And this, again, I'm sorry if I'm getting more detailed, but commercial activity happens all 
the time in residential areas. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
But does other commercial activities have as much impact as a VHR? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
It looks like our Community Development Director has something to share with us. 
 
Tom Dallaire, Community Development Director, speaks: 
Thank you, Chairman Gardner. I'd like to take an opportunity to answer Commissioner Hales’ question. 
And in NAC 477.283, we've been doing a lot of research with this ordinance over a long time, the last 
couple of months, and this is a modification to the actual International Fire Code. It's section 1. of that 
chapter that I read, item (v), it’s in section 915.1.1, “occupancies and” is deleted and replaced with 
“occupancies, including, without limitation, Residential Group R-3 occupancies used for transit 
occupancy of less than 30 days, and.” So the NAC has changed the section of the International Fire Code 
to read that the occupancies of Residential Group R-3 basically can be used for transit occupancies less 
than 30 days. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
For those of us who don’t know, what is NAC? 
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Mr. Dallaire speaks: 
It’s adding that specifically to the fire code, and it's the Nevada Administrative Code, and it is adopted 
by the State Fire Marshal. The legislature puts it together, right, if that's accurate, AJ? And changes those 
laws based on what the State Fire Marshal has to say. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I'm ready with a motion. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I haven't spoken yet. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I thought you might say that. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. So I too, have taken a lot of thought and process in this, and decided that it was time that I write 
things down so that I didn't forget them and would try to keep a track of mind. First of all, I'd like to say 
that I respect the process of Public Comment, and we are told as Commissioners, new Commissioners, 
that we should wait until we've heard all Public Comment in order to express our views on particular 
issues. And I have done that, painfully so, but I've done that for the last several years. And so I would ask 
my fellow Commissioners as we go forward, to please attempt to do so as well because it's been identified 
in the public domain that two Commissioners are for this, two Commissioners are against it, and 
Chairman Gardner is undecided. And so, all that Public Comment and angst has come at me over the last 
six weeks. I can tell you that the issue has consumed a tremendous amount of my thoughts over the last 
several weeks as I anticipated this item coming before us, and I've lost a lot of sleep over it, my doctor 
increased my blood pressure medicine yesterday. So, those are true facts, okay. The Record Courier just 
this last week, or on Wednesday said that Chairman Gardner has flipped on this issue, I can attest to the 
fact that I have at least a dozen times in the last two weeks, three weeks. I've gone back and forth, what 
is right, what is wrong. I try to, in my deliberations, I try to employ a lot of common sense. I still haven't 
graduated from the school of hard knocks, and I don't have an education beyond high school and maybe 
a few credits in junior college, but nothing to really write home about. So I guess it's easily determined 
that based on their previous comments, both today and the past, where most Commissioners feel in 
passage or failure of this proposed amendment to our VHR code. How did we get here? Let's talk about 
that just for a minute, how did we get here? Commissioner Tarkanian did request this item on a Board 
agenda, as I remember, back in around June or July of 2022, and I was Chair at that time. And he 
suggested that the density of vacation home rentals above Cave Rock State Park be reduced and perhaps 
prohibited, and has consistently accused me, consistently accused me over the last couple of years of 
using my discretion as the Chair, of suppressing his ability to bring this item forward. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Actually, just one year. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
True? 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Just one year.  
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Oh, it's only one  year? It feels like two. As I knew that the Vacation Home Advisory Board was working 
through changes to the code, I asked them to be patient and let the VHR Advisory Board pursue the 
density issue and let it go through the process, that was a request of mine. And I thought that the program 
manager was working on that as well, and I think he was. So when we conducted our meeting in Lake 
Tahoe in October of ’22, I expected it to be brought forward at that time. Now at that time, if you recall, 
Commissioner Nowosad had proposed that we eliminate vacation home entirely, and that failed. And so 
then we went on to the second item on that agenda and listened to the VHR Advisory Board's 
recommendations, and I think Mr. Strehlow has recommendations. And so I expected during that 
deliberation that perhaps maybe Commissioner Tarkanian would express this idea and ask for it to be 
brought forward; but however, that didn't happen at that time. So when we met again in April of ’23, this 
last April, as a VHR Board, once again, I was expecting that process to once again come forward, and it 
did not. So I was expecting a requested change that would take place prior to our approval of the changes 
to this code in June. It did not, and I asked the VHR Board to once again review staff's recommendations, 
which are right here, your recommendations in regards to density, so this is not a new issue. Unfortunately 
again, that did not take place, that is why it is now before the Board. And we had a meeting this last 
October again at the Lake, and I suggested we, and one of the purposes was to address the neighborhood 
study that Mr. Strehlow put together.  
 
So I can tell you this, I can certainly appreciate and understand Commissioner Tarkanian's frustration at 
the amount of time that it has taken for this to come before this Board. I was expecting it before now, and 
so that kind of brings it to…anyways, I'm glad it's before us finally. Some will argue that the ability to 
rent one's residential property on a short-term basis is a right, others will argue quite to the contrary. Our 
code clearly states it is not a right in our opening introduction of the code. What's interesting is that it has 
never been questioned, that the rental of residential property, and this is where Mr. Ritchie may have 
stolen a copy of my notes. What's interesting is that it has never been questioned that the rental of 
residential property on a long-term basis could also be deemed a commercial use as it is done for monetary 
profit. We have owners of long-term rental properties in the audience today, and certainly, they're not 
doing it on a benevolent basis. And nobody has ever questioned also, other home-based businesses, such 
as home-based tax services, home based attorney’s offices, Amway, home beauty salons, daycare centers, 
to just name a few examples. And recently, we had a thing before the Planning Commission to expand a 
daycare center in a residential neighborhood, and they passed that. I would also suggest that those who 
participate in long-term rentals are being hypocritical. So, I believe that both long-term rentals and short-
term rentals both bring a commodity and an amenity to our community that is beneficial to our residents 
and the tourism industry that cannot be achieved by any other means, including hotels, which are also 
recognized in our code in the same section. If that were the case, you would expect our five hotels in the 
Tahoe Township would see vacation home rentals as a threat to their businesses, and yet, just the opposite 
is the case. Just the opposite is the case. They support long-term rentals and short-term rentals, and they 
support the continuance of the program. Families who wish to live in our community, but are not in a 
financial position to purchase, are afforded the long-term rental process, that's good. And families who 
wish to enjoy the tourism activities without staying in multiple rooms out of a hotel are afforded that 
opportunity as well through this program and by this ordinance.  
 
And it's important to point out, as such, not only what Mr. Dallaire said, but as such, Nevada Revised 
Statutes itself in Chapters 116, 340, and 268 allow for transient occupancy commercial use of units within 
planned communities, aka vacation home rentals. Nevada Revised Statutes recognizes that, so how do we 
balance both? The Nevada Legislature did entertain the thought process of taking the regulatory aspect 
of vacation home rentals out of our hands in 2021. I don't know if everybody understands that, but they 
did entertain the process, and mandating them with bills, both in the State Senate and Assembly. At that 
time, we lobbied hard with the assistance of then County Manager, Patrick Cates during that session to 
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allow us, Douglas County, to self-determine how best to manage the program, and both bills were 
subsequently not heard by those bodies. I am convinced that should a total ban be implemented within 
our County, the State Legislature will resurrect those bills in some form in the 2025 session. Perhaps also 
removing our ability to finance the enforcement of our program through the permitting process, rather 
than the use of General Funds. This process I prefer, I don't want to take General Funds to administrate 
that program, we are doing so now through the permitting fees. The current cost of regulating the program 
is nearly $1 million, which I believe would like to see made available to other services within the County, 
rather than regulation.  
 
I've said it before and I'll say it again, nobody is ever going to be totally satisfied with our ordinance, 
including myself. I believe we must work to strike a balance to ensure the peaceful quality of life of our 
residents and our visitors, and that has been my goal from day one of working on this ordinance. I want 
an ordinance where nobody knows it even exists, you don't know whether or not there's a vacation home 
rental next door to you because there's no disturbances, it's just like any other. Now comes the question 
of whether we, as a Board of Commissioners, have the jurisdiction to determine where vacation home 
rentals are best suited within our county. And we have, to this point in time, determined that the program 
is best suited within the Tahoe Township, once again, I emphasize the term, to this point in time. We are 
using this ordinance to determine that it's best used in the Tahoe Township; however, I took the 
opportunity yesterday on my trip to Tahoe for lunch with the Sheriff's Deputies to clock the amount of 
miles between the Valley floor and the Tahoe courthouse. And took the opportunity to clock the time and 
miles from that facility and the areas north of Cave Rock, and guess what? They're identical almost, they 
are almost identical. So while we say, and we're using this code to say that we can't have vacation home 
rentals on the Valley floor, it's the same amount of distance from the Tahoe Summit and the casinos to 
the Valley floor, as it is north of Cave Rock, same distance. Okay, maybe a half a mile. 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
But they're pretty miles. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
They're pretty miles. Okay, so do we have that jurisdiction? Do we have that jurisdiction? Code says we 
do. Is it legal? I don't know. That is not to say that at a future date that it would be determined also by this 
Board that they should be allowed in the East Fork Township, we have chosen not to do so. The task 
force, as I recall, indicated there should be. And as I read the current petition being circulated, if passed, 
believe it or not, it would actually allow more vacation home rentals on the Valley floor than the Tahoe 
Township, which doesn't make any sense to me whatsoever. Whether or not the use of personal residential 
properties can be used for transient lodging is provided for, as I said earlier in Nevada Revised Statutes. 
And that aspect is not before us today by Commissioner Tarkanian's proposal, but rather where is it 
appropriate for them to exist? And our code says that we, as a Board of Commissioners, reserve the 
authorization, reserve the right to determine where they exist within our county. I have gotten a 
tremendous amount of emails encouraging my vote on both sides of the issue, it hasn't been singular. I 
personally believe that a restriction of no non-HOA affiliated vacation home rentals within a year above 
Cave Rock State Park is more than likely arbitrary and capricious. Yet I'm not an attorney, I can't make 
that decision. And the only person that can make a decision on that is a judge, perhaps both of these ideas 
need to be tested, so I can tell you, no matter how I vote today, and I haven't heard the motion yet, but no 
matter how I vote today, I can tell you that at least two Commissioners are not going to be happy with 
me, and many members of the public are not going to be happy with me. There's a lot of emotion wrapped 
up in this, and there's been a lot of accusations that are thrown about by a number of members of this 
Board, and I just choose not to address those accusations. I can certainly understand, after going through 
all of this, why the Vacation Home Advisory Board, and she had to leave earlier, but Chairman Mickie 
Hempler, I can certainly understand why they didn't want to tackle this issue because it's a real 

77



 
DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
MEETING OF DECMEBER 21, 2023 
 

 
December 21, 2023 

 

conundrum. But I do appreciate the work that they’ve done and I don’t want to diminish that process. I 
appreciate the work the Planning Commission has done in attempting to keep us from a lawsuit, I just 
don’t see that happening. And our current code is actually a process of spot zoning, as Commissioner 
Tarkanian has pointed out, because we say that neighborhoods will be limited to 15 percent, that’s spot 
zoning. Neighborhoods will be limited to 40 percent in Tahoe Summit, that’s spot zoning. So do we have 
the right to say a neighborhood should have a zero density? That's something that needs to be determined 
in my mind.  
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Thank you. At the risk of repeating myself, the distinction between Carson Valley and the Lake is not 
about distance, it's about a lot of other factors that don't exist between the tourist high density area and 
Glenbrook. Therefore, I would move that this Board find that the required findings cannot be met, and 
that we do not adopt Ordinance 2023-1627 as presented based on the evidence in the record and Public 
Comment. 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
I'll second. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
We have a motion by Commissioner Hales, seconded by Vice Chairman Rice that the findings have not 
been met, and recommending denial of the motion to restrict vacation home rentals above Cave Rock 
State Park. Any further discussion? All those in favor of that motion signify by saying aye. Against signify 
by saying no.  
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
No. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
No. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I also vote no. 
 
MOTION TO: Not adopt Ordinance 2023-1627, an ordinance amending Chapter 20.622 of the Douglas 
County Code, by prohibiting or limiting Vacation Home Rentals in residential communities north of Cave 
Rock State Park as presented based upon the evidence in the record and Public Comment and find that 
the findings cannot be met; denied. 

RESULT: DENIED 
MOVER: Sharla Hales, Commissioner 
SECONDER: Wesley Rice, Vice Chair 
AYES: Sharla Hales, Wesley Rice 
NAYES: Mark Gardner, Walt Nowosad, Danny Tarkanian 

  

 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
I'm going to make a motion. Am I on the right one? Okay, I’m going to make a motion that the Board 
move to adopt Ordinance 2023-1627 as presented based upon the information presented, the Staff Report, 
and Public Comment. 
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Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
Second. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Motion by Commissioner Tarkanian, seconded by Commissioner Nowosad to, I'm sorry, I missed that, 
to approve the, I need… 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
I was just reading the language from the recommended motion that says I move to adopt Ordinance 2023-
1627 as presented based upon the information presented, the Staff Report, and Public Comment. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. And that was seconded by Commissioner Nowosad. All those… 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I would like to offer an amendment, but first a question; can I offer an amendment and then not vote on 
the main motion? Okay, I would offer an amendment to make the effective date of the ordinance July 1, 
2025. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Do I have a second? 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Second. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Motion by Commissioner Hales to amend the motion to make the effective date July 1st of 2025, 
which is a year and a half from now, basically. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I believe right now it's January 1, 2024, I mean, 2025. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
The proposal is 20, yes, I believe January 1st of… 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
So this would be six months later.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yeah. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Get discussion? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yes.  
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Okay. Well obviously, that's a nice tactic by Commissioner Hales because she knows three of the 
Members that look like they're going to vote for this motion all are either up for re-election or are retiring. 

79



 
DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
MEETING OF DECMEBER 21, 2023 
 

 
December 21, 2023 

 

So the only two that are against it will still be around to vote to implement that motion. I'm obviously 
against it. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
As I indicated in my Public Comments, there are some answers here that I want, and I want them in a 
fairly quick manner. And I don't think that was facilitated, so I will vote no on the amendment. So all 
those in favor of the amendment signify by saying aye, her amendment to change the date to July 1, 2025. 
All those in favor of the amendment signify by saying aye.  
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Aye.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. And those against?  
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
No. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
No.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Well, I stated why I am going to vote no, so it's a no on the amendment.  
 
MOTION TO: amend the original motion to make the effective date July 1st of 2025 for Ordinance 2023-
1627; denied. 

RESULT: DENIED 
MOVER: Sharla Hales, Commissioner 
SECONDER: Wesley Rice, Vice Chair 
AYES: Sharla Hales, Wesley Rice 
NAYES: Mark Gardner, Walt Nowosad, Danny Tarkanian 

  

 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay, so we have a motion on the floor that the adoption of Ordinance 2023-1627, an ordinance amending 
Chapter 20.622 of Douglas County Code by prohibiting vacation home rentals in the residential 
communities north of Cave Rock State Park. So all those in favor of that, signify by saying aye. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Aye. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
Aye. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Those against? 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
No.  
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I'm sorry, I didn't. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Hard no.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Hard no. Okay, so the motion passes. 3-0, 3-2, I'm sorry, 3-2. So thank you for sticking around for this. 
So, once again, I know this has been a tough issue, but I hope we all have mutual respect for one another 
in our feelings in that regard.  
 
MOTION TO: Adopt Ordinance 2023-1627, an ordinance amending Chapter 20.622 of the Douglas 
County Code, by prohibiting or limiting vacation home rentals in residential communities north of Cave 
Rock State Park, as presented based upon the information presented, the Staff Report, and Public 
Comment; carried. 

RESULT: ADOPTED 
MOVER: Danny Tarkanian, Commissioner 
SECONDER: Walt Nowosad, Commissioner 
AYES: Mark Gardner, Walt Nowosad, Danny Tarkanian 
NAYES: Wesley Rice, Sharla Hales 

  

 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
So with that, we need to take a break. And it's 4:38 PM right now, so why don't we return at 4:45 PM. 
Seven minutes good? Thank you. 
 
A break was held. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I’ll call the meeting back in session so we can dispense with the rest of our agenda today. So, if members 
of the public wish to still converse please go outside, otherwise, we'll resume our seats. Also, for the rest 
of the Commissioners to understand, we'll go to Item Number 8. Item Number 9, for presentation only 
item, Ms. Swickard is not available this evening, so therefore we will not be entertaining that presentation 
this evening, it'll be postponed to another meeting.  
 
8. For possible action. Discussion regarding possible changes to Vacation Home Rental (VHR) 

regulations applicable to the Lincoln Park residential community including, but not limited 
to, changes to VHR permit density, permit requirements, permit restrictions, permit 
distribution, and the possible means to implement those changes. (Ernie Strehlow) 

 
Chairman Gardner read the agenda item into the record. 
 
Ernie Strehlow, Vacation Home Rental Program Manager, speaks: 
I am excited to be here again. I wanted to walk through a different neighborhood, there was an ask to look 
at Lincoln Park and have the VHR Board take a look at if there's a way to reduce clustering, density, 
whatever, however term we want to use. There's five VHRs that are pretty much right next to each other 
on the south end of Lincoln Park, and then there's two additional VHRs that are on the north end, but 
they're fairly spaced apart. So I'm not sure if there was a whole lot with that, but there was a good 
discussion. We had a good discussion on the 29th at the Kahle Community Center with the Vacation Home 
Rental Advisory Board. There was four members there, there was only three members from the public 
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that showed up, and none of them were from Lincoln Park. So the text that I'm going to be referring to in 
the packet is on 1,379 to 1,380, and then the presentation that you're looking at here, 1,381 to 1,396. This 
is my little quotable page, but this is a synopsis of what the advisory board was asked to do. They were 
asked to specifically go back to refining the restrictions of vacation home rentals in the Lincoln Park area, 
of which they, I think, really did a good job of addressing and went through flip charts and stuff, and I'll 
show you some of that.  
 
Before we had the meeting, the Chairperson of the Vacation Home Advisory Board had come prepared 
with some considerations to start the process when we got there. So that's what's on this page here, talking 
about the accesses, so this may be applicable for other neighborhoods too. So this was intended to be 
somewhat of a template that you can address with other areas in the Tahoe Township should you want to 
take a look at other areas. So you can see here the accesses in and out; as you know, the farther away you 
get from Stateline, the worse the turn lanes get, depending on that part of the road. And I think it's 
Presbyterian curve is one of the ten most dangerous curves in the country, is what the fire department told 
me, so, there's some areas over there that they're “quite hairy,” to make turns and get out of. This specific 
neighborhood had, as we've talked about in the past, narrow lanes. As you get into them, I think I joked 
last year that if I drove my truck down there during the winter I would take mirrors off my truck. They're 
very thin lanes to drive in, there is not really street parking in these particular areas to speak of, emergency 
vehicles have a challenge getting in and out, and so forth. So, you can kind of read kind of the detail that's 
in here. Here's an example of some of the roads, and this was provided by Ms. Hempler, she got some 
pictures in her time up there of pictures in the area. So you can see on the left picture what the snow looks 
like, well, last winter it was bad everywhere. But there's an example of, you can see some, this is actually 
a walking area or a road, and then you can see on the right cars have just come off flying off the freeway 
into obstacles in that area. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
So Mr. Strehlow, back to that other. So that's not actually a road there on the left. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
No. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay.  
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Maybe, it might be. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I thought maybe it was a before and after type of picture. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Well, it might be, actually it might be a road, it might be a tree that fell down on a road. Yeah, I don't 
know, it's hard to tell with all the snow. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yeah.  
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
It might be the same road, I don't know. 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
It is the same road, you're saying. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
It could be.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yeah. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
If she was here I could ask her. But yeah, this is some of the accidents. This is, it looks like another angle 
of the accident, and here's trying to get across a road on Highway 50. If you want to go to a shop or 
something, you have to, the cars are going through there. And then this is the truck, I think this is the 
truck here, this is what it looked like after it got nailed. This is the area itself, so Lincoln Park is this area 
here on the west side of Highway 50, and to understand this area, there is five VHRs right clustered in 
the bottom here on the south end. There's a road adjacent to Highway 50 in that neighborhood, and that's 
the Old Lincoln Highway. And we've talked in the previous presentation a little bit about Pittman Road, 
that actually was a continuation of a road that went around Cave Rock at one time back in the 1920s. And 
so, all these roads were kind of like little, I guess, Model-A Ford type highways at one time where property 
was built, they were able to back out of their driveway onto a road that wasn't very busy. And as time 
went on, Highway 50 was built, and what they did with Highway 50 in this area is they built it up, they 
elevated the freeway itself or the highway itself. And so you have a big barrier now that takes part of the 
road with the stone and everything that goes up there. So the road is really thin and it's hard to get in and 
out of these particular neighborhoods. And then these are the specifics, there's two multi-permit holders 
in this neighborhood, I think somebody was talking to me about that. And I have, Mr. Aynesworth actually 
sent me an email on maybe some of these multi-permit holders will give up their permits. We've tried to 
reach out to both of these multi-permit ones, this one here, we did get a hold of, I think it's this one, or it's 
one of these, one of the two multi-permit holders. They were going to keep one of the properties and not 
give it up, and the other one we couldn't get a hold of despite numerous tries. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Real quick. Aren’t the multi, is that what you're saying there, the multi-permit holders, they have to give 
one up by that date? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
On October. Yeah, next October. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
That says May 31st.  
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
They're allowed to renew their permits through October 2024, according to the code. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
The settlement that was, also. 
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Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
The settlement, right. So this would be renewed, but what I was hoping is, is that they would tell me I 
want to keep my house on Tramway or whatever. So, one of them, this big lot here, we haven't been able 
to get ahold of this person, but we've been able to get a hold of another person that had this one here. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
So, Mr. Strehlow, I need to piggyback on top of what Commissioner Tarkanian pointed out here on 1264 
Lincoln Park Place, multi-permit holder permit expires May 31, 2024. I thought that those multiple permit 
holders had to expire by October 31, 2024, so in my mind, I was expecting this one. Okay, so they reapply 
for a permit on May 31, 2024; however, that could only exist for the additional months until October 31, 
2024 when it needs to go away. Is that not the way we wrote code? 
 
AJ Hames, Deputy District Attorney, speaks: 
I don't know, I would have to go back and look at it. I think the way that the code is written is they are 
allowed to renew, I think it uses the word renew, through October 2024. And we would have to then look 
at it more carefully to figure out whether the permit continues after that. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yeah, because I was under the understanding, I know Commissioner Tarkanian was involved in that, and 
I thought we said that those multi-permit holders would expire by December or October 31st of 2024. 
Expire, not… 
 
Mr. Hames speaks: 
Yeah, and that may be, but I think the bigger point that we're making now is that even if… 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
That’s not necessarily one they (inaudible comment). 
 
Mr. Hames speaks: 
Right, they might not give up their Lincoln Park permit.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Right. 
 
Mr. Hames speaks: 
They might give up their other permit.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Right, okay. 
 
Mr. Hames speaks: 
So we couldn't count on those expiring as a way of reducing the density in that neighborhood.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Right, okay. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
So yeah, so we'll look into that, but it reads like you can continue to renew through the end, through 
October. 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay, and then the 1273 Highway 50, that is not the same permit holder as the one at 1264, is that? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
That's correct, it's not the same one. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay, so they’re separate individuals. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Yes. Any other questions on the properties? I'll go into the meat of the discussion. So employing flip 
charts and going through the process of getting input from the team, I’m sorry, my writing is not the best, 
but I try to facilitate it by writing this stuff up. And actually, they came to some consensus as we went 
along, and they did it in the order, they have a priority order that they recommended for each of these and 
we rationalize this a little bit later on in the slide deck. But the first thing is that they thought you can pick 
one or more, but they did it in the order that they thought would be the best way to do it. And the first one 
that they chose was to reduce the occupancy to six and the reduce the vehicles to two, like a hard stop. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Can I ask you how many are more than six right now?  
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
I'm sorry?  
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Of those homes. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
So I have it on here. So, like this is, let's see here, this is a Tier 2, this is eight. This is ten, this is eight, 
this is six, so this wouldn't be affected. This is ten, this is ten, this is six, right? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
As I'm seeing it, we have one, two… 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Yeah, five. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Three properties that are at ten, and one that's eight, and the others are six. Yeah, okay. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
So yeah, no there’s six. So I don't know if there is like the, so we approve vehicles separately, so the 
vehicles are either one or two, they could be higher on the higher occupancy houses. I know we've been 
trying to reduce the amount of cars, but nevertheless, some or most of them would be affected by whatever 
we do with that. So this would just be a hard cap at six, and there's no plus two, it would just be at six. 
And then vehicles to two would be the first idea, and then the second recommendation was to reduce the 
density, was to sunset all the permits by January of 2025. And the rationale for January separate from 
elections and all that, was that when they book space to stay in Tahoe, they don't typically leave on 
December 31st, it's usually a holiday weekend for the January 1st. So the thinking of the board is, they 
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said why don't we just make it the 15th, that way people can book the holiday weekend, including New 
Year's weekend or that week of New Year's. Some people have that week off and then they wouldn't be 
able to rent after that, so that was the thinking on January. So I think the actual date was like January 15th, 
it was something like that, I can't remember specifically.  
 
And then to continue with that, after you sunset them, you would conduct a lottery like the middle of the 
year next year, so like six months prior to the expiration, and invite the neighborhood, anybody that wants 
a permit to do a lottery. And the lottery would be based on the desired density level, so depending on how 
quick, who gets picked first, who gets picked second, that's how you figured the space apart. And the 
spacing apart would be based on the clustering. So the idea based on the, if you choose to use the 
clustering method they decided, is that you would have a rental and then you would have no VHR, no 
VHR, and then a rental. So you would have, and I kind of made a meager attempt here with my little blue 
boxes here, so you would have a rental here in any direction, and a road doesn't count, so that's like a 
fence line. So you would have one, and then nothing, nothing, and then one, something like that. So if 
you have somebody behind you that wouldn't be allowed anymore. Yeah, it didn't show up for a while in 
here, I'm sorry, but I have it on my little flip chart that way, though. Maybe that's easier to read, no, that's 
even worse. You get the idea, though, I was trying to demonstrate how they were looking at it. So the 
reducing clustering, so they called it imposing a three-lot proximity requirement. So depending on the 
order of the lottery, the first person that goes first, nobody goes, if the next person that pops up in the 
lottery, or the bubble machine, or whatever tool we use, pops up and it's next to them, or it violates this 
rule, then they would be ineligible. And then we would impose new requirements during reallocation of 
permits, and we'll talk about that.  
 
There was a lot of talk about after reallocation of permits, about how long those permits are valid for. So 
you would renew them annually, but after three years, there would be a reallocation in the neighborhood 
again to give other people a chance to rent. And if that doesn't confuse you, I have it written out a little 
bit more. So, this is more detail of the first one here, so this is reducing all the occupancy. This is the 
number one, the preferred way that they wanted to start off, reduce the occupancy of all the VHRs to six 
occupants, reduce the permitted parking spaces we talked about. And this is effective at the time of the 
permit renewal, or the permit. And then the rationale is listed out here. So Lincoln Park is dangerous, so 
you can kind of read through this, kind of the thinking of the board. This is stuff that I documented that 
they talked about, so this is what they were thinking, getting in and out of the neighborhood and so forth. 
And then the rationale for six occupants is that it's large enough to accommodate a family if you have six, 
and small enough to significantly reduce the total number of visitors. So if you recall, the code allows for 
double the amount during the day of visitors to the occupancy at night, so if you have six, you're allowed 
12 visitors during the day. So right now, I think we saw eight and ten, in some cases that's 20, which 
increases the amount of cars. And that was kind of the thinking here, six, it could be four, it could be 
whatever you choose to, but they were thinking six is probably more in line with the character of the 
neighborhood. And then the rationale for two vehicles was Lincoln Park has two permitted parking spaces 
per house, a two-vehicle cap would reduce that number. So, that's the first idea, the second idea on 
reducing density. Did you have any questions on the first one? I'm sorry, is there any questions on that 
one? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: you indicated? 
No. I think you indicated we're not required to suggest just one of these ideas. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Or any. 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Or any, okay.  
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
It's up to you. So if you think of a question, let me know and I'll stop, and we can go back to it. The second 
idea in order was the total number of VHRs allowed within a residential community was to reduce the 
density. So the current density is 18 percent, set an appropriate density limit. And here's some examples; 
so, if you had 15 percent, that's six, ten percent for, I think you already have 15 percent, I think it's a little 
higher because we were counting parcels previously a couple of years ago, we changed it. So, this is kind 
of where we're probably at right now as far as the density, and then if you can… 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Can I ask you something? I thought I saw in there that you're over 18 right now. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Yeah. So we have seven rentals there right now, so we're at 17 percent in this neighborhood. And the 
reason, that's why I was trying to say is, about a year and a half ago, the math was calculated based on 
parcels, not parcels with dwellings. And so we changed the calculation to parcels with dwellings to come 
up with a more accurate representation of the density of the neighborhood. And so some neighborhoods 
that were awarded higher VHRs based on the count because we reduced it based on attrition, as they go 
down, we just don't reissue new permits for those neighborhoods that are over right now. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
As I look at your working document that you presented to us a couple of months ago, you did say 17.9 
percent, which is over the 15 percent. But also, I questioned at the time what this column was, utilization 
percentage of occupancy. I appreciate you bringing that forward, by the way. You and I had questions 
about that when you first presented it to me, and I had to get clarification on that, but it's at 57 percent. 
So not only are we over the 15 percent, but we're also very, very high in regards to utilization, almost the 
highest in the entire Tahoe Township. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
To clarify that, I think Commissioner Tarkanian and I talked a little bit about this a couple of days ago. 
HdL doesn't differentiate between days of the week, and so I think that actually the density is higher than 
that because it discounts 90 days per quarter. And people don't necessarily vacation on a Tuesday and a 
Wednesday in a lot of cases, unless they're up there for a week or two weeks. A lot of them come for the 
weekend, so the density probably is higher on a weekend, so just think about that. But you're right, it's 
50, it was one of the highest in the whole basin, yeah. So anyway, so this is… 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Well it is a very desirable area, let's admit that. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Yeah. So anyways, these are examples. So the other proposal was to impose a sunset date, okay, here's 
where the date is, impose a sunset date for all active permits to January 15, 2025. That was, like I said, 
an active discussion in the meeting, so I don't think there was any other nefarious thinking going on, but 
reallocate the permits through a lottery system. Tom and I have been talking about buying a bingo 
machine and doing it at a board meeting, I don't know, so if we did something like that, that would be one 
way to do it. Owners are chosen through a lottery system held prior to the sunset date, so we have 
continuity for those that do get to keep a permit or, get a new permit. Permits are issued pursuant to the 
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lottery until all permits have been allocated, if there's five or whatever the density is of people that apply 
for these things. Those who don't receive a permit are placed on a wait list, permits are renewable for 
three years until January 25th, I wonder if that's the 15th, yeah, 2028. After three years, permits are again 
reallocated, and this is what I talked about previously, this continual. So it's not, I think right now, like 
Beach Club, it's forever, I mean my grandkids wouldn't be able to get a permit there. So it allows a little 
bit more fairness, so you can see the rationale, it treats all permit holders the same, all have the same 
chance of being chosen. It effectively reduces density through means other than attrition, three-year limit 
distributes benefits of VHR permits evenly, so it's not just first come, first served. January 15th sunset 
date allows owners to benefit from the profitable New Year's Eve holiday, so there you go, that's what I 
was trying to get to. And then the lottery, if conducted in advance of the sunset date, allows owners to 
make informed decisions, that was the thinking there. Any questions on that? 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
I have a question. Most of the complaints I've gotten from that area have to do with too many, too close. 
If we do it by lottery, what's to preclude the cluster down here staying and having the two up there have 
to get rid of their permit, and you still have the cluster problem? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
But if you recall, we talked a little bit about it over here, is it on the next slide? There you go. So let's talk 
about the clustering slide. So this is the problem, the Lincoln Park's VHRs not evenly distributed across 
its 39 parcels, of the seven active VHRs, five are clustered at the far end of the development, which is 
what you're speaking of. The proposal is to impose the three-lot proximity limit, any new VHR must be 
three lots away from an existing VHR, two non-VHRs separate them, so that was my little boxes. 
Proximity requirement would be imposed during the reallocation of permits, so if on the map, if somebody 
in the middle of all that cluster got the permit, then none of the guys directly around him will be able to 
get a permit during that period. They would be on the waitlist for three years. 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
It is a real cluster. 
 
Laughter was heard. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
It is recommendation number three, so it's not the top one, but it's up to you. These are just ideas, just to 
get you thinking. And then the rationale is spacing improved safety because it eliminates congestion 
points, which is I think what the original thought was of Commissioner Hales, reducing clustering may 
effectively reduce density as well. The current VHRs are clustered when permits are reallocated, the first 
permit issued within the cluster may prevent others within the cluster from receiving a permit up to three 
years, as we talked about. It may be a cluster in your eyes. Spacing may also reduce additional impacts 
of VHRs on full time residents; if so, spacing requirements could be applied to other neighborhoods in 
the future. So the idea, whatever you select here, might be a model for other areas because we do have 
places on upper Kingsbury that are like that too, whole streets. Then the fourth one, which is a little bit 
more based on HdL, the data that's in your packet from a month or two ago, is to reduce the rentable 
nights and so that creates a math problem.  
 
So we would have to kind of get a cadence with HdL to make sure that they're sending us TOT data. We 
could do the math on the rentable nights on a consistent basis, that was a really good idea that was talked 
about. Basically, the rationale here was reducing the density effectively reduces the amount of rentable 
nights in an area, but the impact of density reduction is only felt by the VHRs that lose their permit. And 
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then instead of reducing density, reduce the amount of nights each VHR is authorized to rent. All VHR 
owners invest substantial time, effort, and money into their VHRs so all VHR owners should be treated 
the same, that was the rationale. But an example might be, if a density reduction from 15 percent to ten 
percent amounts to a 33 percent reduction in the total number of rentable nights, instead of reducing 
density, apply a 33 percent reduction of rentable nights across all VHRs, so make it an equal application 
of reduction, which is quite interesting. So if the average VHR in Lincoln Park, and that's based on that 
file that was in your packet a couple of months ago, is 150 days per year, then you would look at that and 
then reduce the maximum number of rental nights to 100 days per year per property. And so it becomes 
a tricky way to manage it because you're also assuming people are being honest in their reporting. And 
we talked about that because HdL does audit, but I don't know if they're that good at that kind of audit, 
so we kind of rely on the trust. And if you recall, South Lake Tahoe, I talked to Code Enforcement there 
on the 30-night maximum they have in the residential neighborhood that they have now. And they have 
a hard time managing that, the 30 days, so I don't know how, it might be a difficult thing. We would have 
to beta test it and try it, kind of try it before you implement it and see what kind of data we can come up 
with to manage that and what it looks like. Any questions on that? 
 
To review Mr. Strehlow’s full presentation please see the Agenda Packet material.  
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Yes, I have another question.  
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Cluster? 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
No, I'm going to stay away from the cluster. Was there a recommendation that was favorable by the 
board? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Number one.  
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Number one? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
These are in order. So you can do none, you can just say don't like any of them, don't want to do anything, 
it doesn't make sense. Or you could do number one was their most favorite one, or you can do one, two, 
and three, or however you want to do this, it's up to you. But I think that their intent was to do this one, 
reduce the occupancy because that's easy because you can just do a permit change. But again, the 
occupancy is tough to, I don't know if there's six in a house unless you go in the house. It's the same 
problems that we have today. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yeah, that's what I see as the weakness there is how do you regulate it?  
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Yeah.  
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
So, Commissioner Hales, you had a question?  
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Yes. I spoke with Chair Hempler a few days ago, she called me and she said she felt the sort of maybe 
consensus of their group would be to do one through three as a combined effort. And there wasn't as much 
consensus on number four, and it's not integrated into the others. Is that consistent with? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yeah, I think it is because that's the same call I got and that was my interpretation.  
 
Mr. Hames speaks: 
Yeah, I think the majority of the board favored one through three. There was one advisory board member 
in particular that pushed for number four, and so I think the other board members viewed that as a good 
alternative. So if this Board was uncomfortable with one through three, or any part of those, you might 
look to number four as another means of achieving your objectives. I don't know that they're compatible, 
I think if you do one through three you're not really doing number four. Number four assumes you're not 
reducing density, and so it's sort of presented in the alternative. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Yeah, I agree. There was four people at that board meeting and three were consistent on the first three 
coming together. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
By any chance, did this go before the Planning Commission? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
No, it’s not a code.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
It's an idea. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. So I guess I could say, wow, I'm pleased that Commissioner Hales brought this idea forward in 
what was it, October? In our meeting suggested we do something with this. I'm very pleased that the 
advisory board actually delved into this area and issue, and that's really encouraging to me. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
So you did read this before you voted on seven? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yes. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I'm also pleased. I'm pleased that they worked quickly, they did as we asked, they were efficient. Yes. 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Commissioner Tarkanian, anything you wish to add on this? 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Didn't you tell me to wait until Public Comments are over before I give my opinion? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yes, I know. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
So I was going to wait till that. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
If you had any questions. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Oh, no. What kind of cake are you going to have, Ernie? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
If we had known that, we could have baked one. Okay, if there's no further questions, or comments, or 
observations by the Board, we will go then to Public Comment on this. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Nancy Gilbert speaks: 
One of the things I didn't see addressed, and this goes to Mr. Strehlow, is what are these options, of these 
options, which ones are actually enforceable by his group? I'll tell you that reducing rentable nights is 
absolutely impossible to enforce because that means it puts a strain on his group to actually count the 
days to figure out if it's 100 days or 150 days. That's a lot of work, and then they have to do a lot of 
research and every day track it. And then there's the issue of many of these VHRs, as I've experienced, 
when I asked occupancy, if you make a complaint, they say, oh, it's just a family member and therefore 
you can't count it even though it's on the Airbnb or VRBO calendars. So number four is absolutely 
impossible to, in my mind, to actually enforce. In terms of, so that was the one where it was just really 
obvious that, I don't see, would you agree, Ernie, that that would be absolutely impossible to...? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
So, Ms. Gilbert, your questions need to be addressed to us.  
 
Ms. Gilbert speaks: 
Oh, I'm sorry.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
And then we will… 
 
Ms. Gilbert speaks: 
I apologize. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
…if appropriate, we will ask. 
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Ms. Gilbert speaks: 
You're correct. So I guess I would be interested as the public to have Ernie discuss what's actually viable. 
Because I remember also, I think the Enforcement Officers, and that was a question on the number of 
people in the unit is. I think the Enforcement Officers are not allowed to go in and actually inspect inside 
to determine how many people are there. But I just want to make those comments that enforcement, 
because the actual enforcement issue is the crux of the problem. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. Additional Public Comment? 
 
Chad Gerken speaks: 
Chairman Gardner and Commissioners, thank you for your time, effort, and understanding in addressing 
the multifaceted issues of VHRs in Lincoln Park. Thank you for those of you who have visited our little 
enclave at the Lake and walked our narrow roads. Thank you to the advisory board and Ms. Hempler, 
who have continued to diligently navigate, provide insight and guide the VHR program, thank you to Mr. 
Strehlow and staff for your continued efforts. The area of Lincoln Park, as defined by the VHR mapping 
boundary, is approximately eight acres, Lincoln Park is very small and very dense, and is one of the oldest 
platted subdivisions in the State of Nevada. The neighborhood has direct access off the highway, the 
access is sloping with approaches that are downhill in both directions, the average speed along the stretch 
of highway is approximately 60 miles an hour. Some refer to Lincoln Park as a death trap. A member of 
the advisory board states, Uber drivers fear the access in tight confines, and rightly so. We do not have a 
secondary access, turn lane or acceleration lane, our road widths range from approximately eight to twelve 
feet. And there are no turnarounds, emergency access is of utmost concern, and the fire danger is real. At 
any given time, up to 58 renters are permitted in the neighborhood, along with 26 vehicles, we residents 
are continually outnumbered by a ratio of four to one. My family has witnessed a slow decline and 
deterioration of Lincoln Park as a community with a proliferation of short-term rentals. As the number of 
rentals has increased, the number of families residing in the neighborhood has decreased. We are now the 
lone family left in Lincoln Park. I think my nine-year-old daughter has appropriately identified Lincoln 
Park as no longer existing as a neighborhood, but as a, in her words, rental-hood. It is clear that you 
understand the need for further regulation in Lincoln Park, I commend the efforts made by Mickie 
Hempler and the VHR Advisory Board. I agree that occupancy day and night should be limited to four to 
six, with no more than two cars. There should also be proximity requirements, though I would suggest 
there be a minimum of three or four properties between rentals, not the suggested two. In regards to 
overall density, Mr. Strehlow’s analysis has continually suggested five percent, I think this analysis is 
well supported and objective. I disagree that the notion of long-term rentals could produce negative 
outcomes, long-term rentals and long-term renters would be an absolute net positive to Lincoln Park and 
our greater community. We should have families, or we have had families in these homes before. I, along 
with my family, thank you for your efforts in listening, understanding, and acting to achieve the best 
possible outcome for our community. Thank you for working through the process to achieve positive 
outcomes. Thank you, Merry Christmas and happy holidays! 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Could you say your name again? I missed it when you first got up. 
 
Mr. Gerken speaks: 
Chad Gerken, second Gerken today. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Relationship? 
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Mr. Gerken speaks: 
Sister. Thank you. 
 
Maureen Casey speaks: 
Hello again Commissioners, Chairman Gardner. Speaking as an individual. I'm familiar with this 
neighborhood and very familiar with the VHR program. This neighborhood, the streets are no wider than 
an alley, and there are a couple accesses in this neighborhood that are narrower than an alley. I support 
the recommendations of the VHR Board and would like to add a couple of my own. There are a lot of hot 
tubs in this neighborhood, and I would like to add noise monitors on the hot tubs, I think that would 
increase the comfort and enjoyment of the neighborhood for the residents. And also, I would like to add 
a concern, if the density is lowered to six, would the plus two still be in effect? If it is, then that would 
increase it to eight in most instances. So that's a question I would like to be answered. And as the previous 
speaker said, Merry Christmas and let's all hope for a more peaceful New Year. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. 
 
Jason Gibson speaks: 
It's about keeping the peace, and I think a lot of this has a result of maladministration and it's a common 
theme. And we'll bring it up again because to spend $1 million trying to keep the peace when you've only 
got four agents, and two of those agents sit all day long just looking for ads and looking for probable 
cause for violation. The other two are located in the Valley here, so no wonder people are angry, because 
rather than hire two agents who live at the Lake, we send them from the Valley. And by the time they get 
up there, the incident is over, law enforcement ain't going to follow up on it. They don't have any 
witnesses, they don't have any evidence, nothing ever gets done. And it's another example of this bloated, 
oversized government that, rather than decentralize and talk to folks like us, like myself. In creating a 
courtesy call program or some kind of alternative that builds better rapport with the people renting the 
units, and those who are, you know, coming into an experience, a vacation of sort, you know, saying, 
hey, thanks for coming to Lake Tahoe, we appreciate you being here, just want to remind you of a few 
things about this vacation rental system that we got going. It has everything to do with your merits or 
your integrity, or lack of integrity. We'd like to keep the program, but yadda yadda yadda. I mean, there's 
really simple alternative cost efficient ways of achieving everybody's objective. But rather than do that, 
law enforcement knows that as long as the people are fighting and as long as there's problems, that they'll 
always have a big salary and a bloated criminal enterprise to count on. So in terms of these property rights 
and everything, and the fact that your government is impotent in providing any kind of real solutions, 
they make more money with the problems than they do the solutions. Just opt out, folks, create a PMA, 
private membership association, create a church, correct your status. It's governed by consent, if you don't 
consent to what they're doing, check out of it, turn on, tune out, get a hold of somebody like me at 775- 
309-1262. We'll give you the real information you need to equalize the kind of shady government that's 
being practiced every day. So that's what we got to say. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Additional Public Comment on Item Number 8? I almost lost track of where we were. Okay, sensing no 
additional Public Comment, we'll bring it back to the Board. There was a couple of questions that were 
raised by members of the public, let's get over the real quick one, the noise monitors. I believe you reserve 
the right to enforce noise monitors, or impose noise monitors, am I mistaken on that? 
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Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Yeah, and we've been starting to require that on the re-permitting process. So as these guys go through 
the permits, we're asking them to start adding noise monitors on the Tier 2s. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. So that's already in code.  
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Mhmm. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yeah. Okay, and then the other question is, which ones do you feel are enforceable? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Occupancy is always difficult to count inside a house. Usually most people, I’d like to think that they're 
adhering to the occupancy requirements, so if they have a permit for six or eight or whatever, that that's 
what they're renting for. And we check the ads constantly on that. The challenge that we have, we can't 
just walk in a house, we have to give 24 hours’ notice to inspect a property, so it's difficult. So that would 
be the big one. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
But it’s still a possible, you could still attempt to, just the fact that you only allow six and you monitor 
the advertising, that helps. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Yeah. Somebody brought up about Code Enforcement, that's what that one person is doing a lot of is, 
they're checking 585 ads constantly, as well as the ones we pull permits on for accurate advertising and 
stuff. But that doesn't weed them all out; folks are right, I mean, you can't prove occupancy unless you 
go in the house, right? But we do have a Code Officer that sits up in Tahoe now and works swing shift 
on Friday and Saturday, and he drives around, and if he sees an occupancy of say, six after 9:00 PM and 
there's five cars sitting outside, that's a red flag, right? And he's pretty aggressive, he's pretty good at 
catching stuff right now, he's been with us a couple of months now. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I would observe that item number two, should we look at adopting that, and item number three, those are 
automatically enforceable. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
You can do that. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Because those are the restrictions that when you're in the process of even doing the permits. So really, it's 
only number one that would be difficult. I know that when we addressed this issue back in October, and 
we talked about this double the occupancy available during the day. And I know I'm going to probably 
pay dearly for that because I supported that idea, yet I'm seeing more and more reasons for not doing that. 
But that's something that we did approve, so maybe we can look at that later on down the line. 
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Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
So I have a few points I wanted to make. First of all, I thought the comments made by the speaker, Chad 
Gerken, that's why I asked your name, I thought they were really good. I agree completely with you, I 
actually don't think there should be any VHRs in this neighborhood, it's very dangerous, they're too 
clustered together. Any additional cars that aren't necessary there? I mean, look at the neighborhood, not 
only doesn't follow the fire code system, the International Fire Code, and you mentioned, Mr. Hames, 
that these things are grandfathered in. Well, this one's like maybe one of the worst, if not the worst 
neighborhood that doesn't follow it, so why are we putting additional cars, and additional traffic, and 
additional people in that neighborhood? I think we shouldn't have any VHRs in this neighborhood. Now, 
I've made these comments before, and I've been voted down, I would make that motion today if I can get 
the votes. If I can't get the votes, and we're going to follow what the advisory board has done, I would 
agree with one through three. Except I would move that the clustering should be four lots instead of three, 
particularly if there's only going to be two VHRs up there. And there was a second one, oh, definitely the 
occupancy has to be six at all times and not 12. But first of all, you're never going to enforce it, you're not 
going to know if they have people over there unless they bring additional cars out there and so forth. But 
at least I'd make that a rule, thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
So I would point out that we don't have, these are only recommendations that we're going to suggest 
should we wish to suggest back to the VHR Advisory Board to go ahead and bring forward a code change 
to… 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
The advisory board is going to bring a code back, or County staff? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Well, so we're making a recommendation to staff, staff's going to give a report back to the advisory board, 
the advisory board will act on it, I take it, it'll go to the Planning Commission as a normal process and 
then come back to us; is that right? Or maybe I'm putting too many steps in there. 
 
Mr. Hames speaks: 
Mr. Chair, if I may? The plan was the advisory board has now rendered their advice. And so what we 
were going to ask of the Board today was to make a motion to direct staff to bring back an ordinance that 
would take into account whatever this Board wanted to see in that ordinance. And that would go to the 
Planning Commission at that point, then it would come back to this Board for a first and second reading. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Commissioner Hales. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
As the person who suggested this, I have a regret. And that is, it lacks a little integrity because it doesn't 
include all similarly situated neighborhoods, I don't know that there are very many. I wish that seven had 
not passed, and then we could have included those, Cave Rock Cove, and Shakespeare Point, and Logan 
Creek, and Uppaway in this because I believe they are similarly situated. It would be a better ordinance 
if we did that, and I don't know if that would require going back to the advisory board, but if it did, I 
would still suggest that that would be an improved approach. So I don't know if there are other 
neighborhoods, so I don't know the wisdom of that approach at this point, because those other 
neighborhoods, are all those neighborhoods I mentioned north of Cave Rock? 
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Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
I think the ones we talked about were banned in the previous ordinance, so yeah, they were Cave Rock, 
north. So I think we talked about, yeah it was the neighborhoods that were incorporated into item seven, 
except for Glenbrook. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
So maybe Lincoln Park is the only neighborhood that has this combination of really difficult streets, 
density, etcetera, etcetera. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
I think the way that I remember the advisory board discussed this is that this would be kind of the, for 
lack of a better term, guinea pig neighborhood. But there are other neighborhoods that may not fit, they're 
not Lincoln Park, but there's other neighborhoods that have clustering issues also throughout the areas. 
And you see some of the folks that come here at each meeting and talk about it, so some of those 
neighborhoods would probably fall into something like this too, I think. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
So maybe instead of spot zoning, this is phase zoning.  
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
That’s a good term. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Or sequential.  
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Right. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Because truly, Lincoln Park might be the most challenged of the remaining neighborhoods, and then they 
can pick up other ones, particularly west of 50 as time moves forward. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Mr. Strehlow, I'm aware, and I think you provided to the Board your analysis of all these different 
neighborhoods. In fact, it was so thorough that you went through the size of the roads, the parking and all 
these things, and you made a recommendation some of them had a certain range around it. That was a 
second part of my proposal that I wanted to have a vote on because I think that all these neighborhoods 
should be looked at individually that are away from the ski resorts and the casino corridor, and then 
determine that. I asked to have that on the agenda within 30 days, but that hasn't happened. It was 
supposed to go back to the advisory board, but the advisory board has only talked to this issue with 
Lincoln Park. The problem now with including Lincoln Park with the rest of them is, the advisory board 
won't get back until after the first of the year, and once it gets back after the first of the year, permits have 
been renewed for the new year and it's going to be very difficult to stop permits, to end permits on January 
1st of 2024. I think we're stuck with having to make a decision on Lincoln Park now if we want to solve 
this really, really dangerous situation, but then we should get back to…voting on your analysis. Heck, it's 
been out there now for a year now, and we should have a vote on it. And if the majority of the Board 
agrees with what you've proposed, then it's going to be passed, if they don't, then they give the reasons 
why. 
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Commissioner Hales speaks: 
May I? Mr. Strehlow, with this idea of removing clustering and other ideas, would your recommendations 
change? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
It's tough to, I'm trying to remember each neighborhood. Yes and no because I think that there's, if you 
go up upper Kingsbury, you go into some neighborhoods there, some streets don't have any VHRs. Some 
have, a whole court will have five, and some people like that because all the VHRs are in one spot and 
that's the percent for that whole area. And then other people that are like, happen to have a house on that 
street don't like that. But the density in those particular neighborhoods, they weren't recommended for 
reduction. And so, when you ask the question would they change, if you use this process in Lincoln Park, 
it would change the percentages by de-clustering if you did something like this.  
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Right. My feeling is, to speak to the substance of this, I would approve, I would support one through 
three, not four. I would personally like to try and see what happens with these changes before we reduce 
the 15 percent cap, and I think these are very good changes, I think they'll make a difference. And I think 
people tend to speak of VHRs in terms of complaints that happened last year, or the year before, but 
things are rapidly improving. And we need to be careful when we accept complaints to say, now, when 
did that happen? Because our implementation has improved so much. So, I'm ready to make a motion in 
that regard, or you can keep talking, whatever. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I don't need to keep talking. Vice Chairman Rice, did you have anything you wished to add? 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Yes, I have something to say. I was going to use this argument in number seven, but I'll use it in number 
eight. I have lived around the corner from probably the most notorious VHR in the whole system, that 
would be the one on Paiute, the Paiute party house. I also have a VHR right next door to me. The Paiute 
party house is no longer a problem because you took away their level three, made them a level two, 
reduced the number of people they could have. And I have not had a complaint about that property since 
you did that, I think the process is working. The house next to me that is also a VHR, I've never had a 
complaint about that from the get go. They've never made too much noise, they've never had people 
parking in my driveway, and I am very pleased with the owner and the way that he is handling his 
business. So I think the process is working. I concur that in this particular case, we're dealing with an area 
that is unique. Lincoln Highway was built for Model-A Fords, as it were, and even going around Cave 
Rock was an adventure back in the day. And this road cannot handle two-way traffic, and it's amazing 
that they can even get a fire engine down there, the roads are so narrow. So I concur with one, two, and 
three, and I think that by taking the three of them and making it one, that would resolve many of the 
problems down there. At least give us some breathing room so we can take a look and make sure that the 
problems have been resolved. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
And I join Commissioner Hales and Vice Chairman Rice on those thought processes. The VHR Advisory 
Board has been working tirelessly for a long time, and I was hoping that perhaps we could let this 
ordinance rest for a while, so to speak. But I see the immediate need for doing this, so I concur with 
Commissioner Hales’ thought process of having staff come back with an ordinance that would incorporate 
this for this area. Let it play out for a year and let's see what happens before we perhaps expand this 
concept to other, perhaps neighborhoods. 
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Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Can I get a clarification? Because it seems Vice Chairman Rice is saying that he would agree with number 
two, reducing the density, but Commissioner Hales has said she wants to keep the 15 percent density. 
What are you asking for? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I think Commissioner Hales expressed a concurrence with one, two, and three, somehow incorporating it 
all as one, if I'm not mistaken. And I think Vice Chairman Rice concurred with that, and I did as well. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
So there are other parts to number two besides reducing the percentage, it's sunsetting the permits instead 
of allowing them to just play out until the house sells, or someone doesn't get their permit… 
 
Mr. Hames speaks: 
Chairman, if I may? 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
…and reallocating permits, so those are the parts that I agree. And now it's 15 percent, so that wouldn't 
change except that we're over 15 percent, so that would change. Does that explain? 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
I'm sorry, are you guys…? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yeah. We're above 17, we're above 15 percent now. So I think this process would cause that percentage 
to come down, let's see where it lands. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Sooner than just waiting for it by attrition. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yeah. Where it lands once we impose the proximity requirement and impose the other things, we may be 
down to the five percent or somewhere in that neighborhood.  
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I would like to say to Mr. Gerken, I wish we could return families. I fear that even if we banned all VHRs, 
we wouldn't be able to return families, I think that's the reality.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay.  
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
A step at a time. Hopefully this step will help, and then we'll monitor and we'll adjust. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Commissioner Tarkanian, did you have anything else to share? 
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Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
I just wanted to clarify that I was thinking that the advisory board had recommended a five percent 
density. You guys, this motion is going to be a 15 percent density? I just need a clarification because I'm 
not voting for 15, I'm not voting for ten. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
All I guess I'm suggesting is that that may take care of itself as we impose the other restrictions here.  
 
Mr. Hames speaks: 
Chairman, if I may? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Mr. Hames. 
 
Mr. Hames speaks: 
The Board, we would ask that in the motion you specify the density that you want to go with. If you go 
with 15, you would effectively get rid of at least one VHR permit, probably more with the clustering. But 
by choosing to stay at 15, you would actually, through the lottery process lose a permit, now, if you 
wanted to go with a ten percent density, you would lose three permits. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
So, Mr. Hames, if you lost more than one because of clustering, then that one can go somewhere else? 
 
Mr. Hames speaks: 
It could, yeah. If you stuck with 15, initially you might lose current permit holders, but you could pick up 
new permit holders elsewhere until you got to that six VHR threshold. So if you want to do less VHRs, 
you do ten percent, that would be four, or five percent, which was the original staff recommendation, that 
would be just two VHRs for the entire neighborhood. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay, what's your thoughts? Commissioner Hales. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
To me, I think these other reductions coupled, meaning six occupancy, two vehicles and the de-clustering. 
And the fact that this is going to happen in January a year from now I think those are going to be, and 
couple that with the improved implementation we have of the regulations, I think there's going to be 
significant improvements in the number of problems we see. And I would try this, monitor complaints, 
and see if we need to do more later. I mean, the fact that you can only advertise for six, I think that's 
meaningful, and the fact that they're not going to be clustered down on that one end anymore, these are 
meaningful changes. And I would like to try these before, I for sure won't vote for five percent, that's two 
houses in this neighborhood, that's really nothing. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Can I ask you for clarification on the occupants? Is that for daytime or just nighttime? 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
Oh, I'm sorry. 
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Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Oh, I like the rule that we have right now. I believe that it supports multiple families, like siblings who 
want to take their families, and they get two homes, but they want to get together for dinner. I think we 
should allow that. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Should we do that, that would not increase the number of vehicles that were still allowed. It’d still only 
be allowed two vehicles, right? 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
That's right. And there are ways to do that. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. So what you're saying is that you would be in favor of a motion that also, as Mr. Hames has 
explained, we should ask for a reduction in density down to one of those three levels, five, ten, 15. And 
what you're recommending is ten percent, is that right? 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
No. I'm recommending 15 because I think all the other measures are going to eliminate the vast majority 
of the problems. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I like the ten percent because if you just go down to 15, you're only eliminating one. I don't know that 
that's going to get us there, that's what I'm concerned about is whether or not it would get us there. I 
understand that through these other measures it may, but that we don't know. 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
That's exactly why I concur with Commissioner Hales. I think that we should, instead of being draconian 
about it, we should ensure that one, two, and three are integrated into one, and I think that that will handle 
the problem. Because if you can only have two cars and six people, that should take care of 80 percent or 
90 percent of the complaints that we have there. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Well, the problem here that we have is we only have four Members present. So if we don't approve, 
Commissioner Hales’, and she won't vote for the other thing, then we're deadlocked and we don't do 
anything. So that's the problem we… 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Now, wouldn’t it be put back on the agenda for a vote when we get to five? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I think we should vote on Commissioner Hales’ recommendation. So your recommendations are one, 
two, and three with keeping the density level at 15 percent; is that correct? 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Yes.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Vice Chairman Rice. 
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Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
I’ll second.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. So we have a motion on the floor, obviously this still has to be approved by code. Code has to 
come to us, but approving measures one, two, and three, or recommending one, two, and three and 
remaining at a density level of 15 percent. So, sensing you're ready to vote on that, all those in favor 
signify by saying aye. Okay, and against? 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
I'm against. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yes, I figured that. Okay, 3-1. So there you go, you got some direction, right? Thank you very much, and 
once again, please thank the, if they're not listening, please thank the advisory board for getting on this 
right away as we were hoping they would. So we appreciate that. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
I have one comment. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yeah, sure. Happy birthday. 
 
Mr. Strehlow speaks: 
This is a comment on the 15 percent. That was debated also in the Vacation Home Rental Board meeting, 
the 15 percent, because we collectively thought, well, when you do this one, two, and three, probably 
initially it'll reduce the density down to five percent or whatever. But you're absolutely right, 
Commissioner Tarkanian, what will happen is people will buy houses somewhere else in that 
neighborhood, and it'll go back up to 15 percent. Something to consider. I mean, we're talking about 
neighborhoods and density and stuff, I would presume between now and sometime in the future we would 
be talking about density, too, right? So, we could talk, I think we talked a little bit earlier about looking 
at the study that we did again previously on the density of the neighborhoods. And so that particular 
neighborhood, what we did want, we recommended at a lower level at that time. So that may be coming 
up in a future discussion, so we may hit that anyways. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
At least my observation is, Mr. Strehlow, is that even if it drops and then does go back up because of the 
clustering aspect of it, it will be spread out over the entire neighborhood, versus clustered in one area. 
Okay, let's see where it goes. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
There's one piece of the VHRs that we haven't talked about, but I think passed this Board, and that is 
measures of success, metrics so that we can assess how well the program is doing. So I think that's 
probably still coming to us sometime. But in any event, I would hope that the residents of Lincoln Park, 
and really everywhere, would continue to submit formal complaints because that's a metric that we look 
at and that we care about. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Yep. Okay, thank you very much for your hard work, we appreciate it. 
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MOTION TO: Recommend that staff prepare an ordinance that modifies the VHR regulations applicable 
to the Lincoln Park residential community, approving measures one, two, three, and remaining at a density 
level of 15 percent; carried. 

RESULT: APPROVED 
MOVER: Sharla Hales, Commissioner 
SECONDER: Wesley Rice, Vice Chair 
AYES: Mark Gardner, Wesley Rice, Sharla Hales 
NAYES: Danny Tarkanian 

  

 
9. For presentation only. Presentation on the status of thirty-six (36) projects funded by the 

Coronavirus State and Local Fiscal Recovery Fund (SLFRF) as part of the American Rescue 
Plan Act (ARPA). (Terri Willoughby and Debbie Swickard) 

 
Administrative Agenda Item 9 was postponed to another meeting. 

RESULT: POSTPONED. 
 
10. For possible action. Discussion on the adoption of Resolution 2023R-122, a Resolution of Intent 

Proposing the Issuance of and Authorizing the Publication Of Notices Relating To General 
Obligation Limited Tax (Additionally Secured By Pledged Revenues) Bonds For the Purpose 
of Financing A Building Project; Providing the Manner, Form and Contents of the Notices; 
Authorizing the County Chief Financial Officer to Arrange For The Sale of The Bonds; 
Providing Other Matters Properly Related Thereto; and Providing The Effective Date Hereof; 
related to the Douglas County Justice Center construction project. The anticipated amount of 
the proposed general obligation bonds portion of the Justice Center financing is up to 
$37,000,000. (Terri Willoughby and Zach Wadle') 

 
Administrative Agenda Item 10 was heard after Administrative Agenda Item 5. 
 
Chairman Gardner read the agenda item into the record.  
 
Terri Willoughby, Chief Financial Officer, speaks: 
Thank you. This item has gone to the Debt Management Commission and they've directed it to come 
back here. It was approved unanimously by the Debt Management Commission earlier this month. You 
heard a presentation on November 2nd about the history and the need for this project. I'm going to go into 
a brief presentation. This can be found on packet page 1,447. This is an overview of the growth of the 
revenue and how we feel that this revenue is sufficient to fund this bond issuance. You can see the first 
one is our consolidated tax, which is primarily sales tax, but does encompass some other categories. You 
can see in 2019 it was $12.4 million. Our Fiscal Year 2023 actual was $15 million; that is a 21 percent 
increase over the five years. Taxable sales, similarly, a 36 percent increase from 2019 to 2023, so it 
demonstrates that we had strong economic growth. You can see in 2021, which was the COVID year still, 
the taxable sales went up dramatically, but we have maintained that level of taxable sales. Current year 
taxable sales, this is as of September 2023. You can see, Douglas County, year over year for those three 
months, 8.3 percent growth from the last year, and year to date, 5.9 percent, so still continuing to grow. 
This is a comparison of the GO debt as percentage of our assessed values among our neighboring counties, 
and you can see that the average is 2.39 percent, and Douglas County is 0.83. So, we've been very 
conservative in debt issuance and continue to be so. It compares with Carson City, 6.92, and Lyon County, 
1.01. Some significant events that affect our ability to repay this debt. In Fiscal Year 2022-23, Douglas 
County transitioned, as we all remember, from a guaranteed county for C-tax collections. This was based 
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on increase in taxable sales, where we had to make a choice, and we made that choice to continue to rely 
on our own sales. In Fiscal Year 22-23, the community center medium firm bonds were paid off; that was 
the last year. And then, in Fiscal Year 21-22, the revenue bonds, the long-term portion, was refunded at 
a lower interest rate to achieve those savings. I did want to point out a couple things. These bonds that 
we're proposing do allow for us to refund if the interest rate goes down. Actually, the US Treasury has 
hinted that they will be reducing interest rates next year, so we are hopeful that it happens either before 
we issue or that we'll be able to refund. With that, I'm happy to answer any questions. 
 
To review Ms. Willoughby’s full presentation please see the Agenda Packet material. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Ms. Davidson has something to add. 
 
Jenifer Davidson, County Manager, speaks: 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commission. Just for context, again, it's important for the 
public and the Commission to know that this is the next step in the process for debt issuance, and I've 
been referring to this as our pre-qualification process, so we can determine what our budget is going to 
be for this project. We are not going to be moving forward with issuing these bonds until a final design 
is brought forward to this Commission for approval, and there will be some additional public hearings 
along the way. So, this is just one step in a multi-step process, and it's a necessary step so that we can 
continue with this project. Thank you for that opportunity to provide additional context. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. 
 
Ms. Willoughby speaks: 
Part of the conundrum is we can't enter into a construction contract until we have funding available, so 
we have to proceed with this step because it does take a while to issue the bonds. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. My question would be, what is our timeframe in regards to having a final design? Once we go 
through these processes of getting pre-qualified, what is our anticipated date in regards to final design? 
 
Ms. Davidson speaks: 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for that question. Members of the Commission, we are working through the 
design right now. We have some significant design issues to work through with the user groups of that 
building. We want to make sure that this meets their operational requirements, so that is going to take a 
little bit more time. We anticipate moving to final design this spring and that's with fingers crossed. This 
is one of the most complex projects that the County will work on, and as we mentioned before, there are 
rising construction costs going on right now. So, this is a bit of a moving target that's going to require 
some really creative work, innovative work, with the team and the users of the building to get to where 
we're going, but we are confident that we can get there, and we think it's going to be occurring this spring. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. Commissioners, other questions? 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I think I understand this, but I just want to confirm. On that slide that compares the four counties general 
obligation debt, and Douglas is 0.83 percent, as I understand it, that won't change, because taxes won't go 
up, they're just going to stay what we already have. Am I understanding this right? 
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Ms. Willoughby speaks: 
So, it is kind of two different pieces. This is showing the debt as a percentage of assessed value, but our 
debt, our tax limit, will not change, correct. So, the assessed value could go up, and up and up, because 
that's what's been happening as well in our county, and then our level, if you keep the same debt, your 
percentage would change because the assessed value changes.  
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Okay.  
 
Ms. Willoughby speaks: 
Does that make sense?  
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Yes.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Other questions, Commissioners? Okay, then I think we'll take this to Public Comment. Yeah, let's go to 
Public Comment and I have other things to say after we go to Public Comment. So, Public Comment on 
Item Number 10. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Jeanne Shizuru speaks: 
I want, these comments are mainly for the public, so that they understand the financing as if it was their 
own home budget, what are we talking about. This consolidated tax that is supposedly securing this debt 
is not really where the money will be coming from to pay this future debt. It just means that there is an 
NRS that allows the governments to obligate the public for a general obligation bond, which means we 
are ultimately responsible for it, and they do not have to bring it to a vote to us if they have enough 
consolidated taxes that they haven't already dedicated to a general obligation bond like this. So, on the 
subject of, okay, yes, they do have enough consolidated taxes that they can commit towards these 
unapproved, publicly unapproved, general obligation bonds, but do they have the income stream? No, 
they don't. We have so many deferred projects, just like the federal government, that they really do not 
have the income stream. I want to say though, in the next item, we're not supposed to talk about the next 
item, but we do, the County does have some money that they can put towards debt, and that's the special 
ad valorem capital projects tax. You pay $0.05 for every $100 of your property taxes for the special ad 
valorem capital projects tax. It's a revenue stream that they are planning to use in additional to this $37 
million, $14 million worth of bond. So, that's the one they're probably going to start with because they 
have the revenue stream, but this other $37 million that they're trying to tie in right now, because they 
think this is the lowest that building costs are going to be, they're trying to tie it in so that they can get the 
JLEC center going. But let's say after, that $14 million bond cannot exceed ten years, so let's say after ten 
years from now, somehow, they better hope that they have a revenue stream to help pay for additional, 
publicly unapproved, general obligation bonds that they will be probably approving today. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Additional Public Comment? 
 
Jason Gibson speaks: 
What agenda item are we on, gentlemen? I just was up there at your Stateline court where they had me 
appear in order to keep me… 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Mr. Gibson, I know who you are, but if you would sign your name, and then state your name for the 
record, you'll have three minutes to speak on Item Number 10 of the agenda. 
 
Mr. Gibson speaks: 
They just jumped right into it, didn't they? Jason Gibson, with the maladministration audit council, rat 
watch division, amongst Douglas County dinosaurs. Today, your rural lifestyle and everything that you 
know about this county, about this lifestyle that we've built for 40 years is gone. All these people here, 
these fictitious peoples that are running our county, are lying to you. They're lying about how much this 
building costs. They don't really know how much it costs. They're lying about the benefits to be had from 
this building. They're lying about the value of their judicial administrative law enforcement center. Chief 
Financial Officer is resigning because she placed her hand to ink with Patrick Cates. The building was 
only going to cost $40 million. It's going to cost us $120 to $140 million by the time you start choking on 
that interest. This is not the top priority for this county right now. So, I hope you know that you're forever 
responsible for the destruction, and the damage, and the liability, and the risk that you're taking, and the 
exposure to harm's way that you're putting on the people. Government is only to serve and protect the 
will of the people. Most of the people don't even know what's happening here today. You haven't ran the 
opinion poll that we asked you to. You haven't been honest about the numbers. Gardner, you've been 
telling me my numbers have been off since we had this discussion two and a half years ago, and it comes 
to find out that my numbers were conservative, and that it's going to be three times what I guesstimated. 
It could never cost us $40 million. It could never cost us $50 million. We're not going to talk about the 
interest. Where's the interest in this agenda item? We object to the agenda item, because it doesn't tell the 
people the truth about the interest, and the cost of the building and the project. We found out more through 
the record gazette than we have through this Board in three years about this project. You haven't been up 
front. You haven't been honest and you haven't been fair. Cop, and your crooked courts and your cops, 
they're all liars. They don't honor their oath or their pledge. It says in order to form a more perfect union. 
It means that there's a better way of doing things. You're supposed to do it better, but you're not. You're 
obscuring the facts, and the only way you can win is by cheating. That's the only way you can win. And 
rather than include this in our strategic planning process, which is where it belongs, this doesn't go through 
without a plan. Those American Rescue Plan Act funds shouldn't have been spent without a plan. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. Is there additional Public Comment on Item Number 10? Sensing no additional Public 
Comment, I'll bring it back to the Board. You know, I look at the $37 million, and the number is startling. 
I don't disagree. It's unfortunate that this has to come to this Board, because this item should have come 
before previous Boards. This item should have been identified, it was identified, but previous Boards 
never took action to do this when it should have been done, in my opinion. Otherwise, it could have been 
done for a lot less money, in my opinion. This has been identified as a need for our county. We have 
outlasted the intended purpose of the current JLEC center. It was built in 1982 and had a 20-year lifetime 
at that point in time. So, it's something that needs to be addressed, and I'm happy, and proud that we have 
the ability to address it, and to not address it is only going to perhaps even put it at a range that we’ll 
never be able to address it as a county. I don't like having to do this, but I think it's a necessary item for 
our community, so I'm in support of this. Additional comments from the Commissioners?  
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I just want to ask Ms. Willoughby if she would like to respond to what Ms. Shizuru said in Public 
Comment, just because I want, I feel like the public deserves to know what our plan is and what the facts 
are. 
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Ms. Willoughby speaks: 
I wouldn't be recommending this if I didn't think we could pay it back. We also have the County's financial 
adviser available on Zoom. He’s certainly able to answer any questions like that. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Other Commissioners? Sensing none, I'll entertain a motion. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
Mr. Chairman? 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Mr. Chairman? 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Which one of you wants to go? Okay. 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Do you want to draw straws? Okay. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
No arm wrestling. 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Oh, darn. Mr. Chairman, I move that we adopt Resolution 2023R-122, as presented. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
Second. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Motion by Vice Chairman Rice, seconded by Commissioner Nowosad for the adoption of Resolution 
2023R-122, as presented. Sensing no further discussion, all those in favor signify by saying aye. Motion 
passes 5-0.  
 
MOTION TO: Adopt Resolution 2023R-122, a resolution of intent proposing the issuance of and 
authorizing the publication of notices relating to General Obligation Limited Tax (additionally secured 
by pledged revenues) Bonds for the purpose of financing a building project; providing the manner, form 
and contents of the notices; authorizing the County Chief Financial Officer to arrange for the sale of the 
bonds; providing other matters properly related thereto; and providing the effective date hereof; related 
to the Douglas County Justice Center construction project with the anticipated amount of the proposed 
general obligation bonds portion of the Justice Center financing is up to $37,000,000; carried. 

RESULT: ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS] 
MOVER: Wesley Rice, Vice Chair 
SECONDER: Walt Nowosad, Commissioner 
AYES: Mark Gardner, Wesley Rice, Walt Nowosad, Danny Tarkanian, 

 Sharla Hales 
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11. For possible action. Public Hearing on Douglas County's intention to act upon Resolution 
2023R-123 authorizing the issuance of medium-term obligations of Douglas County, in an 
aggregate principal amount not-to-exceed $14,000,000, in order to finance all or a portion of 
the cost of a Justice Center for Douglas County. (Terri Willoughby and Zach Wadle'). 

 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
This is a public hearing process. It's a process that has to be fulfilled in anticipation of Item Number 12, 
as I understand it. Mr. Ritchie, is that correct? So, we'll be reading it and we will have a presentation. 
However, it will not require a vote of this Board on that particular item, but we will allow Public Comment 
because it's for possible action, right? Okay. 
 
Chairman Gardner read the agenda item into the record.  
 
Zach Wadlé, Deputy District Attorney, speaks: 
Thank you, Mr. Chair. As you noted, when you read the item, this is a legally required hearing on the 
second piece of the proposed Justice Center financing, which is the $14 million medium-term obligation 
piece. There won't be any questions from the Board for this item, we'll address those in the next item, but 
legally you need to have this hearing, open it up for Public Comment, as you noted, take all relevant 
Public Comment, close Public Comment, conclude the agenda item, and then we can move on to the next 
one in order. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Commissioners, any questions on this item? 
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
No, sir. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay, then we'll go to Public Comment on Item Number 11. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Jason Gibson speaks: 
I want to put a recap on the circumstances. About six weeks ago, the Debt Commission reviewed this 50, 
it was a $57 million ticket item, and they shot it down because they determined that the interest alone 
would be over $100 million for the entire project. Now, what they're not including in their numbers, it's 
not funny, is the $5 million they spent for the 55-acre “cop city” and a $3.5 million plus some change on 
the pre-construction consulting services; that's $10 million. So, 37 plus ten is 47. Now, they're asking for 
another 14, 47, 57. Now, we're at about $62 million there Gardner. Right on the money with what I 
brought up two years ago when you were trying to shoot me down and discredit me in front of this County. 
I told you it was going to cost $62 million, and that's exactly what you got right here. You're a liar, sir. It 
says in the common law not to bear false witness. You've been bearing false witness on this project for 
two and a half years. All of you have been. They broke it into pieces. The only way they can pay for this 
with what's going down is if they continue to fabricate the crime that they're paid to police. They built 
that building and that industry by crushing the indigenous populace of this county and by prosecuting 
hemp/cannabis farmers for over 85 years. They've been banking $57 billion a year since Nixon's drug 
war in 1972. I went to jail over a joint, going to a football game, and served an 11 month sentence that 
followed me all the way up into Oregon, and which was used to steal my kids from me. Now, I've got 
claims in eight counties, over 75 claims, because of a cannabis charge that was put on me by these crooks 
that will benefit, these shareholders, these stakeholders. That's how they built that building. How do you 
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think they're going to pay for it now? Total police state. They'll be making up more crime to justify the 
debt that they have to put into that building than it's worth. We're going to find a way around you. We're 
going to overgrow these people. You don't have… It's governed by consent, folks. If they want that 
building, let them pay for it. Renegotiate your status. Get out now while you can. You could do that 
lawfully. You don't have to pay these taxes. We'll put it on them. We'll make sure that they're stuck with 
the bill, and then we'll come for their property. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Is there additional Public Comment on Item Number 11? 
 
Jeanne Shizuru speaks: 
I would like a clearer explanation. I agree with Mr. Gibson that this 50, the original $57 million that came 
forward about six weeks ago, has now been carved up into its individual pieces, and I think that the public 
deserves to see, as Sharla said, the overall plan. It was my assumption that this $14 million, because there 
is funding for that bond through the special ad valorem capital projects tax, that that probably will be the 
first bond that will be floated and has the money to pay for it. But then, am I correct that this other $37 
million non-publicly approved general obligation bond is intended to follow the $14 million or follow the 
$14 million when actual revenue? I mean, I think that's really, wasn't that funny they asked Terri 
Willoughby to give some, Sharla did, some more comment about what are we going to use to pay for it? 
And all she could say was, believe me, we have the money for it. Did you like that answer? I didn't like 
that answer. No. Kirk Walder did, but I didn't. I thought that was a non-answer and she won't be here to 
explain it further. It's a non-unspecific answer. So, in this item, I would like somebody to step up and say, 
yes, the plan does appear to be, start with the $14 million, which is funded, but also tag it on right now 
with the additional $37 million, because we know we're going to need additional money, even if we don't 
know how we're going to pay for it. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Additional Public Comment on Item Number 11? Okay. I'll bring it back to the Board. As I understand 
it, this doesn't require action from the Board, and we've now conducted our public hearing. So, if I'm not 
mistaken, Mr. Ritchie, we can conclude that item and go to the next item; is that correct?  
 
Doug Ritchie, Chief Civil Deputy District Attorney, speaks: 
That's correct. This is the public hearing that's required. 
 
Mr. Wadlé speaks: 
Mr. Chair, what I'd ask you to do, for the record, is formally close Public Comment, and then conclude 
the agenda item to move on to the next one. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. I thought I had closed Public Comment, but formally then, as directed by our Deputy District 
Attorney, I'll formally close the public hearing portion of our intent to act upon Resolution 2023R-123. 
Is that the correct wording, formally close Public Comment? 
 
Mr. Wadlé speaks: 
Yes, Mr. Chair, that'll work. Thank you.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
And then, we'll move to Item Number 12. Okay. So, I have formally closed Public Comment and the 
public hearing portion of that.  
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RESULT: PUBLIC HEARING HELD. 

  
12. For possible action. Discussion to adopt Resolution 2023R-123, a Resolution Authorizing 

Medium-Term Obligations of the County to Finance All or a Portion of the Cost of a Justice 
Center for the County; Directing the Officers of the County to Forward Materials to the 
Department of Taxation of the State of Nevada; and Providing Certain Details in Connection 
Therewith. The anticipated amount of the proposed medium-term obligation portion of the 
Justice Center financing is up to $14,000,000. (Terri Willoughby and Zach Wadle') 

 
Chairman Gardner read the agenda item into the record.  
 
Zach Wadlé, Deputy District Attorney, speaks: 
Thank you, Mr. Chair. This item is the companion item to the public hearing item that you just went 
through. It relates to the $14 million in proposed medium-term debt, which is a maximum of ten year 
debt, that is proposed to be issued in conjunction with the up to $37 million general obligation debt that 
you heard in the first item that related to the Justice Center today. I note Ms. Willoughby has put up a 
slide, with respect to the County's historical ad valorem capital project fund property tax revenues. 
 
Commissioner Tarkanian speaks: 
Excuse me. Before you go on, I’m just trying to get some clarification so I don't get lost, because you're 
throwing out these numbers, $61 million, $100 million, this and that, so I'm trying to understand. This 
$37 million for the general obligation bonds and $14 million here, which is $51 million, where, I mean, 
is there something else I'm missing? 
 
Mr. Wadlé speaks: 
You're not missing anything, Commissioner Tarkanian. The maximum proposed aggregate amount of 
financing is $51 million. Ms. Willoughby has put up a slide with the County's historical ad valorem capital 
project fund property tax revenues from 2019 to 2023. That is the source of the proposed repayment for 
these bonds, and procedurally, after this hearing occurs today, if it's approved by the Board, this Board 
packet is sent to the Department of Taxation for review, which they provide a certain amount of fiscal 
oversight to determine if, in fact, the County can afford the debt and repay it, any other issues, and approve 
it or not. Once that approval is issued, a formal bond ordinance would come back to this Board for 
approval to actually issue the debt. Happy to take any questions. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Commissioners, any other questions? I had an additional question, and it involves our current obligations, 
debt obligations. The community and senior services building, we still have a debt in that regard; is that 
correct? And if we do, what is the timeframe for that being closed out? 
 
Terri Willoughby, Chief Financial Officer, speaks: 
I believe there's ten more years on that, but I will bring that information back to the Board. It's in our 
financial report that we just published. The medium-term obligations for the Community Center were 
paid off in 22-23, so that's the short-term part. So, part of it's been paid off, and I believe there's another 
ten years on the long-term bonds. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay.  I think that's something to take into consideration also. 
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Ms. Willoughby speaks: 
If I may, Chair?  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Sure. 
 
Ms. Willoughby speaks: 
The source of repayment for the medium-term bonds for the Community Center that was just paid off is 
again this ad valorem capital project fund, so that does free up available funding, as well as refinancing 
the long-term bonds. We did that, the Board directed us to do that, in 21-22, to take advantage of lower 
interest rates. So, we have freed up some money to create funding for the new project. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. If there are no other questions by the Board, I will go to Public Comment on this one. So, at this 
time, we'll entertain Public Comment on Item Number 12, discussion to adopt Resolution 2023R-123. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Jason Gibson speaks: 
I don't know why Terri Willoughby is even presenting this information; she has no skin in the game. She's 
out of here. She knows it's a sinking ship. Jim Slade wrote the Board some time ago. I also requested a 
public information request regarding the environmental impact study. We never heard back from the 
County. I don't think they ever produced one. That's a violation of the Open Meeting Law. Jim writes, 
May 19, 2022, in addition, it appears that this process has been delayed for many years. It's now being 
rushed through with insufficient public input. The community senior center, a less expensive undertaking, 
had several public workshops and plentiful opportunities for Public Comment. This proposed new JLEC, 
$5 million for the land and an estimated $41.5 million for the building, with likely cost overruns, will 
come in at a total of about $50 million. It wouldn't surprise me if that were the single largest expenditure 
on infrastructure in Douglas County history. That would be an average of $1,000 for every man, woman, 
and child in the county, though I understand that it will be paid back over many, many years. So, it's 
unsure, we're unsure as to how long you're going to be paying $1,000 per head. But Jim is very 
conservative with this letter. It doesn't include the interest. You're looking at $2,000 to $3,000 per head, 
according to Jim's research, for every man, woman, and child in this county, and I'd be willing to bet it's 
for at least ten years. The public should have more of a chance to be informed about this project. They 
have done nothing to inform the public about this project. Most people don't even know it's happening. 
You should be ashamed of yourselves. The public should have more of a chance to be informed, weigh 
in on the best path forward, which you're not. We have a handful of people who are genuinely awake 
here. The folks who are issuing these bonds, bond being the root word to bondage, they're not real people. 
They're fictitious persons. They're artificial. They’re corporate subject citizens. They're enslaved by an 
ideology that time is money. They're getting rich by means of economic slavery. They’re our public 
servants. They're supposed to be representing the public safety and security of those that they're supposed 
to be serving. They serve only themselves. They could care less. They have no vision for the future 
whatsoever. Look at the strategic planning dog and pony show, where the county doesn't even show, two 
thirds of the county doesn't even show up to provide input, and hardly any of the public really even cares. 
It's pitiful. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. Additional Public Comment on Item Number 12? 
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Jeanne Shizuru speaks: 
This is my third bite at this apple, and I want to repeat it, because I think it's important for the public to 
hear this three times. I've asked for an overview of what is the plan for financing this JLEC center. I 
believe what they're presenting is the first $14 million, and then some additional $37 million later. But I 
keep on asking, and I didn't think Terri's answer was adequate. What… Okay. I guess you're saying one 
of the things is that freed up money when you, that generally pay off the Community Center refinancing 
bond, but other than that, this Board and these presenters have refused to give you an overview of what 
the plan is. If you were at home, and thinking about buying a house, and mortgaging it, and how are you 
going to get the money, I mean, you would be having more information at that kitchen table than what 
they have dared to present you today. And I want it to be on the record that three times I asked for a clear 
picture of what is the plan, and all we got is that we're going to pay off that Community Center refinanced 
bond, and that's all that they've offered us. That is shameful. And thank you for letting me say this three 
times. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Additional Public Comment on Item Number 12? Seeing no additional Public Comment, I will bring it 
back to the Board. Ms. Willoughby, you had something you wish to add? 
 
Ms. Willoughby speaks:  
For the public, there was an extensive presentation with the entire financing plan presented to this Board 
on November 2, 2023, and that's available online as part of the packet. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. Commissioners, any other any questions, comments, observations? Commissioner Hales. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
This is a recognized need and a responsibility of government to provide a means of justice, and if it is the 
single largest expenditure we've ever undertaken, that's because things get more expensive as you go 
along, and that's just the nature of things. I feel comfortable that this is a responsible step to take. And I 
know that some people may think, well, I don't really even use the Justice Center. But it's kind of like a 
hospital, when you need it, you need it to be functioning and functioning well, and it's our job, unlike a 
hospital, but it is our job to be, as a government, providing a means of justice. I'm comfortable that we're 
doing the thing that good government would do. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Commissioner Tarkanian? Commissioner Nowosad?  
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
It's all been said. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. Very good. As I've indicated before, the cost is going up by the day, and we need to pull the trigger. 
We've identified this, previous Commissions have identified this need, and for whatever reasons have not 
pulled the trigger on that, but I think that it's time that we stop kicking this can down the road. We need 
to deal with this. Our current JLEC center is just outdated. We were looking at, and previous Boards have 
looked at, a remodel of that building, which would only really put a Band-Aid on that building, and I 
believe that estimate, four or five years ago, was at $55 million, $50 to $55 million. So, if we can get a 
brand new center off that site and hand over that entire building to our current Sheriff, I think that it's a 
wise decision by this Board, so I support this. Ms. Davidson. 
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Jenifer Davidson, County Manager, speaks: 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commission. I appreciate the Public Comment that we 
received today. And I also understand, from the public's perspective, when they're not able to attend every 
single meeting that we've ever had on this matter, going all the way back to 2014, that this can seem very 
sudden, and like they're lost and in need of additional information. What I heard today is that I can do a 
better job of keeping the public informed, and consolidating and putting together all of this information 
in one easy to find location on the County's website. I can tell you my team has assembled a web page, 
and we have put together a complete history of this project, including every presentation that's ever been 
given, the Staff Report, a complete context, and I would encourage the public to look for that information 
very soon. I'm hoping to launch that this week. I am learning from this that I need to be more ahead of 
the public information game, and I just do want to let the members of the public know that the context 
you're asking for has been provided to this Commission before they're being asked to carefully consider 
these matters today, and that information will be available online very shortly. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay.  
 
Jason Gibson interrupted with a comment from the audience. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Mr. Gibson. Okay. So, with that, I'll entertain a motion, if there's no other additional comments. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I move that we adopt Resolution 2023R-123, as presented. 
 
Commissioner Nowosad speaks: 
Second. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Motion by Commissioner Hales, seconded by Commissioner Nowosad to adopt Resolution 2023-123, as 
presented. Seeing no further discussion, all those in favor signify by saying aye. Motion passes 5-0. 
 
MOTION TO: Adopt Resolution 2023R-123, a resolution authorizing medium-term obligations of the 
County to finance all or a portion of the cost of a Justice Center for the County; directing the Officers of 
the County to forward materials to the Department of Taxation of the State of Nevada; and providing 
certain details in connection therewith and the anticipated amount of the proposed medium-term 
obligation portion of the Justice Center financing is up to $14,000,000; carried. 
 

RESULT: ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS] 
MOVER: Sharla Hales, Commissioner 
SECONDER: Walt Nowosad, Commissioner 
AYES: Mark Gardner, Wesley Rice, Walt Nowosad, Danny Tarkanian, 

 Sharla Hales 
  

 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Mr. Gibson, I would recommend that you silence yourself. You are interrupting our First Amendment 
rights. Thank you. It's 2:24 PM, we'll take a six minute break. We'll be back at 2:30 PM. Okay. Thank 
you.  
 
A break was held. 
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Chairman Gardner speaks: 
I’d ask everybody to take their seats and quiet their voices. I’ll remind you to silence your electronic 
devices. 
 
13. For presentation only. Introduction of Ordinance 2023-1631, an ordinance amending various 

provisions of Chapter 2.02 and 2.26 of the Douglas County Code, relating to China Spring 
Youth Camp. First Reading. (Sharla Hales) 

 
Administrative Agenda Item 13 was heard after Administrative Agenda Item 6. 
 
Chairman Gardner read the agenda item into the record. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I was appointed to be the representative to the China Spring Youth Camp Executive Committee, and that 
group was formed in 2022 after a working group with NATO recommended it to have more input into 
the camp from other counties. 16 counties, all but Clark, send youth to the China Spring Youth Camp. 
We met as required throughout the year. It became apparent that perhaps the management that was in 
place, the format for the governance of the camp might not be best practice. And that format was, the 
judge would previously work directly with the director, and then the director would direct camp. And 
then that got changed to the Executive Committee. In an effort to, well, somewhere along the lines the 
judge brought up concerns that there were separation of power issues because me, as a representative of 
the legislative branch, sat on an Executive Committee that oversaw an entity that was a branch of the 
judicial department. And since the working group had wanted more representation in that line of 
governance it seemed best to then look at a different framework that didn't include keeping the line of 
governance through the judicial branch.  
 
So, what is before you is a first reading of an ordinance that would change that framework to be under 
the governance of the County Manager. And the advantages of this are that the HR Department can use 
best employment practices in hiring and in managing and in training. And the County Manager can use 
best practices in governance, in oversight, and in direction. And what would happen is the Executive 
Committee will be dissolved but the advisory board will continue on. And there would be a member of 
this Board of Commissioners on the advisory board, and there would be appointees from the Ninth 
Judicial District Court, and that could be a judge. Also, Sheriff Coverley would sit on the advisory board, 
so there would be plenty of input on that advisory board to the County Manager, and thus then also to the 
director of the camp through whatever governance structure the County Manager puts in place. In my 
opinion, this will allow for better governance of the camp through best practices. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay.  
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
Any questions?  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Commissioner Tarkanian? Vice Chairman Rice? I have no additional questions. This is a presentation 
only item, so we will not be taking Public Comment. I know that Mr. Thaler was probably here for that, 
but if you have comments, you could certainly do it at Closing Public Comment. Oh, okay. You look 
pretty lonely back there.  
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Commissioner Hales speaks: 
By way of additional update, I will say that the Director of the camp, Wendy Garrison, resigned as of 
December 8th. And we were very, very fortunate to be able to engage Steve Thaler as a consultant. He 
has been a long time Director of the camp, engaged with the camp and has been very, very successful in 
his efforts with the camp. And we are blessed to have a steady, experienced hand out there, pitching in 
during this period of transition. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you, Commissioner Hales. I appreciate you bringing this forward. I think you've been very well 
suited for this particular assignment by the Board. And we appreciate your involvement in this and 
bringing this forward. So, we'll look forward to that in January, right? I think. Yeah. Okay. 

RESULT: FOR PRESENTATION ONLY. 

 
14. For presentation only. Announcements/reports/updates from County Commission members 

including updates on the various boards and/or commissions that they may be a member of 
or a liaison to or meetings/functions they have attended and any request by a Commissioner 
for discussion of a future agenda item. (Chairman Gardner) 
 

Chairman Gardner read the agenda item into the record. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
We can start down at the end, if you don't mind. 
 
Commissioner Hales speaks: 
I have nothing. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. You're kind of exhausted. Vice Chairman Rice.  
 
Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Last week I attended a TRPA meeting, as well as a legal meeting, as well as the TDVA Board meeting. 
The board was presented with a report on the new event center and how everything is on schedule now. 
And they are being very successful in booking events, and it's a tremendous success. And that's all I have 
at the moment. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. I have been attending the various meetings that I'm assigned to. I did want to take this 
opportunity to remind the public that we have a remaining vacancy on the advisory board for wildlife. 
We have an additional vacancy on our Audit Committee. We have a vacancy on our Planning 
Commission, and we have a vacancy on our Senior Services and Public Transportation Board. And we 
have received, as I understand it, a resignation in regards to our Airport Advisory Committee as well. So, 
the County website is open for the public to go on to that website and make applications for those 
vacancies and we will be filling those in January. That's all I have. And I know that County Manager 
Jenifer Davidson also had an update that she wanted to articulate. 
 
Jenifer Davidson, County Manager, speaks: 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commission. I wanted to advise the Board that staff are 
working diligently to finalize a draft of the goals and initiatives for the Strategic Plan. We had hoped to 
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have that document to you earlier this month and as we're working through those draft goals and initiatives 
with our department heads, we have found that it is requiring more time for thoughtful consideration by 
each of the departments. We did work with the consultant to get those pretty close to finalized this week, 
but we didn't want to introduce them before the holidays because we didn't want it to get lost in the sauce 
of all the merriment, right? Plus, it’s 6:30, right? So, stay tuned. What I'm trying to say is we have not 
forgotten about the Strategic Plan. It remains an important priority and will be brought back to the County 
Commission and the public for additional discussion after the first of the year. Thank you. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Okay. I guess I should, I forgot to mention this, but in regards to the Strategic Plan, County Manager 
Davidson and myself did meet with the Chairman of the Washoe Tribe, Chairman Smokey, yesterday, as 
a matter, regarding their input into the Strategic Plan as well. I feel like that's an important aspect to take 
into consideration. So, they're going to be working with us on that as well. So, anyways, with that, Item 
14 is hereby concluded. 

RESULT: FOR PRESENTATION ONLY. 
 
CLOSING PUBLIC COMMENT (No Action)  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
At this time, Public Comment will be taken on those items that are within the jurisdiction and control of 
the Board of Commissioners, or those agenda items where Public Comment has not already been taken. 
 
Jason Gibson speaks: 
Traditional day keeper of the Chilam Balam. Merry Christmas, Happy Holiday. Winter solstice, what do 
you get? Another day older and deeper in debt. What'd you get today for Christmas, Douglas County? 
$140 million debt. JLEC, they call it, the Judicial Administrative Law Enforcement Center. Merry 
Christmas, this is how we spend it. 7:30 at night. We've been telling these yahoos, actually, we've been 
trying to be elegant with these dinosaurs, but they just won't listen, they won't learn, and you're paying 
for it, and they'll be out of here when the damage is done. Vegas is going north. Commissioner California 
is going to disappear. They think they can get away from the watchful eye. But tomorrow, Walt Nowosad, 
or no, I'm sorry, that's his wingman there, it's Wesley Rice and his wife on the line with that election 
felony. They're going to be arraigned in front of the Attorney General tomorrow, and he's going to have 
Mark Gardner following right behind him, because when they get their citizen's arrest warrants, and they 
get their subpoenas, and they get their evidence of their maladministrative patterns, and tendencies, and 
behaviors and practices, it's going to be game over. Action Item 8, no, it was action Item 9, regarding the 
ARPA funds, we were wrong about the $8 million they maladministrated for the American Rescue Plan 
Act. It was $9.5 that they received, and they spent it the minute they got it, one year later. Feds said, hey, 
take your time, you got five years, you're going to need this money because we're going to send you to 
war. We're going to tank the economy, reboot the whole thing. You better get ready now, because we're 
trying to warn you. Interesting that the COVID plandemic would be released right at the same time that 
they issued millions of dollars to pacify the sheeple, to get them ready for what's coming up. You asked 
for 10 or 20 grand to redirect the flood waters around your estate; Sharla Hales says it's your problem, we 
ain't got the money for that. Right there in the ARPA funds it says this is what the money is for, the 
people. They issued one grant opportunity for the people, and you couldn't even get a hold of the person, 
Lucille Rao, to work with you on applying for that grant. And when they issued the deadline, they didn't 
advertise it correctly. By the time you found out about it, it was too late. One grant opportunity for $9.5 
million. Everybody else got paid, but the people. A bunch of fucking crooks. 
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Vice Chairman Rice speaks: 
Watch your language. 
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Mr. Gibson, that is out of order.  
 
Mr. Gibson speaks: 
That's the truth.  
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Please leave. Thank you. 
 
Mr. Gibson speaks: 
That's the truth. You're going to jail. (Inaudible comment). 
 
Jason Gibson left the Public Comment podium. 
 
Jason Gibson interrupted with further comment from the audience.   
 
Chairman Gardner speaks: 
Thank you. Merry Christmas everybody. With that the meeting is hereby adjourned.  
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
There being no further business to come before the Board of County Commissioners, the meeting 
adjourned at 6:40 PM. 
 
 

Respectfully submitted: 
 
 
 
 

______________________________________ 
Wesley Rice, Chairman 

Douglas County Board of County 
Commissioners 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
_______________________________  
Amy Burgans, Clerk-Treasurer 
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: DOUGLAS COUNTY LIQUOR BOARD

AGENDA ITEM NO. I.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to approve the Packaged Retail Liquor License for Select Distillers,
Inc., dba Select Distillers Incorporated, represented by owner and manager Sally Burrows. Sally
Burrows has signed a Waiver of Notice of Hearing. Select Distillers Incorporated is located at 298
Kingsbury Grade, Suite 2E, Stateline, Nevada 89449. (Captain Michitarian)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Approve the Packaged Retail Liquor License for Select Distillers Incorporated, as presented. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
The applicant's license fee of $709.75 was collected and deposited in General Fund Revenue Account
101.000.341.211.
 
 
BACKGROUND:
Sally Burrows has signed a Waiver of Notice of Hearing and has cleared the background check. Select
Distillers Incorporated is located at 298 Kingsbury Grade, Suite 2E, Stateline, Nevada 89449.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. A.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to approve the third amendment to Lease LL084 and the assignment of
LL084 at the Minden-Tahoe Airport from the Dilley Family Trust, dated October 10, 2008, to Velcros,
LLC, and authorize the County Manager to execute any required documents. (Heather MacDonnell).
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Approve to approve the third amendment of Lease LL084 and the assignment of LL084 at the Minden-
Tahoe Airport from the Dilley Family Trust, dated October 10, 2008, to Velcros, LLC, as presented,
and authorize the County Manager to execute any required documents.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
The annual rent amount will be unchanged. As a part of this transaction, the County will receive 2% of
the sales price, this equates to $6,580.
 
BACKGROUND:
The County entered into a lease with C. Reade Kelley, effective October, 2003 for the lease of
approximately 2,250 square feet (“Lease”) at the Airport (Recorded as Document No. 589560), and the
Lease was originally referred to as “LL078." The County subsequently approved C. Reade Kelley's
assignment of the Lease to Jim Pittman, effective May 1, 2004 (Recorded as Document No. 610184). 
At that time, the lease reference of “LL078” was updated to “LL084.” Jim Pittman (with County
approval) assigned his interest in LL084 to R. Thatcher Dilley, effective August 28, 2020 (Recorded as
Document No. 951800); and R. Thatcher Dilley (with County approval) subsequently assigned his
interest in LL084 to the Dilley Family Trust, dated October 10, 2008 (Recorded as Document No. 2022-
988406). Mr. Dilley passed away in 2023 and the Trustee of the Dilley Family Trust now wishes to sell
the hangar and assign the Lease to Velcros, LLC.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
LL084_Lease Amendment_3_v1.docx
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1 of 3
LL 084 Amendment # 3

MINDEN-TAHOE AIRPORT

LAND LEASE 084

ASSIGNMENT AND LEASE AMENDMENT # 3

This Assignment of Lease and Lease Amendment # 3 (“Amendment # 3”) is entered into 
by and between the Lessor, Douglas County, Nevada (“County”), Laura L. Dilley, Trustee of the 
Dilley Family Trust, dated October 10, 2008 (“Lessee” or “Assignor”), and Velcros, LLC, a 
Nevada limited liability company (“Assignee”).  County, Lessee and Assignee may be referred 
to herein collectively as “Parties” or individually as the “Party.” 

WHEREAS, the County owns and operates the Minden-Tahoe Airport located in Douglas
County, Nevada, as a general aviation and reliever facility, and is authorized to contract for the 
use of Airport premises and facilities and the provision of products and services thereon;

WHEREAS, the County entered into a lease with C. Reade Kelley, effective October, 
2003 for the lease of approximately 2,250 square feet (“Lease”) at the Airport (Recorded as 
Document No. 589560), and the Lease was originally referred to as “LL078”; and

WHEREAS, C. Reade Kelley (with County approval) subsequently assigned the Lease to 
Jim Pittman, effective May 1, 2004 (Recorded as Document No. 610184), and upon assignment, 
the name reference of “LL078” was updated to “LL084”; and

WHEREAS, Jim Pittman (with County approval) assigned his interest in LL084 to R. 
Thatcher Dilley, effective August 28, 2020 (Recorded as Document No. 951800); and

WHEREAS, R. Thatcher Dilley (with County approval) subsequently assigned his 
interest in LL084 to the Dilley Family Trust, dated October 10, 2008 (Recorded as Document 
No. 2022-988406); and

WHEREAS, a hangar or other improvements have been constructed upon the leased 
premises; and

WHEREAS, Section 34 of the Lease enables the County and Lessee to amend the terms 
of the Lease by a written amendment that is approved and signed by County and Lessee;  

WHEREAS, Lessee has requested approval by the County to assign 100% of its interest 
in the Lease to Assignee; and

WHEREAS, Section 21 of the Lease requires Lessee to obtain prior written consent from 
the County in order to assign, transfer, sublease, or otherwise convey any interest in the Lease;

WHEREAS, the County deems it advantageous to approve Lessee’s proposed assignment 
of an interest in the Lease; 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it agreed by and between County and Lessee and Assignee, that 
the terms of the Lease will be amended as follows:

1. This Amendment # 3 shall become effective on 2/1/2023 (“Effective Date”).
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2. Except as specifically stated or amended herein, the Parties agree that the words and 
phrases within this Amendment shall have the meanings set forth in Lease.

3. All of the terms, covenants and conditions of the Lease, as amended by Amendments 
1 & 2, are hereby ratified and reaffirmed by all Parties hereto.

4. Assignee hereby accepts this assignment and agrees to assume and be bound by all of 
the terms of the Lease (a copy of which Assignee has received and reviewed),
beginning on the Effective Date and to be held liable under the terms of the Lease.

5. The Parties agree that this assignment of the Lease shall not release Lessee from any 
liability under the Lease and Lessee shall remain jointly and severally liable with 
Assignee under the terms of the Lease, to the extent that any Liability arises as a 
result of any cause or occasion on or before the Effective Date.

6. Lessee and Assignee have agreed to the terms of a transaction which include the sale 
of a hangar and/or interest in the Lease for a total consideration of $329,000.  
Pursuant to the terms of the Minden-Tahoe Airport’s Leasing Policy, Lessee and 
Assignee are required to pay to the airport a fee equal to 2 percent of the gross selling 
price.  By no later than the Effective Date Lessee and Assignee shall pay to the 
airport $6,580 to satisfy this requirement.  Failure to make timely payment will be 
grounds for a default.

7. The Parties agree and understand that County’s consent to this assignment shall not 
constitute a consent to any future assignments or subletting.

8. The Parties each agree and acknowledge that the County has fully complied with all 
of its obligations under the Lease through the Effective Date and, to the extent not 
expressly modified hereby, all of the terms and conditions of the Lease shall remain 
unchanged and in full force and effect.  If anything contained in this Amendment 
conflicts with any terms of the Lease, then the terms of this Amendment shall govern.

9. The Parties may execute this Amendment #3 in counterparts and all will constitute 
one agreement that will be binding on all the Parties.

10. Notices & Identity: upon the Effective Date, all references to “Lessee” shall be 
updated to reflect this amendment.  Lessee shall be identified as Velcros, LLC.  
Lessee’s noticing address is as follows:

Velcros, LLC
C/O Don Blunt, Manager
430 Day Lane
Wellington, NV 89444

Each natural person signing this instrument, for or on behalf of a legal entity party hereto, 
represents, warrants, assures and guarantees to each other such natural person, and to each other 
such legal entity, that he or she is duly authorized and has the legal power and authority to sign 
this instrument.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the said parties have hereunto set their hands, the County, by 
and through Patrick Cates, County Manager, as authorized by the Board of County 
Commissioners during a Public Meeting, Laura L. Dilley as Trustees of the Dilley Family Trust,
and Don Blunt, Manager of Velcros, LLC on the respective dates indicated below.

LESSOR:
Douglas County

By: _________________________________
Jenifer Davidson, County Manager
As Authorized by the Board of County 
Commissioners on _______________

ASSIGNOR:
Dilley Family Trust dated October 10, 2008
By: Laura L. Dilley, Trustee

Signature:__________________________    

Signature:__________________________    

Date: _____________

ASSIGNEE
Velcros, LLC
By: Don Blunt, Manager

Signature:__________________________    

Date: _____________

STATE OF NEVADA       )
COUNTY OF DOUGLAS )
This instrument was acknowledged before me, 
a Notary Public, on the ___ day of __________ 
2024, by Laura L. Dilley.

________________________________
Notary Signature

STATE OF NEVADA       )
COUNTY OF DOUGLAS )
This instrument was acknowledged before me, 
a Notary Public, on the ___ day of __________ 
2024, by Don Blunt, Manager of Velcros, LLC.

________________________________
Notary Signature
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. B.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to approve the assignment of LL126 at the Minden-Tahoe Airport from
Talon Aviation to Gr8daynevada LLC, and authorize the County Manager to execute any required
documents. (Heather MacDonnell)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Approve the assignment of LL126 at the Minden-Tahoe Airport from Talon Aviation to Gr8daynevada
LLC, as presented, and authorize the County Manager to execute any required documents. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
Pursuant to the Minden-Tahoe Airport Leasing Policy, the Assignor and Assignee will pay the Airport
2% of the Sales price - their fee is $3,600.
 
BACKGROUND:
The County entered into a lease with Talon Aviation LLC, effective August 2, 2018, for the lease of
approximately 1,532 square feet (“Lease”) at the Airport (Recorded as Document No. 2018-916942),
and the Lease is referred to as “LL126." 
 
As required by the lease, Talon Aviation has requested the County's approval to assign 100% of LL126
to Gr8daynevada LLC. The proposed assignment document is included in the supplemental materials.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
LL126_Lease Amendment_1_v2.docx
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MINDEN-TAHOE AIRPORT

LAND LEASE 126

ASSIGNMENT AND LEASE AMENDMENT # 1

This Assignment of Lease and Lease Amendment # 1 (“Amendment # 1”) is entered into 
this 1st day of February 2024 by and between Douglas County, Nevada (“County” or “Lessor”), 
and Talon Aviation (“Lessee” or “Assignor”), and Gr8daynevada LLC (“Assignee”).  County, 
Lessee and Assignee may be referred to herein collectively as “Parties” or individually as the 
“Party.” 

WHEREAS, the County owns and operates the Minden-Tahoe Airport located in Douglas
County, Nevada, as a general aviation and reliever facility, and is authorized to contract for the 
use of Airport premises and facilities and the provision of products and services thereon;

WHEREAS, the County entered into a lease with Talon Aviation, effective August 2, 
2018 for the lease of approximately 1,532 square feet (“Lease”) at the Airport (Recorded as 
Document No. 2018-916942), and the Lease is referred to as “LL126”; and

WHEREAS, a hangar or other improvements have been constructed upon the leased 
premises; and

WHEREAS, Section 16.05 of the Lease enables the County and Lessee to amend the 
terms of the Lease by a written amendment that is approved and signed by County and Lessee;  

WHEREAS, Lessee has requested approval by the County to assign 100% of its interest 
in the Lease to Assignee; and

WHEREAS, Section 13.01 of the Lease requires Lessee to obtain prior written consent 
from the County in order to assign, transfer, sublease, or otherwise convey any interest in the 
Lease;

WHEREAS, the County deems it advantageous to approve Lessee’s proposed assignment 
of an interest in the Lease; 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it agreed by and between County and Lessee and Assignee, that 
the terms of the Lease will be amended as follows:

1. This Amendment # 1 shall become effective on February 1, 2024 (“Effective Date”).
2. Except as specifically stated or amended herein, the Parties agree that the words and 

phrases within this Amendment shall have the meanings set forth in Lease.
3. All of the terms, covenants and conditions of the Lease, are hereby ratified and 

reaffirmed by all Parties hereto.
4. Assignee hereby accepts this assignment and agrees to assume and be bound by all of 

the terms of the Lease (a copy of which Assignee has received and reviewed),
beginning on the Effective Date and to be held liable under the terms of the Lease.

5. The Parties agree that this assignment of the Lease shall not release Lessee from any 
liability under the Lease and Lessee shall remain jointly and severally liable with 
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Assignee under the terms of the Lease, to the extent that any Liability arises as a 
result of any cause or occasion on or before the Effective Date.

6. The Parties agree and understand that County’s consent to this assignment shall not 
constitute a consent to any future assignments or subletting.

7. The Parties each agree and acknowledge that the County has fully complied with all 
of its obligations under the Lease through the Effective Date and, to the extent not 
expressly modified hereby, all of the terms and conditions of the Lease shall remain 
unchanged and in full force and effect.  If anything contained in this Amendment 
conflicts with any terms of the Lease, then the terms of this Amendment shall govern.

8. The Parties may execute this Amendment in counterparts and all will constitute one 
agreement that will be binding on all the Parties.

9. Notices & Identity: upon the Effective Date, all references to “Lessee” shall be 
updated to reflect this amendment.  Lessee shall be identified as “Gr8daynevada 
LLC”  Lessee’s noticing address is as follows:

Gr8daynevada LLC
c/o Steven Blackburn, Managing Member
195 Highway 50, Suite 104 
PMB 226
Zephyr Cove, NV, 89448

10. Lessee and Assignee have agreed to the terms of a transaction which include the sale 
of a hangar and/or interest in the Lease for a total consideration of $180,000.  
Pursuant to the terms of the Minden-Tahoe Airport’s Leasing Policy and Section 
13.01(B) of the Lease, Lessee and Assignee are required to pay to the airport a fee 
equal to 2 percent of the gross selling price.  By no later than the Effective Date 
Lessee and Assignee shall pay to the airport $3,600 to satisfy this requirement.  
Failure to make timely payment will be grounds for a default.

Each natural person signing this instrument, for or on behalf of a legal entity party hereto, 
represents, warrants, assures and guarantees to each other such natural person, and to each other 
such legal entity, that he or she is duly authorized and has the legal power and authority to sign 
this instrument.

///

///

///
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the said parties have hereunto set their hands, the County, by 
and through Jenifer Davidson, County Manager, as authorized by the Board of County 
Commissioners during a Public Meeting, William Dudley as Manager of Talon Aviation LLC, 
and Steen Blackburn as Managing Member of Gr8daynevada LLC, on the respective dates 
indicated below.

LESSOR:
Douglas County

By: _________________________________
Jenifer Davidson, County Manager
As Authorized by the Board of County 
Commissioners on the 1st day of February, 
2024

ASSIGNOR:
Talon Aviation LLC
By: William Dudley, Manager

Signature:__________________________    

Date: _____________

ASSIGNEE:
Gr8daynevada LLC
By: Steven Blackburn, Managing Member

Signature:__________________________    

Date: _____________

STATE OF NEVADA       )
COUNTY OF DOUGLAS )
This instrument was acknowledged before me, 
a Notary Public, on the ___ day of __________ 
2024, by William Dudley manager of Talon 
Aviation LLC.

________________________________
Notary Signature

STATE OF NEVADA       )
COUNTY OF DOUGLAS )
This instrument was acknowledged before me, 
a Notary Public, on the ___ day of __________ 
2024, by Steven Blackburn, managing member 
of Gr8daynevada LLC.

________________________________
Notary Signature
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. C.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to approve the Douglas County Assessor's request to reclassify an
existing Assessor Clerk Senior position from pay grade 108 to 109. (Trent Tholen)  
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Approve the County Assessor's request to reclassify an existing Assessor Clerk Senior position from
pay grade 108 to 109.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
No immediate financial impact because the current hourly rate of the incumbent is within the salary
range of the new pay grade.
 
BACKGROUND:
After Baker Tilly completed the Douglas County classification and compensation study, the existing
position of Assessor Clerk Senior was further analyzed upon a reclassification request from Toni
Williams, the existing Assessor Clerk Senior, pursuant to Article 21(B) of the Douglas County
Employees Association (DCEA) Labor agreement. The Assessor's Office and the Human Resources
Department both determined the requested pay grade reclassification of the position is justifiable for the
reasons detailed in the attached December 23, 2023 memo.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
Reclassification Request.pdf
HR Reclassification Review - Assessor Clerk Sr. - Williams.pdf
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November 1st, 2023 
Re: Reclassification Request 
 
 
 
 
Trent Tholen 
Douglas County Assessor 
 
 
Dear Mr. Tholen,  
 
Pursuant to Article 21(B) of the DCEA Labor agreement, I am submitting a job audit request.  Due to the 
finding within the Compensation and Classification Study recently conducted by Baker Tilly, I believe 
that my job wasn’t correctly encompassed.  Baker Tilly’s findings were not able to find comparable 
positions as an Assessor’s Clerk Senior and was presented as “Insufficient” in their results submitted to 
the County.  Because of the nature of my position’s responsibilities, requirement and institutional 
knowledge I believe that my position should be compensated higher and that the projected Pay Grade 
of “108” does not accurately reflect in the findings.  
 
 
 
 
Toni Williams 
Douglas County Assessor’s Office 
Assessor Clerk Senior 
 
Enclosure 1 – Baker Tilly Pay Range Comparison 
Enclosure 2 – Baker Tilly Non Exempt T&G 
Enclosure 3 – DCEA Labor Agreement, Article 21 Extract 
 
cc: Kim O’Hair, Administrative Services Manager 
      Dean Miller, DCEA President 
      Frank Flaherty, DCEA Legal Counsel 
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Douglas County Human Resources 

1594 Esmeralda Avenue 
P.O. Box 218 

Minden, Nevada 89423 
(775) 782-9860    FAX (775) 782-9083 

 
  
DATE:  December 23, 2023 
 
TO:  Trent Tholen, Douglas County Assessor 
  Toni Williams, Assessor Clerk Senior 
  
FROM:  Christine Vido, Human Resources Analyst Sr. 
 
RE: Analysis to Consider Reclassification for Assessor Clerk Senior 
 
 
Pursuant to Douglas County Policy 200.30, Reclassification Procedure, the Human Resources Department is 
responsible to “examine the nature of all positions and to allocate them to existing or newly created classes, 
to make changes in the compensation and classification plan as necessary due to changes in the duties and 
responsibilities of existing positions, and to periodically review the entire compensation and classification 
plan and recommend appropriate changes.”  Further, the Douglas County Employees Association (DCEA) 
agreement, Article 21(B). Reclassification Request states, “When there has been a change in the duties 
and/or responsibilities of a position, the affected employee may, at any time, request in writing a job audit 
through his/her Department Head. The employee must be notified of any action to be taken by the 
Employer, including the job audit, within a reasonable period of time not to exceed sixty (60) days of the 
employee’s request.” 
 
It is under the scope of the policy and labor agreement that I have reviewed the classification of Assessor 
Clerk Senior position for possible reclassification of the current incumbent, Toni Williams.  The request for 
reclassification review was submitted to Human Resources by Douglas County Assessor, Trent Tholen 
consistent with labor agreement.  This request was dated November 1, 2023. 
 
The specific request that Mrs. Williams provided to Mr. Tholen stated, “I believe that my job wasn’t correctly 
encompassed.  Baker Tilly’s findings were not able to find comparable positions as an Assessor Clerk Senior 
and was presented as “insufficient” in their results submitted to the County.” 
 
Position History/Current Duties: 
 
The incumbent was hired by Douglas County on July 27, 2015, and she transferred to the Assessor’s Office as 
an Assessor Clerk on October 5, 2019.  The incumbent was promoted to her current position of Assessor 
Clerk Senior on January 8, 2022.  The current Assessor’s Office structure contains one (1) Administrative 
Services Manager, one (1) Assessor Clerk Senior, and one (1) Assessor Clerk.  

 
The recently completed Baker Tilly classification and compensation study included employees’ feedback as to 
the scope and duties of their work.  This was accomplished through a Position Analysis Questionnaire (PAQ).  
The incumbent completed a PAQ which has been reviewed for the purposes of this review.  Within the PAQ, 
the incumbent stated the current position title of Assessor Clerk Senior is appropriate and described their job 
summary as: 
 
Provides administrative support to the operations of the Assessor’s Office by performing a variety of technical, 
complex, and specialized duties. Assists the Manager with lead responsibilities for quality control and 
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workflow. Conducts clerical support to the Assessor and Real Property Appraisers and executes lead clerical 
operations for the Personal Property Appraiser. 
 
The incumbent identified the most significant essential functions as: 

• Assists the general public and other county/state departments in person, over the phone, or by email 
answering complex and difficult inquiries related to real and personal property assessment 
procedures, department policy, abatements, exemption programs, various documents and parcel 
maps. 

• Provides lead clerical operations for the Personal Property Appraiser requiring independent analysis, 
processing and managing specialized personal property data input, complex documents, records, and 
tax bills ensuring completeness and accuracy into the GSA and Trakfile databases. Supports the 
Appraiser ensuring statutory requirements are met. 

• Interprets and processes complex documents, maps, exemptions, and valuation records requiring the 
use of independent analysis and technical data input ensuring completeness and accuracy into the 
GSA database for the Assessor and Real Property Appraisers. Researches and assembles information 
from a variety of sources for the completion of forms or reports. 

 
Mr. Tholen further explained to me, “The Clerk Senior handles 95% of personal property assignments and 
roughly 1/3 share of real property and works closely with the Appraisers in supporting their work.”  Because 
of the nature of the work performed, there are specific statutory requirements which must be met not only 
by the Appraisers but also by the incumbent who must ensure documentation and submittals to the state are 
accurate and consistent.   
 
In reviewing the Clerk-Treasurer positions which were called out by Mr. Tholen, the Deputy Clerk (109) and 
Deputy Treasurer (108) both require High School/GED and one (1) year of experience.  The Deputy Clerk 
Senior (110) requires High School/GED and four (4) years of experience.  None of these positions, including 
the Assessor Clerk Senior requires special certification and licensure.  The Deputy Clerk/Sr. positions also 
must comply with statutory requirements related to the work they perform. 
 
Addressing the concern that the results of the Baker Tilly Compensation and Classification study presented 
salary information as insufficient, Baker Tilly consultant, Ms. Jada Kent, advised that insufficient meant there 
were less than three results returned in the salary survey.  The term insufficient did not infer that no results 
were found.  Regarding analysis to determine if classifications and grading were appropriate, market results 
were one factor of many which determine appropriate placement in the County pay plan.  Other factors 
included skill level, education, experience, level of work, physical demands, independence to act, impact of 
actions and supervision exercised.  These factors along with comparing similar positions across the County all 
factored into the evaluation of proper grading placement.   
 
Conclusion: 
 
In review of all the information provided during this review, Human Resources has determined moving the 
Assessor Clerk Senior grade from 108 to 109 is appropriate.   
 
Because this recommendation requires a change to the pay plan, this recommendation will need to go to 
both the Internal Review Committee (IRC) and the Board of County Commissioners for approval. 
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. D.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to accept the Douglas County December 2023 Investment Report
submitted per Douglas County Code 3.02.040. (Amy Burgans)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Accept the December 2023 Douglas County Investment Report submitted by the Douglas County
Treasurer, as presented.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
The 2023 earnings from investments through the end of December total $431,795.11.
 
BACKGROUND:
Per Douglas County Code 3.02.040, earnings from investments through the end of December 2023 total
$431,795.11. Attached is the Douglas County Investment Report for December 2023.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
06. December 2023 Douglas Monthly Report.pdf
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Monthly Investment Report

Douglas County

December 2023

   10655 Park Run Drive, Suite 120       |       Las Vegas, NV 89144       |       Phone 702.575.6600       |       www.meederpublicfunds.com
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Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:32 PM
Amortizing Page 2

Portfolio Summary
Douglas County 12/31/2023

SECTOR ALLOCATION MATURITY DISTRIBUTION CREDIT QUALITY (MOODY'S)

ACCOUNT SUMMARY MONTH-END PORTFOLIO BOOK YIELD TOP ISSUERS

12/31/23 11/30/23 Issuer % Portfolio
Market Value $139,536,625 $138,003,025 Nevada LGIP 19.4%
Book Value $141,902,494 $141,424,580 FHLB 17.1%
Variance -$2,365,869 -$3,421,555 U.S. Treasury 16.1%

FFCB 11.9%
Par Value $142,970,190 $142,235,837 FNMA 4.2%

FHLMC 2.8%
Net Asset Value $98.33 $97.58 FAMCA 2.7%

Dreyfus Govt Cash Mgmt MMF 1.8%
Book Yield 3.63% 3.49% John Deere 1.5%

Wells Fargo 1.4%
Market Yield 4.84% 4.92% Toyota 1.4%

New York Life 1.4%
Years to Maturity 1.81 1.78 National Securities Clearing 1.4%

Amazon 1.4%
Effective Duration 1.52 1.50 Bank of New York Mellon 1.4%
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Amortizing Page 3

Investment Policy Compliance
Douglas County 12/31/2023

Category Book Value % of Portfolio % Allowed by Policy In Compliance
Reserved row
US Treasuries 22,854,989.33 16.11% 100% Yes
US Federal Agencies 55,047,522.63 38.79% 100% Yes
Supranational Obligations 0.00 0.00% 15% Yes
LGIP 27,485,804.59 19.37% 70% Yes
Commercial Paper 0.00 0.00% 25% Yes
Money Market Funds 2,596,385.14 1.83% 45% Yes
Negotiable Certificates of Deposit 8,920,515.44 6.29% 20% Yes
Corporate Obligations 24,997,276.54 17.62% 25% Yes
Asset-Backed Securities 0.00 0.00% 20% Yes
Collateralized Mortgage Obligations 0.00 0.00% 40% Yes
State and Local Governments 0.00 0.00% 25% Yes
Repurchase Agreements 0.00 0.00% 100% Yes

Total 141,902,493.67 100.00%

Other Metrics Portfolio Metric In Compliance
Weighted Average Maturity 1.81 Less than 3.0 Years Yes
Liquidity 100.00% Yes
Ratings Yes

3
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Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:32 PM
Amortizing Page 4

Historical Book Values
Douglas County 12/31/2023

Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun
Fiscal Year 2020 $87.0 $89.7 $95.3 $98.8 $100.4 $97.2 $95.4 $95.4 $95.8 $96.0 $95.9 $91.5 FY20
Fiscal Year 2021 $88.4 $88.5 $90.2 $90.2 $90.9 $91.7 $92.6 $94.0 $95.4 $95.6 $95.4 $95.0 FY21
Fiscal Year 2022 $99.1 $99.4 $99.6 $105.3 $106.4 $109.4 $109.1 $109.2 $111.4 $112.4 $115.4 $118.6 FY22
Fiscal Year 2023 $118.3 $118.4 $120.1 $123.7 $123.8 $124.0 $123.9 $132.7 $134.3 $134.6 $134.9 $135.3 FY23
Fiscal Year 2024 $135.1 $135.4 $135.8 $136.4 $141.4 $141.7 FY24
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Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:32 PM
Amortizing Page 5

Historical Book Values Per Fiscal Year
Douglas County 12/31/2023

Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun
Fiscal Year 2020 $87.0 $89.7 $95.3 $98.8 $100.4 $97.2 $95.4 $95.4 $95.8 $96.0 $95.9 $91.5 FY20
Fiscal Year 2021 $88.4 $88.5 $90.2 $90.2 $90.9 $91.7 $92.6 $94.0 $95.4 $95.6 $95.4 $95.0 FY21
Fiscal Year 2022 $99.1 $99.4 $99.6 $105.3 $106.4 $109.4 $109.1 $109.2 $111.4 $112.4 $115.4 $118.6 FY22
Fiscal Year 2023 $118.3 $118.4 $120.1 $123.7 $123.8 $124.0 $123.9 $132.7 $134.3 $134.6 $134.9 $135.3 FY23
Fiscal Year 2024 $135.1 $135.4 $135.8 $136.4 $141.4 $141.7 FY24

Figures in Millions, Average Daily Balance
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Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:32 PM
Amortizing Page 6

Historical Weighted Average Maturity
Douglas County 12/31/2023Don

Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun
Fiscal Year 2020 2.13 2.03 2.06 1.94 1.94 1.99 1.96 1.98 1.99 1.97 1.99 1.90
Fiscal Year 2021 1.98 2.07 2.05 2.08 1.99 2.05 1.93 1.89 2.00 1.93 1.96 1.84
Fiscal Year 2022 1.83 1.85 1.87 1.79 1.79 1.85 1.80 1.76 1.74 1.68 1.63 1.67
Fiscal Year 2023 1.61 1.68 1.65 1.73 1.73 1.70 1.58 1.83 1.84 1.83 1.90 1.86
Fiscal Year 2024 1.80 1.74 1.81 1.77 1.78 1.81
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Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:32 PM
Amortizing Page 7

Next Twelve Months Cash Flow
Douglas County 12/31/2023

Jan-24 Feb-24 Mar-24 Apr-24 May-24 Jun-24 Jul-24 Aug-24 Sep-24 Oct-24 Nov-24 Dec-24
Maturities $32.5 $0.5 $1.5 $16.5 $0.0 $1.9 $2.0 $2.0 $2.7 $1.0 $0.2 $3.0 1

Par Value in Millions; Assumes Securities Are Held To Maturity
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Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:32 PM
Amortizing Page 8

Yield At Cost Per 6-Month Maturity Intervals
Douglas County 12/31/2023

Years Yield At Cost % of Portfolio

0 to .5 4.85% 37.10%

.5 to 1.0 2.04% 7.75%

1.0 to 1.5 1.87% 8.30%

1.5 to 2.0 1.41% 8.63%

2.0 to 2.5 2.68% 6.24%

2.5 to 3.0 2.31% 7.74%

3.0 to 3.5 3.59% 5.95%

3.5 to 4.0 4.53% 6.74%

4.0 to 4.5 4.83% 4.92%

4.5 to 5.0 4.34% 3.69%

5.0+ 4.46% 2.93%

Total 3.63% 100.0%

4.85%

2.04%
1.87%

1.41%

2.68%

2.31%

3.59%

4.53%
4.83%

4.34% 4.46%
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Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:32 PM
Amortizing Page 9

Historical Sector Allocation
Douglas County 12/31/2023

Sector Jan-23 Feb-23 Mar-23 Apr-23 May-23 Jun-23 Jul-23 Aug-23 Sep-23 Oct-23 Nov-23 Dec-23
AGY 36.2%  49.0%  50.5%  38.5%  39.2%  38.4%  39.5%  39.4%  41.6%  40.9%  41.0%  38.8%  
LGIP 25.1%  16.7%  16.7%  16.7%  16.7%  16.7%  16.4%  16.4%  16.4%  19.3%  19.4%  19.4%  
CORP 16.8%  19.0%  18.2%  18.2%  17.4%  16.6%  16.7%  16.6%  16.2%  15.6%  15.6%  17.6%  
TSY 7.6%  7.3%  7.3%  18.4%  18.4%  18.4%  20.0%  18.6%  18.6%  17.5%  17.6%  16.1%  
CD 5.4%  4.8%  5.0%  4.8%  5.9%  6.2%  6.2%  6.2%  6.0%  5.6%  6.3%  6.3%  
MMF 5.5%  0.9%  0.1%  1.1%  0.1%  1.4%  0.0%  1.5%  1.1%  1.0%  0.1%  1.8%  
CP 3.5%  2.2%  2.2%  2.2%  2.2%  2.2%  1.1%  1.1%  0.0%  0.0%  0.0%  0.0%  

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:32 PM
Amortizing Page 10

Top 40 Issuer Allocations
Douglas County 12/31/2023

0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%

0.6%
0.7%
0.7%
0.7%
0.7%
0.7%
0.7%
0.7%
0.7%
0.7%
0.8%

1.4%
1.4%
1.4%
1.4%
1.4%
1.4%
1.5%

1.8%
2.7%
2.8%

4.2%
11.9%

16.1%
17.1%

19.4%

Morgan Stanley Bank
Celtic Bank

Discover Bank
EagleBank

First Missouri State Bank
Medallion Bank

Logan State Bank
Abacus FSB

Bank Hapoalim
Bank Five Nine

BMW Bank
Capital One Bank USA

CFBank
Pacific Western Bank

3M
Bank of America

US Bancorp
Intel

Walmart
Caterpillar

PACCAR
Truist Financial

Citigroup
Mars

MetLife
Bank of New York Mellon

Amazon
National Securities Clearing

New York Life
Toyota

Wells Fargo
John Deere

Dreyfus Govt Cash Mgmt MMF
FAMCA
FHLMC
FNMA

FFCB
U.S. Treasury

FHLB
Nevada LGIP

22%20%18%16%14%12%10%8%6%4%2%0%
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Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:32 PM
Amortizing Page 11

Historical Earnings & Book Return Performance
Douglas County 12/31/2023

Fiscal YTD ($K) Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun
FY 2022 $122.495 $251.661 $370.961 $485.884 $597.417 $709.397 $820.732 $932.460 $1,047.734 $1,168.720 $1,295.546 $1,437.640
FY 2023 $156.072 $328.323 $517.026 $737.499 $978.451 $1,236.049 $1,505.298 $1,819.755 $2,123.449 $2,455.886 $2,809.656 $3,165.518
FY 2024 $365.996 $738.757 $1,117.596 $1,510.546 $1,921.483 $2,353.279

Fiscal YTD Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun
Book Return 3.19% 3.22% 3.27% 3.30% 3.35% 3.39%

Fiscal Year-To-Date Earnings

Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun
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Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:32 PM
Amortizing Page 12

Historical Yield At Cost vs Benchmark
Douglas County 12/31/2023

Month-End Yield At Cost vs Benchmark
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Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:32 PM
Amortizing Page 13

Total Return Performance
Douglas County 12/31/2023

*Index: ICE BofA 0-5Yr Treasury Index
**Inception: October 2017

1 Month 3 Month FYTD 1 Year 3 Year 5 Year Inception

Portfolio 1.285% 2.846% 3.317% 4.752% 0.391% 1.937% 1.799%

Benchmark 1.257% 2.716% 3.225% 4.489% -0.155% 1.376% 1.316%

Variance 0.028% 0.129% 0.092% 0.263% 0.546% 0.561% 0.483%

1 Month 3 Month FYTD 1 Year 3 Year 5 Year Inception**
-1.000%

0.000%

1.000%

2.000%

3.000%

4.000%

5.000%
Portfolio
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Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:32 PM
Amortizing Page 14

Investment Activity
Douglas County 12/31/2023

Jan-23 Feb-23 Mar-23 Apr-23 May-23 Jun-23 Jul-23 Aug-23 Sep-23 Oct-23 Nov-23 Dec-23
Positions 87 91 91 89 95 95 96 95 94 95 99 98

Jan-23 Feb-23 Mar-23 Apr-23 May-23 Jun-23 Jul-23 Aug-23 Sep-23 Oct-23 Nov-23 Dec-23
Purchases 1 8 2 3 8 4 2 1 2 5 7 4
Redemptions 2 5 1 5 1 4 1 2 3 5 3 5
Total 3 13 3 8 9 8 3 3 5 10 10 9

Number of Positions at Month End
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Portfolio Summary

Douglas County December 31, 2023

Investments Par Value    Book Value

% of

Portfolio YTMMaturity

Days to

Market Value

Book

Certificates of Deposit  8,928,000.00  8,920,515.44  6.29  3.34 893 8,714,560.78

Corporate Bonds  25,161,000.00  24,997,276.54  17.62  2.86 769 24,435,595.13

Local Government Investment Pool  27,485,804.59  27,485,804.59  19.37  5.21 1 27,485,804.59

Money Market Funds  2,596,385.14  2,596,385.14  1.83  5.24 1 2,596,385.14

U.S. Agencies  55,595,000.00  55,047,522.63  38.79  2.93 1,061 53,801,334.05

U.S. Treasuries  23,204,000.00  22,854,989.33  16.11  4.18 361 22,502,945.40

 141,902,493.67  100.00  662 139,536,625.09  3.63 142,970,189.73

Investments

December 31 Month Ending Fiscal Year To DateTotal Earnings

Current Year  431,795.11  2,353,278.54

Average Daily Balance  141,738,012.00  137,622,618.57

Book Rate of Return  3.59%  3.39%

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:34 PM

Amortizing
15

145



Holdings Report

Douglas County December 31, 2023

   Call Date

Maturity Date

Par Value

Settle Date

Book Value

Original Value

Mkt YTM

Mkt Price

Gain/Loss

% of Port

Fitch

Moody/S&P

Eff. Dur.

WAM

Accrued Int.

Market Value

CUSIP Coupon Rate

Issuer

Book Yield

Remaining

Certificates of Deposit

15721UDC0  248,000.00CFBank 09/12/2019  247,481.68  99.87  247,668.88  0.17% NR/NR  0.0301/11/2024

-327.52 NR  0.03 242.56 1.75%  247,996.40  6.15%1.700%

58404DDG3  248,000.00Medallion Bank 02/12/2019  247,424.64  99.70  247,259.19  0.17% NR/NR  0.1202/12/2024

-727.26 NR  0.12 428.05 3.05%  247,986.45  5.55%3.000%

87270LBU6  248,000.00TIAA FSB 02/25/2019  247,427.12  99.63  247,076.29  0.17% NR/NR  0.1502/22/2024

-907.05 NR  0.15 2,690.63 3.05%  247,983.34  5.55%3.000%

27002YEX0  248,000.00EagleBank 03/20/2020  247,504.00  99.14  245,876.09  0.17% NR/NR  0.2203/20/2024

-2,096.75 NR  0.22 126.38 1.60%  247,972.84  5.49%1.550%

06251AW48  248,000.00Bank Hapoalim 03/26/2019  247,424.64  99.41  246,532.08  0.17% NR/NR  0.2303/25/2024

-1,441.14 NR  0.24 1,931.00 2.95%  247,973.22  5.42%2.900%

69506YRK7  248,000.00Pacific Western Bank 04/30/2020  247,516.40  98.60  244,521.49  0.17% NR/NR  0.3304/30/2024

-3,438.46 NR  0.33 513.67 1.55%  247,959.95  5.49%1.200%

54111LAK2  248,000.00Logan State Bank 09/13/2019  247,404.80  97.53  241,867.91  0.17% NR/NR  0.7009/12/2024

-6,048.64 NR  0.69 237.81 1.80%  247,916.55  5.38%1.750%

32100LCB9  248,000.00First Missouri State Bank 09/13/2019  248,000.00  97.60  242,056.78  0.17% NR/NR  0.7009/13/2024

-5,943.22 NR  0.69 1,382.68 1.85%  248,000.00  5.37%1.850%

00257TBH8  248,000.00Abacus FSB 09/19/2019  247,404.80  97.44  241,639.13  0.17% NR/NR  0.7209/18/2024

-6,275.47 NR  0.71 161.71 1.75%  247,914.60  5.38%1.700%

88413QCK2  248,000.00Third Federal Savings & Loan 11/26/2019  247,412.24  96.85  240,198.47  0.17% NR/NR  0.9011/25/2024

-7,695.31 NR  0.89 490.22 2.00%  247,893.78  5.57%1.950%

05465DAE8  248,000.00Axos Bank 03/26/2020  247,504.00  95.69  237,317.21  0.17% NR/NR  1.2403/26/2025

-10,560.29 NR  1.22 67.27 1.69%  247,877.49  5.27%1.650%

15118RUX3  248,000.00Celtic Bank 04/17/2020  248,000.00  95.33  236,423.49  0.17% NR/NR  1.3004/17/2025

-11,576.51 NR  1.28 152.88 1.50%  248,000.00  5.25%1.500%

15201QDE4  248,000.00CenterState Bank 04/30/2020  247,399.84  94.94  235,443.90  0.17% NR/NR  1.3304/30/2025

-12,396.37 NR  1.32 535.07 1.30%  247,840.26  5.23%1.250%

05580AXF6  248,000.00BMW Bank 09/25/2020  248,000.00  92.59  229,633.16  0.17% NR/NR  1.7409/25/2025

-18,366.84 NR  1.73 332.93 0.50%  248,000.00  5.01%0.500%

05600XQB9  248,000.00BMO Harris Bank NA 05/09/2023  247,655.28  98.61  244,556.02  0.17% NR/NR  2.3505/08/2026

-3,156.00 NR  2.20 1,656.50 4.65%  247,712.02  5.23%4.600%

501798TW2  248,000.00LCA Bank 05/18/2023  247,655.28  98.37  243,960.87  0.17% NR/NR  2.3805/18/2026

-3,750.37 NR  2.23 1,345.32 4.55%  247,711.24  5.23%4.500%

020080CN5  248,000.00Alma Bank 05/19/2023  247,650.32  98.38  243,993.52  0.17% NR/NR  2.3805/19/2026

-3,720.76 NR  2.23 397.48 4.55%  247,714.28  5.22%4.500%

451245AP9  248,000.00Idaho First Bank 05/19/2023  247,650.32  98.16  243,427.27  0.17% NR/NR  2.3805/19/2026

-4,287.26 NR  2.23 388.65 4.45%  247,714.53  5.23%4.400%

06610QFC0  248,000.00Bankers Bank/Oklahoma City OK 05/26/2023  247,650.32  98.38  243,980.21  0.17% NR/NR  2.4005/26/2026

-3,732.11 NR  2.25 183.45 4.55%  247,712.32  5.22%4.500%

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:34 PM

Amortizing
16

146



Holdings Report

Douglas County December 31, 2023

   Call Date

Maturity Date

Par Value

Settle Date

Book Value

Original Value

Mkt YTM

Mkt Price

Gain/Loss

% of Port

Fitch

Moody/S&P

Eff. Dur.

WAM

Accrued Int.

Market Value

CUSIP Coupon Rate

Issuer

Book Yield

Remaining

Certificates of Deposit

89235MLC3  248,000.00Toyota Financial Savings Bank 07/15/2021  248,000.00  90.64  224,794.85  0.17% NR/NR  2.5407/15/2026

-23,205.15 NR  2.50 1,097.32 0.95%  248,000.00  4.92%0.950%

795451AK9  248,000.00Sallie Mae Bank 08/11/2021  248,000.00  90.75  225,065.55  0.17% NR/NR  2.6108/11/2026

-22,934.45 NR  2.56 1,068.78 1.10%  248,000.00  4.92%1.100%

108622PJ4  248,000.00Bridgewater Bank/Bloomington MN 11/06/2023  247,628.00  99.89  247,723.86  0.17% NR/NR  2.8411/03/2026

 82.54 NR  2.60 1,004.91 5.15%  247,641.33  5.14%5.100%

90385LDQ9  248,000.00Ultima Bank Minnesota 05/17/2023  247,595.76  98.02  243,082.26  0.17% NR/NR  2.8811/17/2026

-4,576.92 NR  2.67 448.44 4.45%  247,659.17  5.14%4.400%

254673E36  248,000.00Discover Bank 05/27/2022  248,000.00  94.77  235,031.88  0.17% NR/NR  3.4005/24/2027

-12,968.12 NR  3.19 826.21 3.20%  248,000.00  4.89%3.200%

32026US23  248,000.00First Foundation Bank 06/21/2023  247,504.00  97.61  242,077.36  0.17% NR/NR  3.4706/21/2027

-5,483.79 NR  3.18 336.33 4.56%  247,561.15  5.26%4.500%

910286GM9  248,000.00United Fidelity Bank FSB 06/29/2023  247,546.16  97.76  242,441.40  0.17% NR/NR  3.5006/29/2027

-5,157.28 NR  3.20 92.75 4.60%  247,598.69  5.26%4.550%

14042TJD0  248,000.00Capital One Bank USA 08/04/2022  248,000.00  95.68  237,290.11  0.17% NR/NR  3.5908/03/2027

-10,709.89 NR  3.30 3,642.20 3.55%  248,000.00  4.88%3.550%

062119BK7  248,000.00Bank Five Nine 03/20/2023  248,000.00  97.36  241,459.23  0.17% NR/NR  4.2203/20/2028

-6,540.77 NR  3.75 379.13 4.65%  248,000.00  5.35%4.650%

61690U3V0  248,000.00Morgan Stanley Bank 04/06/2023  247,975.20  97.32  241,361.10  0.17% NR/NR  4.2704/06/2028

-6,600.88 NR  3.79 2,748.72 4.65%  247,961.99  5.36%4.650%

12547CAX6  248,000.00CIBC Bank USA 04/14/2023  247,380.00  96.58  239,521.77  0.17% NR/NR  4.2904/13/2028

-7,923.76 NR  3.83 2,388.61 4.51%  247,445.53  5.35%4.450%

91527PCD7  248,000.00Univest Bank and Trust Co 06/21/2023  247,444.48  99.14  245,862.40  0.17% NR/NR  4.4806/21/2028

-1,633.38 NR  4.01 336.33 4.55%  247,495.79  4.71%4.500%

61768EE82  248,000.00Morgan Stanley Private Bank 11/08/2023  247,456.88  100.67  249,672.64  0.17% NR/NR  4.8611/08/2028

 2,218.06 NR  4.23 1,852.87 5.10%  247,454.58  4.89%5.050%

90355GHQ2  248,000.00UBS Bank USA 11/08/2023  247,451.92  100.48  249,197.61  0.17% NR/NR  4.8611/08/2028

 1,736.37 NR  4.24 815.34 5.05%  247,461.24  4.89%5.000%

02589AF98  248,000.00American Express National Bank 11/08/2023  247,451.92  100.24  248,602.73  0.17% NR/NR  4.8611/08/2028

 1,152.65 NR  4.24 1,834.52 5.05%  247,450.08  4.94%5.000%

87164Y3Z5  248,000.00Synchrony Bank 11/17/2023  247,454.40  102.20  253,450.02  0.17% NR/NR  4.8811/17/2028

 5,997.54 NR  4.27 1,498.19 4.95%  247,452.48  4.39%4.900%

8562834U7  248,000.00State Bank of India 11/24/2023  247,456.88  98.59  244,494.03  0.17% NR/NR  4.9011/24/2028

-2,960.10 NR  4.28 1,290.96 5.05%  247,454.14  5.33%5.000%

 8,914,511.28  8,714,560.78  6.28%  2.45

 8,920,515.44 3.34% 8,928,000.00  5.22%  34,925.87 -205,954.66  2.24Total Certificates of Deposit

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:34 PM
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59217GCT4  1,150,000.00MetLife 03/15/2019  1,176,829.50  99.96  1,149,551.50  0.81% Aa3/AA-  0.0301/11/2024

-603.05 AA-  0.02 19,550.00 3.08%  1,150,154.55  4.47%3.600%

17325FAS7  1,000,000.00Citibank 04/16/2019  1,030,190.00  99.89  998,880.00  0.70% Aa3/A+  0.0601/23/2024

-1,506.83 A+  0.05 16,019.44 2.97%  1,000,386.83  5.17%3.650% 12/23/2023

892331AL3  1,000,000.00Toyota Motor 03/25/2021  1,000,000.00  98.90  989,000.00  0.70% A1/A+  0.2303/25/2024

-11,000.00 A+  0.22 1,816.00 0.68%  1,000,000.00  5.38%0.681% 02/25/2024

64952WDG5  1,000,000.00New York Life 04/15/2019  1,002,910.00  99.22  992,190.00  0.70% Aaa/AA+  0.2804/10/2024

-7,970.50 AAA  0.26 6,468.75 2.81%  1,000,160.50  5.67%2.875%

06406RAL1  1,000,000.00Bank of New York Mellon 11/27/2019  1,003,110.00  97.33  973,280.00  0.71% A1/A  0.8210/24/2024

-27,235.69 AA-  0.78 3,908.33 2.03%  1,000,515.69  5.50%2.100%

07330NAT2  1,000,000.00Truist Bank 12/06/2019  999,010.00  97.06  970,610.00  0.70% A2/A  0.9312/06/2024

-29,205.75 A+  0.89 1,493.06 2.17%  999,815.75  5.43%2.150% 11/05/2024

24422EVC0  1,191,000.00John Deere 03/13/2020  1,224,705.30  97.29  1,158,759.63  0.84% A2/A  1.0301/09/2025

-39,385.27 A+  0.98 11,665.18 1.44%  1,198,144.90  4.79%2.050%

69371RQ66  1,000,000.00PACCAR 02/06/2020  999,190.00  96.80  968,010.00  0.70% A1/A+  1.1002/06/2025

-31,812.25 NR  1.05 7,250.00 1.96%  999,822.25  4.83%1.800%

89236TGT6  1,000,000.00Toyota Motor Credit 02/13/2020  999,330.00  96.73  967,320.00  0.70% A1/A+  1.1202/13/2025

-32,530.37 A+  1.07 6,900.00 1.81%  999,850.37  4.84%1.800%

88579YBH3  820,000.003M 09/07/2022  781,476.40  96.42  790,644.00  0.57% A3/BBB+  1.1302/14/2025

-11,175.84 NR  1.07 6,241.11 4.04%  801,819.84  5.33%2.000%

637639AE5  1,000,000.00National Securities Clearing 01/07/2021  1,004,130.00  92.60  925,990.00  0.71% Aaa/AA+  1.9412/07/2025

-75,605.65 NR  1.87 500.00 0.66%  1,001,595.65  4.80%0.750% 11/07/2025

637639AE5  1,000,000.00National Securities Clearing 03/16/2021  980,900.00  92.60  925,990.00  0.70% Aaa/AA+  1.9412/07/2025

-66,067.60 NR  1.87 500.00 1.17%  992,057.60  4.80%0.750% 11/07/2025

24422EVK2  1,000,000.00John Deere 02/25/2021  993,650.00  92.72  927,160.00  0.70% A2/A  2.0401/15/2026

-70,160.37 A+  1.97 3,227.78 0.83%  997,320.37  4.48%0.700%

64952WED1  1,000,000.00New York Life 06/09/2021  999,030.00  91.63  916,300.00  0.70% Aaa/AA+  2.4406/09/2026

-83,217.99 AAA  2.34 702.78 1.17%  999,517.99  4.83%1.150%

14913R2Q9  1,000,000.00Caterpillar 09/14/2021  998,260.00  91.83  918,340.00  0.70% A2/A  2.7109/14/2026

-80,702.57 A+  2.58 3,418.06 1.19%  999,042.57  4.39%1.150%

931142ER0  1,000,000.00Walmart 09/17/2021  998,110.00  91.94  919,370.00  0.70% Aa2/AA  2.7209/17/2026

-79,589.00 AA  2.60 3,033.33 1.09%  998,959.00  4.23%1.050% 08/17/2026

94988J6F9  2,000,000.00Wells Fargo Bank NA 12/11/2023  2,000,000.00  101.27  2,025,340.00  1.41% Aa2/A+  2.9512/11/2026

 25,340.00 AA-  2.63 5,837.78 5.25%  2,000,000.00  4.79%5.254%

91159HHR4  1,000,000.00US Bancorp 02/14/2023  943,510.00  95.19  951,900.00  0.67% A3/A  3.3204/27/2027

-2,554.17 A  3.05 5,600.00 4.64%  954,454.17  4.73%3.150%

06406RAD9  1,000,000.00Bank of New York Mellon 06/29/2022  965,500.00  95.89  958,850.00  0.69% A1/A  3.3805/16/2027

-16,575.09 AA-  3.06 4,062.50 4.04%  975,425.09  4.58%3.250%
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06051GGA1  1,000,000.00Bank of America 12/08/2023  939,580.00  95.23  952,330.00  0.66% A1/A-  3.8110/21/2027

 11,852.50 AA-  3.30 6,315.56 4.98%  940,477.50  4.63%3.248%

023135CP9  2,000,000.00Amazon 02/24/2023  1,982,400.00  101.61  2,032,280.00  1.40% A1/AA  3.9212/01/2027

 46,978.56 AA-  3.49 7,583.33 4.76%  1,985,301.44  4.10%4.550%

458140CE8  1,000,000.00Intel 02/24/2023  988,930.00  101.73  1,017,280.00  0.70% A2/A  4.1202/10/2028

 26,673.42 A-  3.58 19,093.75 5.13%  990,606.58  4.41%4.875%

571676AT2  1,000,000.00Mars 05/05/2023  1,013,530.00  100.62  1,006,220.00  0.71% A1/A+  4.3104/20/2028

-5,627.91 NR  3.79 8,973.61 4.24%  1,011,847.91  4.39%4.550%

 25,024,281.20  24,435,595.13  17.61%  2.11

 24,997,276.54 2.86% 25,161,000.00  4.77%  150,160.35 -561,681.42  1.93Total Corporate Bonds

Local Government Investment Pool

NV LGIP  27,485,804.59Nevada LGIP 12/01/2023  27,485,804.59  1.00  27,485,804.59  19.37% NR/NR  0.0001/01/2024

 0.00 NR  0.00 123,377.76 5.21%  27,485,804.59  5.21%5.213%

 27,485,804.59  27,485,804.59  19.37%  0.00

 27,485,804.59 5.21% 27,485,804.59  5.21%  123,377.76  0.00  0.00Total Local Government Investment Pool

Money Market Funds

DGCXX  2,596,385.14Dreyfus Govt Cash Mgmt MMF  2,596,385.14  1.00  2,596,385.14  1.83% Aaa/AAA  0.0001/01/2024

 0.00 NR  0.00 26,977.15 5.24%  2,596,385.14  5.24%5.241%

 2,596,385.14  2,596,385.14  1.83%  0.00

 2,596,385.14 5.24% 2,596,385.14  5.24%  26,977.15  0.00  0.00Total Money Market Funds

U.S. Agencies

3133EKQU3  1,900,000.00FFCB 06/21/2019  1,896,827.00  98.53  1,872,051.00  1.34% Aaa/AA+  0.4506/13/2024

-27,662.16 AAA  0.43 1,852.50 1.99%  1,899,713.16  5.26%1.950%

3133EKWV4  2,000,000.00FFCB 07/29/2019  1,991,200.00  98.21  1,964,100.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  0.5707/26/2024

-34,896.10 AAA  0.54 15,930.56 1.94%  1,998,996.10  5.09%1.850%

3133EKA63  2,000,000.00FFCB 08/16/2019  1,993,680.00  97.91  1,958,200.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  0.6308/16/2024

-41,010.00 AAA  0.60 12,000.00 1.67%  1,999,210.00  5.04%1.600%

3133EKQA7  2,000,000.00FFCB 08/02/2019  2,021,380.00  98.04  1,960,780.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  0.7009/10/2024

-42,116.42 AAA  0.67 12,826.67 1.86%  2,002,896.42  5.00%2.080%
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3133EJ2E8  2,000,000.00FFCB 02/22/2019  2,039,640.00  98.36  1,967,240.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  0.9312/06/2024

-39,132.07 AAA  0.90 4,305.56 2.73%  2,006,372.07  4.92%3.100%

3130AQXY4  1,000,000.00FHLB 02/28/2022  1,000,000.00  97.39  973,880.00  0.70% Aaa/AA+  1.1602/28/2025

-26,120.00 AAA  1.11 6,833.33 2.00%  1,000,000.00  4.32%2.000% 01/28/2024

3130A4CH3  2,000,000.00FHLB 10/07/2020  2,164,860.00  97.43  1,948,660.00  1.44% Aaa/AA+  1.2003/14/2025

-96,390.06 AAA  1.15 14,118.06 0.49%  2,045,050.06  4.59%2.375%

3134GXVY7  2,000,000.00FHLMC 06/27/2022  2,000,000.00  99.20  1,983,940.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  1.4906/27/2025

-16,060.00 AAA  1.42 888.89 4.00%  2,000,000.00  4.56%4.000% 06/27/2023

3136G4H63  2,000,000.00FNMA 08/19/2020  2,000,000.00  93.96  1,879,160.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  1.6408/19/2025

-120,840.00 AAA  1.58 4,033.33 0.55%  2,000,000.00  4.42%0.550% 08/19/2024

3130ANJA9  2,000,000.00FHLB 08/25/2021  2,000,000.00  94.64  1,892,720.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  1.6508/25/2025

-107,280.00 AAA  1.59 7,000.00 1.00%  2,000,000.00  4.41%1.000% 08/25/2022

3136G43L5  2,000,000.00FNMA 09/30/2020  2,000,000.00  93.48  1,869,660.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  1.7509/30/2025

-130,340.00 AAA  1.69 2,780.56 0.55%  2,000,000.00  4.46%0.550% 09/30/2024

3130ATJA6  2,000,000.00FHLB 10/27/2022  2,000,000.00  101.07  2,021,360.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  1.8210/27/2025

 21,360.00 AAA  1.70 17,777.78 5.00%  2,000,000.00  4.38%5.000% 10/27/2023

3135G06G3  2,000,000.00FNMA 12/02/2020  1,997,280.00  93.17  1,863,320.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  1.8511/07/2025

-135,650.04 AAA  1.80 1,500.00 0.53%  1,998,970.04  4.39%0.500%

3130AWLZ1  1,750,000.00FHLB 11/28/2023  1,748,617.50  101.28  1,772,330.00  1.23% Aaa/AA+  2.4506/12/2026

 23,677.50 AAA  2.27 4,387.15 4.78%  1,748,652.50  4.19%4.750%

3130APFQ3  2,000,000.00FHLB 10/28/2021  2,000,000.00  91.48  1,829,680.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  2.8310/28/2026

-164,760.35 AAA  2.71 3,850.00 1.10%  1,994,440.35  4.33%1.100% 01/28/2024

3130APPZ2  2,000,000.00FHLB 11/23/2021  2,000,000.00  92.32  1,846,340.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  2.9011/23/2026

-153,660.00 AAA  2.75 3,166.67 1.50%  2,000,000.00  4.35%1.500% 01/23/2024

3130AQA45  2,000,000.00FHLB 12/21/2021  1,999,400.00  94.85  1,896,900.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  2.9812/21/2026

-102,728.64 AAA  2.81 1,250.00 2.25%  1,999,628.64  4.11%2.250% 12/21/2023

31422BSE1  2,000,000.00FAMCA 10/12/2023  1,823,280.00  93.70  1,874,080.00  1.29% NR/NR  3.0401/13/2027

 39,688.71 NR  2.86 17,733.33 4.87%  1,834,391.29  4.13%1.900%

3133ENRD4  2,000,000.00FFCB 03/18/2022  1,949,360.00  92.96  1,859,120.00  1.39% Aaa/AA+  3.1903/10/2027

-107,754.39 AAA  3.02 10,360.00 2.22%  1,966,874.39  4.05%1.680%

3130AT2L0  1,500,000.00FHLB 08/30/2022  1,500,000.00  98.09  1,471,290.00  1.06% Aaa/AA+  3.6508/25/2027

-28,710.00 AAA  2.07 21,262.50 4.05%  1,500,000.00  4.62%4.050% 02/25/2024

3130AT3P0  2,000,000.00FHLB 09/28/2022  2,000,000.00  99.10  1,981,920.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  3.7109/14/2027

-18,080.00 AAA  1.16 29,722.22 5.00%  2,000,000.00  5.27%5.000% 01/14/2024

3130ATLL9  2,000,000.00FHLB 10/28/2022  2,000,000.00  99.49  1,989,840.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  3.8310/28/2027

-10,160.00 AAA  0.86 17,937.50 5.13%  2,000,000.00  5.27%5.125% 04/28/2024

3130AMVK5  1,000,000.00FHLB 12/29/2022  874,000.00  92.48  924,840.00  0.63% Aaa/AA+  4.0012/29/2027

 27,881.62 AAA  3.74 111.11 2.29%  896,958.38  4.05%2.000% 12/29/2023
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31422XW99  2,000,000.00FAMCA 02/14/2023  1,993,880.00  99.39  1,987,740.00  1.41% NR/NR  4.1302/14/2028

-7,065.49 NR  3.70 29,302.78 3.92%  1,994,805.49  4.01%3.850%

3134GYUE0  2,000,000.00FHLMC 06/30/2023  2,000,000.00  99.83  1,996,560.00  1.41% Aaa/AA+  4.5006/28/2028

-3,440.00 AAA  0.28 1,000.00 6.00%  2,000,000.00  6.04%6.000% 01/28/2024

3133EN6W5  2,000,000.00FFCB 02/08/2023  1,966,860.00  98.40  1,967,920.00  1.39% Aaa/AA+  4.5707/24/2028

-3,890.67 AAA  4.06 31,618.06 3.97%  1,971,810.67  4.01%3.625%

3133EPUN3  2,005,000.00FFCB 09/05/2023  2,025,451.00  102.03  2,045,761.65  1.43% Aaa/AA+  4.6608/28/2028

 21,594.07 AAA  4.08 30,826.88 4.27%  2,024,167.58  4.02%4.500%

3130AQRW5  1,900,000.00FHLB 02/07/2023  1,624,766.00  86.51  1,643,614.00  1.16% Aaa/AA+  8.1402/17/2032

-4,002.71 AAA  6.79 16,973.33 4.36%  1,647,616.71  4.39%2.400% 01/08/2024

3130ATS65  1,000,000.00FHLB 09/22/2023  1,006,720.00  104.07  1,040,730.00  0.71% Aaa/AA+  8.7009/10/2032

 34,227.31 AAA  6.94 15,031.25 4.78%  1,006,502.69  4.31%4.875%

3130AV4X7  500,000.00FHLB 10/24/2023  462,220.00  100.60  503,015.00  0.33% Aaa/AA+  9.2003/11/2033

 40,223.35 AAA  7.38 6,684.03 5.41%  462,791.65  4.29%4.375%

3133EPGG4  1,040,000.00FFCB 05/05/2023  1,048,153.60  97.56  1,014,582.40  0.74% Aaa/AA+  9.3104/20/2033

-33,092.03 AAA  7.55 8,204.44 3.90%  1,047,674.43  4.32%4.000%

 55,127,575.10  53,801,334.05  38.79%  2.91

 55,047,522.63 2.93% 55,595,000.00  4.57%  351,268.49 -1,246,188.57  2.27Total U.S. Agencies

U.S. Treasuries

912797JN8  10,176,000.00U.S. Treasury 12/19/2023  10,000,409.76  98.48  10,021,426.56  7.06% P-1/A-1+  0.2904/16/2024

 3,585.43 F1+  0.30 0.00 5.40%  10,017,841.13  5.28%0.000%

912797JP3  5,088,000.00U.S. Treasury 12/26/2023  5,000,332.69  98.38  5,005,727.04  3.53% P-1/A-1+  0.3104/23/2024

 1,771.68 F1+  0.32 0.00 5.39%  5,003,955.36  5.28%0.000%

912828ZT0  2,000,000.00U.S. Treasury 09/22/2021  1,973,984.38  94.19  1,883,820.00  1.40% Aaa/AA+  1.4205/31/2025

-106,128.68 AAA  1.37 437.16 0.61%  1,989,948.68  4.53%0.250%

912828P46  2,000,000.00U.S. Treasury 08/10/2022  1,899,609.38  94.79  1,895,780.00  1.37% Aaa/AA+  2.1302/15/2026

-42,176.21 AAA  2.03 12,275.82 3.15%  1,937,956.21  4.21%1.625%

91282CBW0  1,940,000.00U.S. Treasury 05/04/2021  1,929,845.30  92.55  1,795,411.80  1.36% Aaa/AA+  2.3304/30/2026

-139,783.60 AAA  2.25 2,478.30 0.86%  1,935,195.40  4.13%0.750%

912828X88  2,000,000.00U.S. Treasury 05/23/2022  1,956,875.00  95.04  1,900,780.00  1.39% Aaa/AA+  3.3705/15/2027

-69,312.56 AAA  3.16 6,133.24 2.84%  1,970,092.56  3.96%2.375%

 22,761,056.52  22,502,945.40  16.11%  0.99

 22,854,989.33 4.18% 23,204,000.00  4.91%  21,324.52 -352,043.94  0.96Total U.S. Treasuries

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:34 PM

Amortizing
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Holdings Report

Douglas County December 31, 2023

   Call Date

Maturity Date

Par Value

Settle Date

Book Value

Original Value

Mkt YTM

Mkt Price

Gain/Loss

% of Port

Fitch

Moody/S&P

Eff. Dur.

WAM

Accrued Int.

Market Value

CUSIP Coupon Rate

Issuer

Book Yield

Remaining

 141,909,613.83  139,536,625.09  100.00%  1.81

 708,034.14 -2,365,868.59  1.52 4.84% 141,902,493.67 3.63% 142,970,189.73TOTAL PORTFOLIO

TOTAL MARKET VALUE PLUS ACCRUED INTEREST  140,244,659.23

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:34 PM

Amortizing
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Days to 
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DGCXX  5.241%  1Dreyfus Govt Cash Mgmt MMF  2,596,385.14 01/01/2024  1 5.24% 2,596,385.14  2,596,385.14

NV LGIP  5.213%  1Nevada LGIP 11/13/2020  27,485,804.59 01/01/2024  1 5.21% 27,485,804.59  27,485,804.59

59217GCT4  3.600%  1,752MetLife 03/15/2019  1,150,154.55 01/11/2024  11 3.08% 1,150,000.00  1,149,551.50

15721UDC0  1.700%  1,571CFBank 09/12/2019  247,996.40 01/11/2024  11 1.75% 248,000.00  247,668.88

17325FAS7  3.650%  1,720Citibank 04/16/2019  1,000,386.83 01/23/2024  23 2.97% 1,000,000.00  998,880.00

58404DDG3  3.000%  1,783Medallion Bank 02/12/2019  247,986.45 02/12/2024  43 3.05% 248,000.00  247,259.19

87270LBU6  3.000%  1,770TIAA FSB 02/25/2019  247,983.34 02/22/2024  53 3.05% 248,000.00  247,076.29

27002YEX0  1.550%  1,381EagleBank 03/20/2020  247,972.84 03/20/2024  80 1.60% 248,000.00  245,876.09

06251AW48  2.900%  1,741Bank Hapoalim 03/26/2019  247,973.22 03/25/2024  85 2.95% 248,000.00  246,532.08

892331AL3  0.681%  1,011Toyota Motor 03/25/2021  1,000,000.00 03/25/2024  85 0.68% 1,000,000.00  989,000.00

64952WDG5  2.875%  1,721New York Life 04/15/2019  1,000,160.50 04/10/2024  101 2.81% 1,000,000.00  992,190.00

912797JN8  0.000%  12U.S. Treasury 12/19/2023  10,017,841.13 04/16/2024  107 5.40% 10,176,000.00  10,021,426.56

912797JP3  0.000%  5U.S. Treasury 12/26/2023  5,003,955.36 04/23/2024  114 5.39% 5,088,000.00  5,005,727.04

69506YRK7  1.200%  1,340Pacific Western Bank 04/30/2020  247,959.95 04/30/2024  121 1.55% 248,000.00  244,521.49

3133EKQU3  1.950%  1,654FFCB 06/21/2019  1,899,713.16 06/13/2024  165 1.99% 1,900,000.00  1,872,051.00

3133EKWV4  1.850%  1,616FFCB 07/29/2019  1,998,996.10 07/26/2024  208 1.94% 2,000,000.00  1,964,100.00

3133EKA63  1.600%  1,598FFCB 08/16/2019  1,999,210.00 08/16/2024  229 1.67% 2,000,000.00  1,958,200.00

3133EKQA7  2.080%  1,612FFCB 08/02/2019  2,002,896.42 09/10/2024  254 1.86% 2,000,000.00  1,960,780.00

54111LAK2  1.750%  1,570Logan State Bank 09/13/2019  247,916.55 09/12/2024  256 1.80% 248,000.00  241,867.91

32100LCB9  1.850%  1,570First Missouri State Bank 09/13/2019  248,000.00 09/13/2024  257 1.85% 248,000.00  242,056.78

00257TBH8  1.700%  1,564Abacus FSB 09/19/2019  247,914.60 09/18/2024  262 1.75% 248,000.00  241,639.13

06406RAL1  2.100%  1,495Bank of New York Mellon 11/27/2019  1,000,515.69 10/24/2024  298 2.03% 1,000,000.00  973,280.00

88413QCK2  1.950%  1,496Third Federal Savings & Loan 11/26/2019  247,893.78 11/25/2024  330 2.00% 248,000.00  240,198.47

3133EJ2E8  3.100%  1,773FFCB 02/22/2019  2,006,372.07 12/06/2024  341 2.73% 2,000,000.00  1,967,240.00

07330NAT2  2.150%  1,486Truist Bank 12/06/2019  999,815.75 12/06/2024  341 2.17% 1,000,000.00  970,610.00

24422EVC0  2.050%  1,388John Deere 03/13/2020  1,198,144.90 01/09/2025  375 1.44% 1,191,000.00  1,158,759.63

69371RQ66  1.800%  1,424PACCAR 02/06/2020  999,822.25 02/06/2025  403 1.96% 1,000,000.00  968,010.00

89236TGT6  1.800%  1,417Toyota Motor Credit 02/13/2020  999,850.37 02/13/2025  410 1.81% 1,000,000.00  967,320.00

88579YBH3  2.000%  4803M 09/07/2022  801,819.84 02/14/2025  411 4.04% 820,000.00  790,644.00

3130AQXY4  2.000%  671FHLB 02/28/2022  1,000,000.00 02/28/2025  425 2.00% 1,000,000.00  973,880.00

3130A4CH3  2.375%  1,180FHLB 10/07/2020  2,045,050.06 03/14/2025  439 0.49% 2,000,000.00  1,948,660.00

05465DAE8  1.650%  1,375Axos Bank 03/26/2020  247,877.49 03/26/2025  451 1.69% 248,000.00  237,317.21

15118RUX3  1.500%  1,353Celtic Bank 04/17/2020  248,000.00 04/17/2025  473 1.50% 248,000.00  236,423.49

15201QDE4  1.250%  1,340CenterState Bank 04/30/2020  247,840.26 04/30/2025  486 1.30% 248,000.00  235,443.90

912828ZT0  0.250%  830U.S. Treasury 09/22/2021  1,989,948.68 05/31/2025  517 0.61% 2,000,000.00  1,883,820.00

3134GXVY7  4.000%  552FHLMC 06/27/2022  2,000,000.00 06/27/2025  544 4.00% 2,000,000.00  1,983,940.00

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:34 PM

Amortizing
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3136G4H63  0.550%  1,229FNMA 08/19/2020  2,000,000.00 08/19/2025  597 0.55% 2,000,000.00  1,879,160.00

3130ANJA9  1.000%  858FHLB 08/25/2021  2,000,000.00 08/25/2025  603 1.00% 2,000,000.00  1,892,720.00

05580AXF6  0.500%  1,192BMW Bank 09/25/2020  248,000.00 09/25/2025  634 0.50% 248,000.00  229,633.16

3136G43L5  0.550%  1,187FNMA 09/30/2020  2,000,000.00 09/30/2025  639 0.55% 2,000,000.00  1,869,660.00

3130ATJA6  5.000%  430FHLB 10/27/2022  2,000,000.00 10/27/2025  666 5.00% 2,000,000.00  2,021,360.00

3135G06G3  0.500%  1,124FNMA 12/02/2020  1,998,970.04 11/07/2025  677 0.53% 2,000,000.00  1,863,320.00

637639AE5  0.750%  1,088National Securities Clearing 01/07/2021  1,001,595.65 12/07/2025  707 0.66% 1,000,000.00  925,990.00

637639AE5  0.750%  1,088National Securities Clearing 01/07/2021  992,057.60 12/07/2025  707 1.17% 1,000,000.00  925,990.00

24422EVK2  0.700%  1,039John Deere 02/25/2021  997,320.37 01/15/2026  746 0.83% 1,000,000.00  927,160.00

912828P46  1.625%  508U.S. Treasury 08/10/2022  1,937,956.21 02/15/2026  777 3.15% 2,000,000.00  1,895,780.00

91282CBW0  0.750%  971U.S. Treasury 05/04/2021  1,935,195.40 04/30/2026  851 0.86% 1,940,000.00  1,795,411.80

05600XQB9  4.600%  236BMO Harris Bank NA 05/09/2023  247,712.02 05/08/2026  859 4.65% 248,000.00  244,556.02

501798TW2  4.500%  227LCA Bank 05/18/2023  247,711.24 05/18/2026  869 4.55% 248,000.00  243,960.87

451245AP9  4.400%  226Idaho First Bank 05/19/2023  247,714.53 05/19/2026  870 4.45% 248,000.00  243,427.27

020080CN5  4.500%  226Alma Bank 05/19/2023  247,714.28 05/19/2026  870 4.55% 248,000.00  243,993.52

06610QFC0  4.500%  219Bankers Bank/Oklahoma City OK 05/26/2023  247,712.32 05/26/2026  877 4.55% 248,000.00  243,980.21

64952WED1  1.150%  935New York Life 06/09/2021  999,517.99 06/09/2026  891 1.17% 1,000,000.00  916,300.00

3130AWLZ1  4.750%  33FHLB 11/28/2023  1,748,652.50 06/12/2026  894 4.78% 1,750,000.00  1,772,330.00

89235MLC3  0.950%  899Toyota Financial Savings Bank 07/15/2021  248,000.00 07/15/2026  927 0.95% 248,000.00  224,794.85

795451AK9  1.100%  872Sallie Mae Bank 08/11/2021  248,000.00 08/11/2026  954 1.10% 248,000.00  225,065.55

14913R2Q9  1.150%  838Caterpillar 09/14/2021  999,042.57 09/14/2026  988 1.19% 1,000,000.00  918,340.00

931142ER0  1.050%  835Walmart 09/17/2021  998,959.00 09/17/2026  991 1.09% 1,000,000.00  919,370.00

3130APFQ3  1.100%  794FHLB 10/28/2021  1,994,440.35 10/28/2026  1,032 1.10% 2,000,000.00  1,829,680.00

108622PJ4  5.100%  55Bridgewater Bank/Bloomington MN 11/06/2023  247,641.33 11/03/2026  1,038 5.15% 248,000.00  247,723.86

90385LDQ9  4.400%  228Ultima Bank Minnesota 05/17/2023  247,659.17 11/17/2026  1,052 4.45% 248,000.00  243,082.26

3130APPZ2  1.500%  768FHLB 11/23/2021  2,000,000.00 11/23/2026  1,058 1.50% 2,000,000.00  1,846,340.00

94988J6F9  5.254%  20Wells Fargo Bank NA 12/11/2023  2,000,000.00 12/11/2026  1,076 5.25% 2,000,000.00  2,025,340.00

3130AQA45  2.250%  740FHLB 12/21/2021  1,999,628.64 12/21/2026  1,086 2.25% 2,000,000.00  1,896,900.00

31422BSE1  1.900%  80FAMCA 10/12/2023  1,834,391.29 01/13/2027  1,109 4.87% 2,000,000.00  1,874,080.00

3133ENRD4  1.680%  653FFCB 03/18/2022  1,966,874.39 03/10/2027  1,165 2.22% 2,000,000.00  1,859,120.00

91159HHR4  3.150%  320US Bancorp 02/14/2023  954,454.17 04/27/2027  1,213 4.64% 1,000,000.00  951,900.00

912828X88  2.375%  587U.S. Treasury 05/23/2022  1,970,092.56 05/15/2027  1,231 2.84% 2,000,000.00  1,900,780.00

06406RAD9  3.250%  550Bank of New York Mellon 06/29/2022  975,425.09 05/16/2027  1,232 4.04% 1,000,000.00  958,850.00

254673E36  3.200%  583Discover Bank 05/27/2022  248,000.00 05/24/2027  1,240 3.20% 248,000.00  235,031.88

32026US23  4.500%  193First Foundation Bank 06/21/2023  247,561.15 06/21/2027  1,268 4.56% 248,000.00  242,077.36

910286GM9  4.550%  185United Fidelity Bank FSB 06/29/2023  247,598.69 06/29/2027  1,276 4.60% 248,000.00  242,441.40

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:34 PM
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14042TJD0  3.550%  514Capital One Bank USA 08/04/2022  248,000.00 08/03/2027  1,311 3.55% 248,000.00  237,290.11

3130AT2L0  4.050%  488FHLB 08/30/2022  1,500,000.00 08/25/2027  1,333 4.05% 1,500,000.00  1,471,290.00

3130AT3P0  5.000%  459FHLB 09/28/2022  2,000,000.00 09/14/2027  1,353 5.00% 2,000,000.00  1,981,920.00

06051GGA1  3.248%  23Bank of America 12/08/2023  940,477.50 10/21/2027  1,390 4.98% 1,000,000.00  952,330.00

3130ATLL9  5.125%  429FHLB 10/28/2022  2,000,000.00 10/28/2027  1,397 5.13% 2,000,000.00  1,989,840.00

023135CP9  4.550%  310Amazon 02/24/2023  1,985,301.44 12/01/2027  1,431 4.76% 2,000,000.00  2,032,280.00

3130AMVK5  2.000%  367FHLB 12/29/2022  896,958.38 12/29/2027  1,459 2.29% 1,000,000.00  924,840.00

458140CE8  4.875%  310Intel 02/24/2023  990,606.58 02/10/2028  1,502 5.13% 1,000,000.00  1,017,280.00

31422XW99  3.850%  320FAMCA 02/14/2023  1,994,805.49 02/14/2028  1,506 3.92% 2,000,000.00  1,987,740.00

062119BK7  4.650%  286Bank Five Nine 03/20/2023  248,000.00 03/20/2028  1,541 4.65% 248,000.00  241,459.23

61690U3V0  4.650%  269Morgan Stanley Bank 04/06/2023  247,961.99 04/06/2028  1,558 4.65% 248,000.00  241,361.10

12547CAX6  4.450%  261CIBC Bank USA 04/14/2023  247,445.53 04/13/2028  1,565 4.51% 248,000.00  239,521.77

571676AT2  4.550%  240Mars 05/05/2023  1,011,847.91 04/20/2028  1,572 4.24% 1,000,000.00  1,006,220.00

91527PCD7  4.500%  193Univest Bank and Trust Co 06/21/2023  247,495.79 06/21/2028  1,634 4.55% 248,000.00  245,862.40

3134GYUE0  6.000%  184FHLMC 06/30/2023  2,000,000.00 06/28/2028  1,641 6.00% 2,000,000.00  1,996,560.00

3133EN6W5  3.625%  326FFCB 02/08/2023  1,971,810.67 07/24/2028  1,667 3.97% 2,000,000.00  1,967,920.00

3133EPUN3  4.500%  117FFCB 09/05/2023  2,024,167.58 08/28/2028  1,702 4.27% 2,005,000.00  2,045,761.65

61768EE82  5.050%  53Morgan Stanley Private Bank 11/08/2023  247,454.58 11/08/2028  1,774 5.10% 248,000.00  249,672.64

02589AF98  5.000%  53American Express National Bank 11/08/2023  247,450.08 11/08/2028  1,774 5.05% 248,000.00  248,602.73

90355GHQ2  5.000%  53UBS Bank USA 11/08/2023  247,461.24 11/08/2028  1,774 5.05% 248,000.00  249,197.61

87164Y3Z5  4.900%  44Synchrony Bank 11/17/2023  247,452.48 11/17/2028  1,783 4.95% 248,000.00  253,450.02

8562834U7  5.000%  37State Bank of India 11/24/2023  247,454.14 11/24/2028  1,790 5.05% 248,000.00  244,494.03

3130AQRW5  2.400%  327FHLB 02/07/2023  1,647,616.71 02/17/2032  2,970 4.36% 1,900,000.00  1,643,614.00

3130ATS65  4.875%  100FHLB 09/22/2023  1,006,502.69 09/10/2032  3,176 4.78% 1,000,000.00  1,040,730.00

3130AV4X7  4.375%  68FHLB 10/24/2023  462,791.65 03/11/2033  3,358 5.41% 500,000.00  503,015.00

3133EPGG4  4.000%  240FFCB 05/05/2023  1,047,674.43 04/20/2033  3,398 3.90% 1,040,000.00  1,014,582.40

Net Maturities and Averages  141,902,493.67  662 3.63% 139,536,625.09 142,970,189.73

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:34 PM
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Nevada LGIP  1  27,485,804.59  27,485,804.59  19.37  5.21  1

FHLB  15  24,650,000.00  24,301,640.98  17.13  3.13  1,244

U.S. Treasury  6  23,204,000.00  22,854,989.33  16.11  4.18  361

FFCB  9  16,945,000.00  16,917,714.82  11.92  2.67  884

FNMA  3  6,000,000.00  5,998,970.04  4.23  0.54  638

FHLMC  2  4,000,000.00  4,000,000.00  2.82  5.00  1,093

FAMCA  2  4,000,000.00  3,829,196.78  2.70  4.37  1,316

Dreyfus Govt Cash Mgmt MMF  1  2,596,385.14  2,596,385.14  1.83  5.24  1

John Deere  2  2,191,000.00  2,195,465.28  1.55  1.16  544

Wells Fargo  1  2,000,000.00  2,000,000.00  1.41  5.25  1,076

Toyota  2  2,000,000.00  1,999,850.37  1.41  1.25  247

New York Life  2  2,000,000.00  1,999,678.48  1.41  1.99  496

National Securities Clearing  2  2,000,000.00  1,993,653.25  1.40  0.91  707

Amazon  1  2,000,000.00  1,985,301.44  1.40  4.76  1,431

Bank of New York Mellon  2  2,000,000.00  1,975,940.79  1.39  3.02  759

MetLife  1  1,150,000.00  1,150,154.55  0.81  3.08  11

Mars  1  1,000,000.00  1,011,847.91  0.71  4.24  1,572

Citigroup  1  1,000,000.00  1,000,386.83  0.70  2.97  23

PACCAR  1  1,000,000.00  999,822.25  0.70  1.96  403

Truist Financial  1  1,000,000.00  999,815.75  0.70  2.17  341

Caterpillar  1  1,000,000.00  999,042.57  0.70  1.19  988

Walmart  1  1,000,000.00  998,959.00  0.70  1.09  991

Intel  1  1,000,000.00  990,606.58  0.70  5.13  1,502

US Bancorp  1  1,000,000.00  954,454.17  0.67  4.64  1,213

Bank of America  1  1,000,000.00  940,477.50  0.66  4.98  1,390

3M  1  820,000.00  801,819.84  0.57  4.04  411

Abacus FSB  1  248,000.00  247,914.60  0.17  1.75  262

Bank Five Nine  1  248,000.00  248,000.00  0.17  4.65  1,541

Bank Hapoalim  1  248,000.00  247,973.22  0.17  2.95  85

Celtic Bank  1  248,000.00  248,000.00  0.17  1.50  473

CFBank  1  248,000.00  247,996.40  0.17  1.75  11

BMW Bank  1  248,000.00  248,000.00  0.17  0.50  634

Logan State Bank  1  248,000.00  247,916.55  0.17  1.80  256

First Missouri State Bank  1  248,000.00  248,000.00  0.17  1.85  257

Discover Bank  1  248,000.00  248,000.00  0.17  3.20  1,240

EagleBank  1  248,000.00  247,972.84  0.17  1.60  80

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:34 PM

Amortizing
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Summary by Issuer

Douglas County December 31, 2023

Issuer Investments

Number of Par

Value

Book

Value

% of

Portfolio YTM Maturity

Days toBook

Capital One Bank USA  1  248,000.00  248,000.00  0.17  3.55  1,311

TIAA FSB  1  248,000.00  247,983.34  0.17  3.05  53

Toyota Financial Savings Bank  1  248,000.00  248,000.00  0.17  0.95  927

Pacific Western Bank  1  248,000.00  247,959.95  0.17  1.55  121

Sallie Mae Bank  1  248,000.00  248,000.00  0.17  1.10  954

Medallion Bank  1  248,000.00  247,986.45  0.17  3.05  43

Morgan Stanley Bank  1  248,000.00  247,961.99  0.17  4.65  1,558

Third Federal Savings & Loan  1  248,000.00  247,893.78  0.17  2.00  330

CenterState Bank  1  248,000.00  247,840.26  0.17  1.30  486

Axos Bank  1  248,000.00  247,877.49  0.17  1.69  451

Alma Bank  1  248,000.00  247,714.28  0.17  4.55  870

Bridgewater Bank/Bloomington MN  1  248,000.00  247,641.33  0.17  5.15  1,038

Bankers Bank/Oklahoma City OK  1  248,000.00  247,712.32  0.17  4.55  877

BMO Harris Bank NA  1  248,000.00  247,712.02  0.17  4.65  859

Idaho First Bank  1  248,000.00  247,714.53  0.17  4.45  870

LCA Bank  1  248,000.00  247,711.24  0.17  4.55  869

Ultima Bank Minnesota  1  248,000.00  247,659.17  0.17  4.45  1,052

United Fidelity Bank FSB  1  248,000.00  247,598.69  0.17  4.60  1,276

Univest Bank and Trust Co  1  248,000.00  247,495.79  0.17  4.55  1,634

First Foundation Bank  1  248,000.00  247,561.15  0.17  4.56  1,268

CIBC Bank USA  1  248,000.00  247,445.53  0.17  4.51  1,565

American Express National Bank  1  248,000.00  247,450.08  0.17  5.05  1,774

UBS Bank USA  1  248,000.00  247,461.24  0.17  5.05  1,774

Morgan Stanley Private Bank  1  248,000.00  247,454.58  0.17  5.10  1,774

State Bank of India  1  248,000.00  247,454.14  0.17  5.05  1,790

Synchrony Bank  1  248,000.00  247,452.48  0.17  4.95  1,783

Total and Average  98  142,970,189.73  141,902,493.67  662 100.00%  3.63

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:34 PM

Amortizing
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Income Earned Summary

Douglas County December 31, 2023

Fiscal Year To DateDecember 31 Month End

Interest

Interest Received/Purchased

Plus Accrued Interest at End of Period

Less Accrued Interest at Beginning of Period

Interest Earned During Period

Total Adjustments for Amortization/Accretion

Total Capital Gains or Losses

Total Earnings During Period

 410,675.59  1,685,140.08

 708,034.14  708,034.14

-754,152.26 -562,633.97

 364,557.47  1,830,540.25

 67,237.64  522,738.25

 0.04 0.00

 431,795.11  2,353,278.54

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:34 PM

Amortizing
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Income Earned

Douglas County December 01, 2023 - December 31, 2023

CUSIP Value

Ending Par

Date

Maturity

Book  Value

Beginning

 Value

Ending Book 

Accrued

Beginning

/Purchased

Int.Received

Accrued

Ending

Issuer Earned

Interest Amortization/

Accretion Earned

Net Income

Certificates of Deposit

15721UDC0 01/11/2024  248,000.00CFBank  247,986.24  247,996.40  231.01  346.52  242.56  358.07  10.16  368.23

58404DDG3 02/12/2024  248,000.00Medallion Bank  247,976.68  247,986.45  407.67  611.51  428.05  631.89  9.77  641.66

87270LBU6 02/22/2024  248,000.00TIAA FSB  247,973.60  247,983.34  2,058.74  0.00  2,690.63  631.89  9.74  641.63

27002YEX0 03/20/2024  248,000.00EagleBank  247,962.32  247,972.84  115.85  315.95  126.38  326.48  10.52  337.00

06251AW48 03/25/2024  248,000.00Bank Hapoalim  247,963.45  247,973.22  1,320.18  0.00  1,931.00  610.82  9.77  620.59

69506YRK7 04/30/2024  248,000.00Pacific Western Bank  247,949.69  247,959.95  260.91  0.00  513.67  252.76  10.26  263.02

54111LAK2 09/12/2024  248,000.00Logan State Bank  247,906.45  247,916.55  225.92  356.71  237.81  368.60  10.10  378.70

32100LCB9 09/13/2024  248,000.00First Missouri State Bank  248,000.00  248,000.00  993.02  0.00  1,382.68  389.66  0.00  389.66

00257TBH8 09/18/2024  248,000.00Abacus FSB  247,904.49  247,914.60  150.16  346.52  161.71  358.07  10.10  368.17

88413QCK2 11/25/2024  248,000.00Third Federal Savings & Loan  247,883.80  247,893.78  79.50  0.00  490.22  410.72  9.98  420.70

05465DAE8 03/26/2025  248,000.00Axos Bank  247,869.07  247,877.49  56.05  336.33  67.27  347.55  8.42  355.97

15118RUX3 04/17/2025  248,000.00Celtic Bank  248,000.00  248,000.00  142.68  305.75  152.88  315.95  0.00  315.95

15201QDE4 04/30/2025  248,000.00CenterState Bank  247,830.08  247,840.26  271.78  0.00  535.07  263.29  10.19  273.48

05580AXF6 09/25/2025  248,000.00BMW Bank  248,000.00  248,000.00  227.62  0.00  332.93  105.31  0.00  105.31

05600XQB9 05/08/2026  248,000.00BMO Harris Bank NA  247,709.22  247,712.02  687.61  0.00  1,656.50  968.89  2.80  971.69

501798TW2 05/18/2026  248,000.00LCA Bank  247,709.32  247,711.24  397.48  0.00  1,345.32  947.84  1.92  949.76

451245AP9 05/19/2026  248,000.00Idaho First Bank  247,707.19  247,714.53  358.75  896.88  388.65  926.78  7.34  934.12

020080CN5 05/19/2026  248,000.00Alma Bank  247,707.04  247,714.28  366.90  917.26  397.48  947.84  7.24  955.08

06610QFC0 05/26/2026  248,000.00Bankers Bank/Oklahoma City OK  247,705.91  247,712.32  152.88  917.26  183.45  947.83  6.41  954.24

89235MLC3 07/15/2026  248,000.00Toyota Financial Savings Bank  248,000.00  248,000.00  897.22  0.00  1,097.32  200.10  0.00  200.10

795451AK9 08/11/2026  248,000.00Sallie Mae Bank  248,000.00  248,000.00  837.08  0.00  1,068.78  231.70  0.00  231.70

108622PJ4 11/03/2026  248,000.00Bridgewater Bank/Bloomington MN  247,631.99  247,641.33  970.26  1,039.56  1,004.91  1,074.21  9.33  1,083.54

90385LDQ9 11/17/2026  248,000.00Ultima Bank Minnesota  247,651.80  247,659.17  418.54  896.88  448.44  926.78  7.38  934.16

254673E36 05/24/2027  248,000.00Discover Bank  248,000.00  248,000.00  152.20  0.00  826.21  674.01  0.00  674.01

32026US23 06/21/2027  248,000.00First Foundation Bank  247,548.45  247,561.15  4,983.78  5,595.29  336.33  947.84  12.71  960.55

910286GM9 06/29/2027  248,000.00United Fidelity Bank FSB  247,586.48  247,598.69  61.83  927.45  92.75  958.37  12.21  970.58

14042TJD0 08/03/2027  248,000.00Capital One Bank USA  248,000.00  248,000.00  2,894.47  0.00  3,642.20  747.73  0.00  747.73

062119BK7 03/20/2028  248,000.00Bank Five Nine  248,000.00  248,000.00  347.54  947.84  379.13  979.43  0.00  979.43

61690U3V0 04/06/2028  248,000.00Morgan Stanley Bank  247,964.18  247,961.99  1,769.29  0.00  2,748.72  979.43 -2.19  977.24

12547CAX6 04/13/2028  248,000.00CIBC Bank USA  247,439.03  247,445.53  1,451.31  0.00  2,388.61  937.30  6.50  943.80

91527PCD7 06/21/2028  248,000.00Univest Bank and Trust Co  247,485.84  247,495.79  305.75  917.26  336.33  947.84  9.95  957.79

61768EE82 11/08/2028  248,000.00Morgan Stanley Private Bank  247,454.31  247,454.58  789.18  0.00  1,852.87  1,063.69  0.27  1,063.96

02589AF98 11/08/2028  248,000.00American Express National Bank  247,449.58  247,450.08  781.37  0.00  1,834.52  1,053.15  0.51  1,053.66

90355GHQ2 11/08/2028  248,000.00UBS Bank USA  247,454.19  247,461.24  781.37  1,019.18  815.34  1,053.15  7.05  1,060.20

87164Y3Z5 11/17/2028  248,000.00Synchrony Bank  247,452.94  247,452.48  466.10  0.00  1,498.19  1,032.09 -0.45  1,031.64

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:35 PM

Amortizing
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Income Earned

Douglas County December 01, 2023 - December 31, 2023

CUSIP Value

Ending Par

Date

Maturity

Book  Value

Beginning

 Value

Ending Book 

Accrued

Beginning

/Purchased

Int.Received

Accrued

Ending

Issuer Earned

Interest Amortization/

Accretion Earned

Net Income

Certificates of Deposit

8562834U7 11/24/2028  248,000.00State Bank of India  247,456.00  247,454.14  237.81  0.00  1,290.96  1,053.15 -1.87  1,051.28

Certificates of Deposit - Sub Total  8,928,000.00  8,920,319.34  8,920,515.44  26,649.81  16,694.15  34,925.87  24,970.21  196.11  25,166.32

Corporate Bonds

59217GCT4 01/11/2024  1,150,000.00MetLife  1,150,633.65  1,150,154.55  16,100.00  0.00  19,550.00  3,450.00 -479.10  2,970.90

17325FAS7 01/23/2024  1,000,000.00Citibank  1,000,931.90  1,000,386.83  12,977.78  0.00  16,019.44  3,041.66 -545.07  2,496.59

892331AL3 03/25/2024  1,000,000.00Toyota Motor  1,000,000.00  1,000,000.00  1,248.50  0.00  1,816.00  567.50  0.00  567.50

64952WDG5 04/10/2024  1,000,000.00New York Life  1,000,210.75  1,000,160.50  4,072.92  0.00  6,468.75  2,395.83 -50.26  2,345.57

06406RAL1 10/24/2024  1,000,000.00Bank of New York Mellon  1,000,570.25  1,000,515.69  2,158.33  0.00  3,908.33  1,750.00 -54.56  1,695.44

07330NAT2 12/06/2024  1,000,000.00Truist Bank  999,798.70  999,815.75  10,451.39  10,750.00  1,493.06  1,791.67  17.05  1,808.72

24422EVC0 01/09/2025  1,191,000.00John Deere  1,198,746.78  1,198,144.90  9,630.56  0.00  11,665.18  2,034.62 -601.88  1,432.74

69371RQ66 02/06/2025  1,000,000.00PACCAR  999,808.30  999,822.25  5,750.00  0.00  7,250.00  1,500.00  13.95  1,513.95

89236TGT6 02/13/2025  1,000,000.00Toyota Motor Credit  999,838.83  999,850.37  5,400.00  0.00  6,900.00  1,500.00  11.54  1,511.54

88579YBH3 02/14/2025  820,000.003M  800,451.01  801,819.84  4,874.44  0.00  6,241.11  1,366.67  1,368.83  2,735.50

637639AE5 12/07/2025  2,000,000.00National Securities Clearing  1,993,379.01  1,993,653.25  7,250.00  7,500.00  1,000.00  1,250.00  274.24  1,524.24

24422EVK2 01/15/2026  1,000,000.00John Deere  997,207.38  997,320.37  2,644.44  0.00  3,227.78  583.34  113.00  696.34

64952WED1 06/09/2026  1,000,000.00New York Life  999,502.28  999,517.99  5,494.44  5,750.00  702.78  958.34  15.71  974.05

14913R2Q9 09/14/2026  1,000,000.00Caterpillar  999,012.65  999,042.57  2,459.72  0.00  3,418.06  958.34  29.92  988.26

931142ER0 09/17/2026  1,000,000.00Walmart  998,926.58  998,959.00  2,158.33  0.00  3,033.33  875.00  32.41  907.41

94988J6F9 12/11/2026  2,000,000.00Wells Fargo Bank NA  0.00  2,000,000.00  0.00  0.00  5,837.78  5,837.78  0.00  5,837.78

91159HHR4 04/27/2027  1,000,000.00US Bancorp  953,378.90  954,454.17  2,975.00  0.00  5,600.00  2,625.00  1,075.28  3,700.28

06406RAD9 05/16/2027  1,000,000.00Bank of New York Mellon  974,859.90  975,425.09  1,354.17  0.00  4,062.50  2,708.33  565.19  3,273.52

06051GGA1 10/21/2027  1,000,000.00Bank of America  0.00  940,477.50  0.00 -4,240.44  6,315.56  2,075.12  897.50  2,972.62

023135CP9 12/01/2027  2,000,000.00Amazon  1,985,080.30  1,985,301.44  45,500.00  45,500.00  7,583.33  7,583.33  221.13  7,804.46

458140CE8 02/10/2028  1,000,000.00Intel  990,409.93  990,606.58  15,031.25  0.00  19,093.75  4,062.50  196.65  4,259.15

571676AT2 04/20/2028  1,000,000.00Mars  1,012,071.75  1,011,847.91  5,181.94  0.00  8,973.61  3,791.67 -223.85  3,567.82

Corporate Bonds - Sub Total  25,161,000.00  22,054,818.86  24,997,276.54  162,713.21  65,259.56  150,160.35  52,706.70  2,877.68  55,584.38

Local Government Investment Pool

NV LGIP 01/01/2024  27,485,804.59Nevada LGIP  27,370,752.50  27,485,804.59  115,052.09  115,052.09  123,377.76  123,377.76  0.00  123,377.76

Local Government Investment Pool - Sub 

Total
 27,485,804.59  27,370,752.50  27,485,804.59  115,052.09  115,052.09  123,377.76  123,377.76  0.00  123,377.76

Money Market Funds

DGCXX 01/01/2024  2,596,385.14Dreyfus Govt Cash Mgmt MMF  209,084.10  2,596,385.14  3,714.24  3,714.24  26,977.15  26,977.15  0.00  26,977.15

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:35 PM

Amortizing
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Income Earned

Douglas County December 01, 2023 - December 31, 2023

CUSIP Value

Ending Par

Date

Maturity

Book  Value

Beginning

 Value

Ending Book 

Accrued

Beginning

/Purchased

Int.Received

Accrued

Ending

Issuer Earned

Interest Amortization/

Accretion Earned

Net Income

Money Market Funds - Sub Total  2,596,385.14  209,084.10  2,596,385.14  3,714.24  3,714.24  26,977.15  26,977.15  0.00  26,977.15

U.S. Agencies

3133ENGF1 12/01/2023  0.00FFCB  1,999,992.64  0.00  5,000.00  5,000.00  0.00  0.00  7.36  7.36

3133EH2U6 12/12/2023  0.00FFCB  999,782.81  0.00  11,031.94  11,750.00  0.00  718.06  217.19  935.25

3133EKQU3 06/13/2024  1,900,000.00FFCB  1,899,658.27  1,899,713.16  17,290.00  18,525.00  1,852.50  3,087.50  54.89  3,142.39

3133EKWV4 07/26/2024  2,000,000.00FFCB  1,998,844.30  1,998,996.10  12,847.22  0.00  15,930.56  3,083.34  151.81  3,235.15

3133EKA63 08/16/2024  2,000,000.00FFCB  1,999,101.16  1,999,210.00  9,333.33  0.00  12,000.00  2,666.67  108.84  2,775.51

3133EKQA7 09/10/2024  2,000,000.00FFCB  2,003,257.02  2,002,896.42  9,360.00  0.00  12,826.67  3,466.67 -360.60  3,106.07

3133EJ2E8 12/06/2024  2,000,000.00FFCB  2,006,961.73  2,006,372.07  30,138.89  31,000.00  4,305.56  5,166.67 -589.65  4,577.02

3130AQXY4 02/28/2025  1,000,000.00FHLB  1,000,000.00  1,000,000.00  5,166.67  0.00  6,833.33  1,666.66  0.00  1,666.66

3130A4CH3 03/14/2025  2,000,000.00FHLB  2,048,265.53  2,045,050.06  10,159.72  0.00  14,118.06  3,958.34 -3,215.47  742.87

3134GXVY7 06/27/2025  2,000,000.00FHLMC  2,000,000.00  2,000,000.00  34,222.22  40,000.00  888.89  6,666.67  0.00  6,666.67

3136G4H63 08/19/2025  2,000,000.00FNMA  2,000,000.00  2,000,000.00  3,116.67  0.00  4,033.33  916.66  0.00  916.66

3130ANJA9 08/25/2025  2,000,000.00FHLB  2,000,000.00  2,000,000.00  5,333.33  0.00  7,000.00  1,666.67  0.00  1,666.67

3136G43L5 09/30/2025  2,000,000.00FNMA  2,000,000.00  2,000,000.00  1,863.89  0.00  2,780.56  916.67  0.00  916.67

3130ATJA6 10/27/2025  2,000,000.00FHLB  2,000,000.00  2,000,000.00  9,444.44  0.00  17,777.78  8,333.34  0.00  8,333.34

3135G06G3 11/07/2025  2,000,000.00FNMA  1,998,923.06  1,998,970.04  666.67  0.00  1,500.00  833.33  46.98  880.31

3130AWLZ1 06/12/2026  1,750,000.00FHLB  1,748,624.96  1,748,652.50  32,557.29  35,097.22  4,387.15  6,927.08  27.54  6,954.62

3130APFQ3 10/28/2026  2,000,000.00FHLB  1,994,506.27  1,994,440.35  2,016.67  0.00  3,850.00  1,833.33 -65.92  1,767.41

3130APPZ2 11/23/2026  2,000,000.00FHLB  2,000,000.00  2,000,000.00  666.67  0.00  3,166.67  2,500.00  0.00  2,500.00

3130AQA45 12/21/2026  2,000,000.00FHLB  1,999,628.48  1,999,628.64  7,111.11  8,000.00  1,250.00  2,138.89  0.16  2,139.05

31422BSE1 01/13/2027  2,000,000.00FAMCA  1,830,006.68  1,834,391.29  14,566.67  0.00  17,733.33  3,166.66  4,384.62  7,551.28

3133ENRD4 03/10/2027  2,000,000.00FFCB  1,966,012.20  1,966,874.39  7,560.00  0.00  10,360.00  2,800.00  862.18  3,662.18

3130AT2L0 08/25/2027  1,500,000.00FHLB  1,500,000.00  1,500,000.00  16,200.00  0.00  21,262.50  5,062.50  0.00  5,062.50

3130AT3P0 09/14/2027  2,000,000.00FHLB  2,000,000.00  2,000,000.00  21,388.89  0.00  29,722.22  8,333.33  0.00  8,333.33

3130ATLL9 10/28/2027  2,000,000.00FHLB  2,000,000.00  2,000,000.00  9,395.83  0.00  17,937.50  8,541.67  0.00  8,541.67

3130AMVK5 12/29/2027  1,000,000.00FHLB  895,669.93  896,958.38  861.11  1,250.00  111.11  500.00  1,288.45  1,788.45

31422XW99 02/14/2028  2,000,000.00FAMCA  1,994,684.38  1,994,805.49  22,886.11  0.00  29,302.78  6,416.67  121.11  6,537.78

3134GYUE0 06/28/2028  2,000,000.00FHLMC  2,000,000.00  2,000,000.00  50,333.33  59,333.33  1,000.00  10,000.00  0.00  10,000.00

3133EN6W5 07/24/2028  2,000,000.00FFCB  1,971,291.46  1,971,810.67  25,576.39  0.00  31,618.06  6,041.67  519.21  6,560.88

3133EPUN3 08/28/2028  2,005,000.00FFCB  2,024,473.48  2,024,167.58  23,308.12  0.00  30,826.88  7,518.76 -305.90  7,212.86

3130AQRW5 02/17/2032  1,900,000.00FHLB  1,645,375.16  1,647,616.71  13,173.33  0.00  16,973.33  3,800.00  2,241.54  6,041.54

3130ATS65 09/10/2032  1,000,000.00FHLB  1,006,552.29  1,006,502.69  10,968.75  0.00  15,031.25  4,062.50 -49.60  4,012.90

3130AV4X7 03/11/2033  500,000.00FHLB  462,521.42  462,791.65  4,861.11  0.00  6,684.03  1,822.92  270.23  2,093.15

3133EPGG4 04/20/2033  1,040,000.00FFCB  1,047,747.03  1,047,674.43  4,737.78  0.00  8,204.44  3,466.66 -72.60  3,394.06

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:35 PM

Amortizing
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Income Earned

Douglas County December 01, 2023 - December 31, 2023

CUSIP Value

Ending Par

Date

Maturity

Book  Value

Beginning

 Value

Ending Book 

Accrued

Beginning

/Purchased

Int.Received

Accrued

Ending

Issuer Earned

Interest Amortization/

Accretion Earned

Net Income

U.S. Agencies - Sub Total  55,595,000.00  58,041,880.25  55,047,522.63  433,144.15  209,955.55  351,268.49  128,079.89  5,642.38  133,722.27

U.S. Treasuries

912797HN0 12/05/2023  0.00U.S. Treasury  1,988,511.88  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  1,488.12  1,488.12

912797HU4 12/12/2023  0.00U.S. Treasury  9,982,099.95  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  17,900.05  17,900.05

912797HV2 12/19/2023  0.00U.S. Treasury  5,027,772.08  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  14,227.92  14,227.92

912797JN8 04/16/2024  10,176,000.00U.S. Treasury  0.00  10,017,841.13  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  17,431.38  17,431.38

912797JP3 04/23/2024  5,088,000.00U.S. Treasury  0.00  5,003,955.36  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  3,622.66  3,622.66

912828ZT0 05/31/2025  2,000,000.00U.S. Treasury  1,989,350.45  1,989,948.68  13.66  0.00  437.16  423.50  598.23  1,021.73

912828P46 02/15/2026  2,000,000.00U.S. Treasury  1,935,574.29  1,937,956.21  9,538.04  0.00  12,275.82  2,737.78  2,381.92  5,119.70

91282CBW0 04/30/2026  1,940,000.00U.S. Treasury  1,935,023.22  1,935,195.40  1,239.15  0.00  2,478.30  1,239.15  172.17  1,411.32

912828X88 05/15/2027  2,000,000.00U.S. Treasury  1,969,393.53  1,970,092.56  2,087.91  0.00  6,133.24  4,045.33  699.03  4,744.36

U.S. Treasuries - Sub Total  23,204,000.00  24,827,725.40  22,854,989.33  12,878.76  0.00  21,324.52  8,445.76  58,521.48  66,967.24

 142,970,189.73Grand Total  141,424,580.44  141,902,493.67  754,152.26  410,675.59  708,034.14  364,557.47  67,237.64  431,795.11

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:35 PM

Amortizing
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Realized Gains and Losses

Douglas County December 01, 2023 - December 31, 2023

Par Value Sale Date Days Held Maturity/Sales RealizedCUSIP

Coupon Rate Maturity Date Book Value Proceeds Gain/LossPurchase Date TermIssuer

U.S. Agencies

3133ENGF1  2,000,000.0012/03/2021 12/01/2023  728  2,000,000.00  0.00 2,000,000.00

12/01/2023  728FFCB  0.500%

3133EH2U6  1,000,000.0011/27/2018 12/12/2023  1,841  1,000,000.00  0.00 1,000,000.00

12/12/2023  1,841FFCB  2.350%

Total U.S. Agencies  0.00 3,000,000.00 3,000,000.00

U.S. Treasuries

912797HN0  1,990,000.0010/12/2023 12/05/2023  54  1,990,000.00  0.00 1,990,000.00

12/05/2023  54U.S. Treasury  0.000%

912797HU4  10,000,000.0010/17/2023 12/12/2023  56  10,000,000.00  0.00 10,000,000.00

12/12/2023  56U.S. Treasury  0.000%

912797HV2  5,042,000.0010/24/2023 12/19/2023  56  5,042,000.00  0.00 5,042,000.00

12/19/2023  56U.S. Treasury  0.000%

Total U.S. Treasuries  0.00 17,032,000.00 17,032,000.00

Grand Total  0.00 20,032,000.00 20,032,000.00

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:35 PM

Amortizing
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Transaction Report

Douglas County December 01, 2023 - December 31, 2023

Transaction Transaction Security Security Maturity

Date Type ID Description Date Purchases Redemptions Interest Deposits Withdrawals

12/01/2023 Interest NV LGIP NV LGIP  -   -   115,052.09  -   -  

12/01/2023 Interest 3133ENGF1 FFCB 0 1/2 12/01/23 12/01/2023  -   -   5,000.00  -   -  

12/01/2023 Maturity 3133ENGF1 FFCB 0 1/2 12/01/23 12/01/2023  -   2,000,000.00  -   -   -  

12/01/2023 Interest 023135CP9 AMZN 4.55 12/01/27 12/01/2027  -   -   45,500.00  -   -  

12/04/2023 Interest 108622PJ4 BRIDWA 5.1 11/03/26 11/03/2026  -   -   1,039.56  -   -  

12/04/2023 Interest DGCXX DGCXX  -   -   3,714.24  -   -  

12/05/2023 Maturity 912797HN0 TREASURY BILL 12/05/2023  -   1,990,000.00  -   -   -  

12/06/2023 Interest 07330NAT2 TFC 2.15 12/06/24 12/06/2024  -   -   10,750.00  -   -  

12/06/2023 Interest 3133EJ2E8 FFCB 3.1 12/06/24 12/06/2024  -   -   31,000.00  -   -  

12/07/2023 Interest 637639AE5 NSCCLF 0 3/4 12/07/25 12/07/2025  -   -   7,500.00  -   -  

12/08/2023 Interest 90355GHQ2 UBS 5 11/08/28 11/08/2028  -   -   1,019.18  -   -  

12/08/2023 Purchase 06051GGA1 BAC 3.248 10/21/27 10/21/2027 -939,580.00  -  -4,240.44  -   -  

12/11/2023 Purchase 94988J6F9 WFC 5.254 12/11/26 12/11/2026 -2,000,000.00  -   -   -   -  

12/11/2023 Interest 64952WED1 NYLIFE 1.15 06/09/26 06/09/2026  -   -   5,750.00  -   -  

12/11/2023 Interest 58404DDG3 MEDBNK 3 02/12/24 02/12/2024  -   -   611.51  -   -  

12/11/2023 Interest 15721UDC0 CFBK 1.7 01/11/24 01/11/2024  -   -   346.52  -   -  

12/12/2023 Interest 54111LAK2 FNBLGN 1 3/4 09/12/24 09/12/2024  -   -   356.71  -   -  

12/12/2023 Interest 3133EH2U6 FFCB 2.35 12/12/23 12/12/2023  -   -   11,750.00  -   -  

12/12/2023 Maturity 3133EH2U6 FFCB 2.35 12/12/23 12/12/2023  -   1,000,000.00  -   -   -  

12/12/2023 Maturity 912797HU4 TREASURY BILL 12/12/2023  -   10,000,000.00  -   -   -  

12/12/2023 Interest 3130AWLZ1 FHLB 4 3/4 06/12/26 06/12/2026  -   -   35,097.22  -   -  

12/13/2023 Interest 3133EKQU3 FFCB 1.95 06/13/24 06/13/2024  -   -   18,525.00  -   -  

12/18/2023 Interest 00257TBH8 ABASVG 1.7 09/18/24 09/18/2024  -   -   346.52  -   -  

12/18/2023 Interest 15118RUX3 CELTIC 1 1/2 04/17/25 04/17/2025  -   -   305.75  -   -  

12/18/2023 Interest 90385LDQ9 ULTMAM 4.4 11/17/26 11/17/2026  -   -   896.88  -   -  

12/19/2023 Maturity 912797HV2 TREASURY BILL 12/19/2023  -   5,042,000.00  -   -   -  

12/19/2023 Purchase 912797JN8 TREASURY BILL 04/16/2024 -10,000,409.76  -   -   -   -  

12/19/2023 Interest 020080CN5 ALMABK 4 1/2 05/19/26 05/19/2026  -   -   917.26  -   -  

12/19/2023 Interest 451245AP9 IDFIBA 4.4 05/19/26 05/19/2026  -   -   896.88  -   -  

12/20/2023 Interest 062119BK7 FBFCEN 4.65 03/20/28 03/20/2028  -   -   947.84  -   -  

12/20/2023 Interest 27002YEX0 EGBN 1.55 03/20/24 03/20/2024  -   -   315.95  -   -  

12/21/2023 Interest 3130AQA45 FHLB 0.8 12/21/26 12/21/2026  -   -   8,000.00  -   -  

12/21/2023 Interest 91527PCD7 UNIBKT 4 1/2 06/21/28 06/21/2028  -   -   917.26  -   -  

12/21/2023 Interest 32026US23 FRSTFD 4 1/2 06/21/27 06/21/2027  -   -   5,595.29  -   -  

12/26/2023 Interest 06610QFC0 BNKROK 4 1/2 05/26/26 05/26/2026  -   -   917.26  -   -  

12/26/2023 Purchase 912797JP3 TREASURY BILL 04/23/2024 -5,000,332.70  -   -   -   -  

12/26/2023 Interest 05465DAE8 BOFI 1.65 03/26/25 03/26/2025  -   -   336.33  -   -  

12/27/2023 Interest 3134GXVY7 FHLMC 2 1/2 06/27/25 06/27/2025  -   -   40,000.00  -   -  

12/28/2023 Interest 3134GYUE0 FHLMC 6 06/28/28 06/28/2028  -   -   59,333.33  -   -  

12/29/2023 Interest 910286GM9 FFED 4.55 06/29/27 06/29/2027  -   -   927.45  -   -  

12/29/2023 Interest 3130AMVK5 FHLB 0 1/2 12/29/27 12/29/2027  -   -   1,250.00  -   -  

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:35 PM

Amortizing
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Transaction Report

Douglas County December 01, 2023 - December 31, 2023

Transaction Transaction Security Security Maturity

Date Type ID Description Date Purchases Redemptions Interest Deposits Withdrawals

Grand Total: -17,940,322.46  20,032,000.00  410,675.59  0.00  0.00

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:35 PM

Amortizing
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Disclosure

Discolure

Custom Benchmark: 30 Month Moving Average of the ICE BofA 0-5Yr Treasury Index

Meeder Public Funds, Inc., is a registered investment adviser with the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) under the Investment Advisers Act of 1940. Registration with 

the SEC does not imply a certain level of skill or training. The opinions expressed in this presentation are those of Meeder Public Funds, Inc. The material presented has been 

derived from sources considered to be reliable, but the accuracy and completeness cannot be guaranteed.

Meeder provides monthly statements for its investment management clients to provide information about the investment portfolio. The information should not be used for 

audit or confirmation purposes. Please review your custodial statements and report any inaccuracies or discrepancies.

Certain information and data have been supplied by unaffiliated third parties. Although Meeder believes the information is reliable, it cannot warrant the accuracy of 

information offered by third parties. Market value may reflect prices received from pricing vendors when current market quotations are not available. Prices may not reflect 

firm bids or offers and may differ from the value at which the security can be sold.

Statements may include positions from unmanaged accounts provided for reporting purposes. Unmanaged accounts are managed directly by the client and are not included in 

the accounts managed by the investment adviser. This information is provided as a client convenience and the investment adviser assumes no responsibility for performance of 

these accounts or the accuracy of the data reported.

Investing involves risk. Past performance is no guarantee of future results. Debt and fixed income securities are subject to credit and interest rate risk. The investment return 

and principal value of an investment will fluctuate so that an investors shares, when redeemed, may be worth more or less than their original cost. Current performance may 

be lower or higher than the performance data quoted.

Investment advisory services are provided through Meeder Public Funds, Inc. Please contact us if you would like to receive a copy of our current ADV disclosure brochure or 

privacy policy.

Source: ICE Data Indices, LLC ("ICE"), is used with permission. ICE, ITS AFFILIATES AND THEIR RESPECTIVE THIRD PARTY SUPPLIERS DISCLAIM ANY AND ALL WARRANTIES AND 

REPRESENTATIONS, EXPRESS AND/OR IMPLIED, INCLUDING ANY WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE OR USE, INCLUDING THE 

INDICES, INDEX DATA AND ANY DATA INCLUDED IN, RELATED TO, OR DERIVED THEREFROM. NEITHER ICE DATA, ITS AFFILIATES OR THEIR RESPECTIVE THIRD PARTY PROVIDERS 

SHALL NOT BE SUBJECT TO ANY DAMAGES OR LIABILITY WITH RESPECT TO THE QUALITY, ADEQUACY, ACCURACY, TIMELINESS OR COMPLETENESS OF THE INDICES OR THE 

INDEX DATA OR ANY COMPONENT THEREOF, AND THE INDICES AND INDEX DATA AND ALL COMPONENTS THEREOF ARE PROVIDED ON AN "AS IS" BASIS AND SUBSCRIBER'S USE 

IS AT SUBSCRIBER'S OWN RISK. ICE DATA, ITS AFFILIATES AND THEIR RESPECTIVE THIRD PARTY DO NOT SPONSOR, ENDORSE, OR RECOMMEND MEEDER PUBLIC FUNDS, INC., 

OR ANY OF ITS PRODUCTS OR SERVICES.

Run Date: 1/17/2024 - 12:35 PM

Amortizing
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. E.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to accept the Douglas County Treasurer's Monthly Statement for
October 2023 submitted per Nevada Revised Statutes 354.280(2). (Amy Burgans)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Accept the Douglas County Treasurer's Monthly Statement for October 2023, as presented.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
None
 
BACKGROUND:
Attached is the October 2023 Monthly Statement of the County Treasurer per NRS 354.280(2).
 
  NRS 354.280  Contents of monthly statement of county treasurer. The county treasurer shall:
      1.  Keep a complete record of the source and amount of all receipts, apportionments to, payments
from, and balances in all funds; and
      2.  Submit to the board of county commissioners each month at any regular or special meeting a
statement containing the information required in subsection 1 for the previous month, giving the balance
in each county, state and special fund, together with a statement of all money on deposit, outstanding
checks against that money and cash on hand.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
October 2023 resigned.pdf
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I hereby submit this summary record of all receipts, apportionments to, payments from and balances in all funds
and separate accounts as required by the referenced statute. Detail information for these funds is available
in my office, or in the Finance Department.

43,428,790.65$     

 $  113,562,170.84 

 $    27,274,487.72 

(3,086,495.03)$     

382,465.54$          

181,561,419.72$   

REVENUE RECEIPTED FOR THE MONTH:
-$                      

Receipts & Change in Cash
Apportionments Payments October 2023

19,123,634.56      (15,482,472.40)   3,641,162.16         
309,157.67           (51.65)                 309,106.02            
440,787.33           (223,324.69)        217,462.64            
114,910.27           (128,867.31)        (13,957.04)            
882,953.59           (448,295.90)        434,657.69            

9,674,328.43        (8,969,080.18)     705,248.25            
30,545,771.85      (25,252,092.13)   5,293,679.72         

*NOTE: Timing differences on the last day of the month are comprised of cash deposits in transit, 
   credit card transactions not yet settled in bank and/or posted to the general ledger, and direct deposits
   such as receipts from the State of Nevada for grants and taxes that have not been receipted until the next work day.

AMY BURGANS, CLERK-TREASURER

  TOWN OF GARDNERVILLE:
  TOWN OF GENOA:

  TOWN OF MINDEN:
  OTHER AGENCIES:

Totals:

  REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY:

RE: NRS 354.280

Honorable Commissioners:

CASH ON DEPOSIT:
INVESTMENT WITH BANK OF NEW YORK MELLON 
(BNYM):

INVESTMENT WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
INVESTMENT POOL (LGIP):

OUTSTANDING CHECKS:

*TIMING DIFFERENCES:

GENERAL LEDGER CASH BALANCE:

   UNAPPORTIONED FUNDS:
   (Includes both secured and unsecured taxes)

  DOUGLAS COUNTY:

MINDEN, NEVADA

DOUGLAS COUNTY TREASURER'S REPORT
Amy Burgans, Clerk-Treasurer

For the Month Ending October 31, 2023

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
DOUGLAS COUNTY
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Fund Description Paying Fund Paying Fund Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance

101 General Fund 101 General Fund $23,626,486.60 $7,783,677.57 $5,780,951.47 $25,629,212.70

201 Stabilization Fund 201 Stabilization Fund $741,024.49 $421.82 $12.42 $741,433.89

202 Nv Cooperative Extension 202 Nv Cooperative Extension $871,995.70 $50,089.51 $48,751.76 $873,333.45

204 Airport 204 Airport $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

208 Cash Trust 208 Cash Trust $372,923.69 $4,768.70 $5,725.41 $371,966.98

210 Douglas County Water Dist 210 Douglas County Water Dist $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

211 Solid Waste Mgmt. 211 Solid Waste Mgmt. $2,582,101.32 $57,646.55 $35,317.73 $2,604,430.14

212 Landscape Maintenance Districts 212 Landscape Maintenance Districts $11,451.65 $3,663.75 $108.91 $15,006.49

214 St Mv Accident Indigent 214 St Mv Accident Indigent $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

215 Assistance To Indigents 215 Assistance To Indigents $1,131,795.92 $287,995.43 $66,891.59 $1,352,899.76

216 Social Services 216 Social Services $3,049,656.11 $326,690.78 $420,181.04 $2,956,165.85

217 One Nevada (Opioid Settlement) 217 One Nevada (Opioid Settlement) $516,100.00 $144,440.19 $0.00 $660,540.19

218 ARPA 218 ARPA $7,566,004.14 $0.00 $76,582.55 $7,489,421.59

219 CARES Act 219 CARES Act $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

220 PALS Sales Tax Fund 220 PALS Sales Tax Fund $0.00 $253,500.88 $253,500.88 $0.00

222 Law Library 222 Law Library $49,022.68 $1,607.90 $1,502.56 $49,128.02

224 Library 224 Library $1,248,478.34 $296,066.60 $212,375.42 $1,332,169.52

232 Road Operating 232 Road Operating $3,097,205.92 $126,106.42 $185,297.97 $3,038,014.37

234 Room Tax 234 Room Tax $8,734,463.48 $3,722,957.31 $3,142,184.32 $9,315,236.47

235 Library Gift Fund 235 Library Gift Fund $93,819.10 $893.28 $2,983.96 $91,728.42

236 Tahoe-Douglas Trans.Dist. 236 Tahoe-Douglas Trans.Dist. $4,540,365.97 $90,489.13 $25,380.72 $4,605,474.38

240 Justice Ct. Admin. Assess 240 Justice Ct. Admin. Assess $1,198,865.93 $14,304.18 $6,684.29 $1,206,485.82

242 China Spring Youth Camp 242 China Spring Youth Camp $643,780.09 $52,737.26 $465,838.74 $230,678.61

244 Western NV Regional Youth 244 Western NV Regional Youth $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

245 Stormwater Management 245 Stormwater Management $1,956,360.13 $519.42 $87,465.40 $1,869,414.15

246 Flood Litigation Settlement Fund 246 Flood Litigation Settlement Fund $173,767.27 $0.00 $0.00 $173,767.27

Monday, December 18, 2023Pages 1 of 5user: Kathy Kaiser

From Date: 10/1/2023 - To Date: 10/31/2023
Treasurer Report - October 2023

Douglas County

Summary Listing, Report By Fund - Account
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Fund Description Paying Fund Paying Fund Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance

255 911 Emergency Services 255 911 Emergency Services $3,311,499.70 $236,646.69 $207,886.45 $3,340,259.94

256 911 Surcharge 256 911 Surcharge $845,876.42 $41,215.76 $31,967.16 $855,125.02

260 Senior Services Program 260 Senior Services Program $1,678,156.98 $401,739.49 $235,909.12 $1,843,987.35

309 Risk Management 309 Risk Management $7,732,086.77 $610,791.19 $377,846.80 $7,965,031.16

310 Self Ins.Dental Insurance 310 Self Ins.Dental Insurance $752,724.33 $38,190.50 $32,956.89 $757,957.94

313 Motor Pool/Vehicle Maint 313 Motor Pool/Vehicle Maint $1,297,852.90 $204,455.85 $154,127.38 $1,348,181.37

314 Water Utility 314 Water Utility $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

315 Ridgeview Water System 315 Ridgeview Water System $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

316 Zephyr Water Utility Dist 316 Zephyr Water Utility Dist $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

317 West Valley Water System 317 West Valley Water System $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

318 East Valley Water System 318 East Valley Water System $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

319 Cave Rock/Uppaway Wtr.Sys 319 Cave Rock/Uppaway Wtr.Sys $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

320 Skyland Water System 320 Skyland Water System $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

321 Foothill Water Utility 321 Foothill Water Utility $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

322 Sheridan Acres Water Utility 322 Sheridan Acres Water Utility $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

324 Regional Water Fund 324 Regional Water Fund $1,771,663.42 $428,037.54 $170,760.13 $2,028,940.83

325 Sewer Utility 325 Sewer Utility $7,966,581.21 $405,062.83 $261,322.55 $8,110,321.49

326 Carson Valley Water Utility 326 Carson Valley Water Utility $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

327 Lake Tahoe Water Utility 327 Lake Tahoe Water Utility $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

328 Douglas County Water Utility 328 Douglas County Water Utility $20,214,645.29 $840,642.06 $906,915.67 $20,148,371.68

340 Water-Debt Service 340 Water-Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

341 Sewer-Debt Service 341 Sewer-Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

350 W.Valley 2010 Bond(317) 350 W.Valley 2010 Bond(317) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

351 E.Valley 2010 Bond(318) 351 E.Valley 2010 Bond(318) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

360 Airport Enterprise Fund 360 Airport Enterprise Fund $1,643,951.67 $85,637.37 $40,810.88 $1,688,778.16

401 Extraordinary Maintenance 401 Extraordinary Maintenance $3,611,641.19 $2,057.19 $53.95 $3,613,644.43
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Fund Description Paying Fund Paying Fund Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance

405 Ad Val Capital Projects 405 Ad Val Capital Projects $1,763,652.34 $248,149.96 $1,086.05 $2,010,716.25

410 County Construction 410 County Construction $6,837,366.92 $3,851.05 $61,281.11 $6,779,936.86

420 Park Resident.Const.Tax 420 Park Resident.Const.Tax $1,184,880.48 $22,668.51 $396.10 $1,207,152.89

430 Regional Transportation 430 Regional Transportation $17,146,056.18 $421,428.44 $408,439.02 $17,159,045.60

440 Capital Projects-Debt Financed 440 Capital Projects-Debt Financed $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

540 County Debt Service 540 County Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

541 Co Debt/Other Resources 541 Co Debt/Other Resources $913,471.88 $78,046.92 $65,266.96 $926,251.84

600 Dc Redevelopment Area 2-Admin. 600 Dc Redevelopment Area 2-Admin. $846,902.96 $307,629.19 $11.57 $1,154,520.58

601 Dc Redevl. Area 2-Cap. Projects 601 Dc Redevl. Area 2-Cap. Projects $26,365.49 $15.02 $0.39 $26,380.12

602 Dc Redevel. Area 2-Debt Service 602 Dc Redevel. Area 2-Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

605 Dc Redevelopment-Admin. 605 Dc Redevelopment-Admin. $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

606 Dc Redevel.-Cap.Projects 606 Dc Redevel.-Cap.Projects $2,657,056.46 $1,513.46 $39.69 $2,658,530.23

607 Dc Redevel.-Debt Service 607 Dc Redevel.-Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

610 Gardnerville Town 610 Gardnerville Town $1,041,295.32 $249,269.80 $103,809.50 $1,186,755.62

611 Gardnerville Health & San 611 Gardnerville Health & San $803,540.79 $191,435.50 $96,199.95 $898,776.34

613 Gardnerville Debt 613 Gardnerville Debt $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

614 G'ville Ad Val Cap Proj 614 G'ville Ad Val Cap Proj $175,630.46 $82.03 $23,315.24 $152,397.25

620 Genoa Town 620 Genoa Town $547,649.12 $114,864.31 $128,866.01 $533,647.42

622 Genoa Ad Val Cap Projects 622 Genoa Ad Val Cap Projects $67,218.47 $37.65 $0.99 $67,255.13

624 Genoa Construction Res 624 Genoa Construction Res $14,627.71 $8.31 $0.31 $14,635.71

630 Minden Town 630 Minden Town $1,079,475.21 $288,440.16 $96,164.51 $1,271,750.86

631 Minden Ad Val Cap Project 631 Minden Ad Val Cap Project $92,463.04 $35.33 $1.16 $92,497.21

635 Minden Trash 635 Minden Trash $640,148.09 $124,889.08 $89,035.06 $676,002.11

636 Minden Cap.Equip./Constr. 636 Minden Cap.Equip./Constr. $2,217,257.60 $1,262.95 $33.14 $2,218,487.41

639 Minden Wholesale Water Utility 639 Minden Wholesale Water Utility $6,226,401.23 $194,112.28 $153,120.81 $6,267,392.70

640 Minden Town Water 640 Minden Town Water $8,189,440.73 $274,213.79 $109,941.22 $8,353,713.30
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Fund Description Paying Fund Paying Fund Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance

650 Effpd 650 Effpd $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

651 Effpd Emergency Fund 651 Effpd Emergency Fund $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

652 Effpd Equipment Reserve 652 Effpd Equipment Reserve $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

653 Paramedic District 653 Paramedic District $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

654 Effpd Construction Res 654 Effpd Construction Res $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

655 MOSQUITO DISTRICT 655 MOSQUITO DISTRICT $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

656 PARAMEDIC CONSTRUCTION 656 PARAMEDIC CONSTRUCTION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

657 East Fork Debt Service 657 East Fork Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

710 School District 710 School District $1,963,741.37 $3,766,355.44 $1,966,788.44 $3,763,308.37

720 School Dist. Debt 720 School Dist. Debt $255,199.92 $508,286.53 $255,606.20 $507,880.25

804 Carson Water Sub 804 Carson Water Sub $51,170.02 $107,842.90 $51,264.44 $107,748.48

806 Cave Rock 806 Cave Rock $3,556.24 $13,891.79 $3,886.87 $13,561.16

808 Dcsid M&O 808 Dcsid M&O $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

809 EFFPD 809 EFFPD $764,719.44 $1,650,302.82 $766,253.49 $1,648,768.77

810 Elk Point Sanitation 810 Elk Point Sanitation $266.63 $433.06 $266.63 $433.06

811 Gardnerville Main Street 811 Gardnerville Main Street $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

812 Gardnerville Rancho Gid 812 Gardnerville Rancho Gid $47,796.15 $198,533.60 $48,189.12 $198,140.63

813 Genoa Lakes District 813 Genoa Lakes District $248,342.44 $141.86 $0.00 $248,484.30

814 Indian Hill 814 Indian Hill $54,200.55 $181,056.17 $54,200.55 $181,056.17

815 G'ville Mainstreet Rev.Ln 815 G'ville Mainstreet Rev.Ln $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

818 Kingsbury Gid 818 Kingsbury Gid $97,030.36 $172,325.64 $97,030.36 $172,325.64

822 Lakeridge 822 Lakeridge $2,061.26 $4,484.46 $2,061.26 $4,484.46

823 Legal Services 823 Legal Services $5,061.68 $2,258.84 $7,381.68 ($61.16)

824 Logan Creek 824 Logan Creek $5,741.75 $16,042.09 $5,741.75 $16,042.09

826 Mgsd 826 Mgsd $32,101.11 $78,535.27 $32,119.85 $78,516.53

829 NV Tahoe Conserv.Dist. 829 NV Tahoe Conserv.Dist. $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
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Fund Description Paying Fund Paying Fund Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance

830 Oliver Park 830 Oliver Park $3,344.40 $12,900.61 $3,344.40 $12,900.61

832 Round Hill GID 832 Round Hill GID $19,260.98 $20,680.52 $19,307.28 $20,634.22

834 Sierra Estates 834 Sierra Estates $1,407.00 $4,816.74 $1,593.52 $4,630.22

836 Skyland 836 Skyland $4,375.36 $7,400.47 $4,375.36 $7,400.47

838 Tahoe Douglas Sanitation 838 Tahoe Douglas Sanitation $17,452.96 $22,713.22 $17,481.99 $22,684.19

839 Tahoe Douglas Fire 839 Tahoe Douglas Fire $550,666.99 $876,966.11 $551,251.08 $876,382.02

840 Topaz Estates 840 Topaz Estates $11,374.38 $32,145.88 $11,374.38 $32,145.88

842 Zephyr Cove 842 Zephyr Cove $2,224.26 $3,051.98 $2,224.26 $3,051.98

844 Zephyr Heights 844 Zephyr Heights $9,425.72 $16,745.58 $9,425.72 $16,745.58

846 Zephyr Knolls 846 Zephyr Knolls $5,421.45 $7,915.92 $5,421.45 $7,915.92

847 Ef Swim Pool Dist Oper 847 Ef Swim Pool Dist Oper $201,459.17 $437,777.76 $201,868.33 $437,368.60

848 Ef Swim Pool Debt 848 Ef Swim Pool Debt $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

850 Employee Benefit Trust 850 Employee Benefit Trust $613,003.74 $1,828,814.83 $1,659,645.05 $782,173.52

852 T-D VISITORS AUTHORITY 852 T-D VISITORS AUTHORITY $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

853 Western NV Reg.Youth Fac. 853 Western NV Reg.Youth Fac. $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

855 Inmate Commissary Fund 855 Inmate Commissary Fund $103,460.35 $4,862.86 $3,124.39 $105,198.82

860 Profit From Tax Sale 860 Profit From Tax Sale $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

865 Unclaimed Monies 865 Unclaimed Monies $112,824.56 $500.00 $37,557.92 $75,766.64

868 Library Gift Fund 868 Library Gift Fund $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

885 Mosquito District 885 Mosquito District $50,879.06 $108,075.00 $50,987.65 $107,966.41

890 State Of Nevada 890 State Of Nevada $5,063,509.39 $1,424,907.01 $4,807,015.80 $1,681,400.60

892 Department Of Wildlife 892 Department Of Wildlife $7,112.91 $0.00 $0.00 $7,112.91

894 Range Improvements 894 Range Improvements $304.85 $0.00 $0.00 $304.85

895 Sierra Forest Fire 895 Sierra Forest Fire $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

896 Refund Of Taxes 896 Refund Of Taxes $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Grand Total: 129 Funds $175,811,745.34 $30,545,771.85 $25,252,092.13 $181,105,425.06
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. F.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to accept the Douglas County Treasurer's Monthly Statement for
November 2023 submitted per Nevada Revised Statutes 354.280(2). (Amy Burgans)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Accept the Douglas County Treasurer's Monthly Statement for November 2023, as presented.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
None
 
BACKGROUND:
Attached is the November 2023 Monthly Statement of the County Treasurer per NRS 354.280(2).
 
  NRS 354.280  Contents of monthly statement of county treasurer. The county treasurer shall:
      1.  Keep a complete record of the source and amount of all receipts, apportionments to, payments
from, and balances in all funds; and
      2.  Submit to the board of county commissioners each month at any regular or special meeting a
statement containing the information required in subsection 1 for the previous month, giving the balance
in each county, state and special fund, together with a statement of all money on deposit, outstanding
checks against that money and cash on hand.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
November 2023 resigned.pdf
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I hereby submit this summary record of all receipts, apportionments to, payments from and balances in all funds
and separate accounts as required by the referenced statute. Detail information for these funds is available
in my office, or in the Finance Department.

32,340,860.12$     

 $  113,886,852.45 

 $    27,370,752.50 

(339,501.84)$        

308,817.50$          

173,567,780.73$   

REVENUE RECEIPTED FOR THE MONTH:
-$                      

Receipts & Change in Cash
Apportionments Payments November 2023

11,057,033.11      (11,099,160.97)   (42,127.86)            
24,157.42             (1,126,006.70)     (1,101,849.28)       

186,119.02           (197,239.59)        (11,120.57)            
24,150.35             (47,867.01)          (23,716.66)            

375,332.72           (313,016.46)        62,316.26              
1,543,639.39        (8,417,542.65)     (6,873,903.26)       

13,210,432.01      (21,200,833.38)   (7,990,401.37)       

*NOTE: Timing differences on the last day of the month are comprised of cash deposits in transit, 
   credit card transactions not yet settled in bank and/or posted to the general ledger, and direct deposits
   such as receipts from the State of Nevada for grants and taxes that have not been receipted until the next work day.

MINDEN, NEVADA

DOUGLAS COUNTY TREASURER'S REPORT
Amy Burgans, Clerk-Treasurer

For the Month Ending November 30, 2023

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
DOUGLAS COUNTY

  REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY:

RE: NRS 354.280

Honorable Commissioners:

CASH ON DEPOSIT:
INVESTMENT WITH BANK OF NEW YORK MELLON 
(BNYM):

INVESTMENT WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
INVESTMENT POOL (LGIP):

OUTSTANDING CHECKS:

*TIMING DIFFERENCES:

GENERAL LEDGER CASH BALANCE:

   UNAPPORTIONED FUNDS:
   (Includes both secured and unsecured taxes)

  DOUGLAS COUNTY:

AMY BURGANS, CLERK-TREASURER

  TOWN OF GARDNERVILLE:
  TOWN OF GENOA:

  TOWN OF MINDEN:
  OTHER AGENCIES:

Totals:
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Fund Description Paying Fund Paying Fund Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance

101 General Fund 101 General Fund $25,629,212.70 $3,294,127.92 $4,499,940.92 $24,423,399.70

201 Stabilization Fund 201 Stabilization Fund $741,433.89 $1,968.36 $0.00 $743,402.25

202 Nv Cooperative Extension 202 Nv Cooperative Extension $873,333.45 $9,875.68 $2,551.79 $880,657.34

204 Airport 204 Airport $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

208 Cash Trust 208 Cash Trust $371,966.98 $2,902.13 $1,944.33 $372,924.78

210 Douglas County Water Dist 210 Douglas County Water Dist $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

211 Solid Waste Mgmt. 211 Solid Waste Mgmt. $2,604,430.14 $93,858.25 $29,791.62 $2,668,496.77

212 Landscape Maintenance Districts 212 Landscape Maintenance Districts $15,006.49 $253.80 $0.00 $15,260.29

214 St Mv Accident Indigent 214 St Mv Accident Indigent $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

215 Assistance To Indigents 215 Assistance To Indigents $1,352,899.76 $73,958.53 $1,175.43 $1,425,682.86

216 Social Services 216 Social Services $2,956,165.85 $87,135.00 $169,305.78 $2,873,995.07

217 One Nevada (Opioid Settlement) 217 One Nevada (Opioid Settlement) $660,540.19 $82,400.71 $0.00 $742,940.90

218 ARPA 218 ARPA $7,489,421.59 $0.00 $148,615.55 $7,340,806.04

219 CARES Act 219 CARES Act $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

220 PALS Sales Tax Fund 220 PALS Sales Tax Fund $0.00 $274,778.16 $0.00 $274,778.16

222 Law Library 222 Law Library $49,128.02 $2,081.68 $0.00 $51,209.70

224 Library 224 Library $1,332,169.52 $3,626.28 $148,327.22 $1,187,468.58

232 Road Operating 232 Road Operating $3,038,014.37 $106,642.92 $137,194.11 $3,007,463.18

234 Room Tax 234 Room Tax $9,315,236.47 $1,845,812.34 $1,561,235.91 $9,599,812.90

235 Library Gift Fund 235 Library Gift Fund $91,728.42 $11,283.96 $717.59 $102,294.79

236 Tahoe-Douglas Trans.Dist. 236 Tahoe-Douglas Trans.Dist. $4,605,474.38 $12,036.66 $4,175.25 $4,613,335.79

240 Justice Ct. Admin. Assess 240 Justice Ct. Admin. Assess $1,206,485.82 $15,520.13 $250.00 $1,221,755.95

242 China Spring Youth Camp 242 China Spring Youth Camp $230,678.61 $946,663.60 $355,993.33 $821,348.88

244 Western NV Regional Youth 244 Western NV Regional Youth $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

245 Stormwater Management 245 Stormwater Management $1,869,414.15 $5,255.69 $70,915.61 $1,803,754.23

246 Flood Litigation Settlement Fund 246 Flood Litigation Settlement Fund $173,767.27 $0.00 $0.00 $173,767.27
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Fund Description Paying Fund Paying Fund Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance

255 911 Emergency Services 255 911 Emergency Services $3,340,259.94 $41,185.95 $142,101.55 $3,239,344.34

256 911 Surcharge 256 911 Surcharge $855,125.02 $45,976.12 $30,274.24 $870,826.90

260 Senior Services Program 260 Senior Services Program $1,843,987.35 $113,715.22 $185,510.97 $1,772,191.60

309 Risk Management 309 Risk Management $7,965,031.16 $139,900.26 $145,683.13 $7,959,248.29

310 Self Ins.Dental Insurance 310 Self Ins.Dental Insurance $757,957.94 $35,939.67 $28,136.38 $765,761.23

313 Motor Pool/Vehicle Maint 313 Motor Pool/Vehicle Maint $1,348,181.37 $156,960.96 $124,784.47 $1,380,357.86

314 Water Utility 314 Water Utility $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

315 Ridgeview Water System 315 Ridgeview Water System $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

316 Zephyr Water Utility Dist 316 Zephyr Water Utility Dist $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

317 West Valley Water System 317 West Valley Water System $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

318 East Valley Water System 318 East Valley Water System $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

319 Cave Rock/Uppaway Wtr.Sys 319 Cave Rock/Uppaway Wtr.Sys $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

320 Skyland Water System 320 Skyland Water System $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

321 Foothill Water Utility 321 Foothill Water Utility $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

322 Sheridan Acres Water Utility 322 Sheridan Acres Water Utility $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

324 Regional Water Fund 324 Regional Water Fund $2,028,940.83 $124,845.54 $99,165.21 $2,054,621.16

325 Sewer Utility 325 Sewer Utility $8,110,321.49 $478,944.17 $373,870.40 $8,215,395.26

326 Carson Valley Water Utility 326 Carson Valley Water Utility $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

327 Lake Tahoe Water Utility 327 Lake Tahoe Water Utility $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

328 Douglas County Water Utility 328 Douglas County Water Utility $20,148,371.68 $818,350.23 $339,831.61 $20,626,890.30

340 Water-Debt Service 340 Water-Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

341 Sewer-Debt Service 341 Sewer-Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

350 W.Valley 2010 Bond(317) 350 W.Valley 2010 Bond(317) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

351 E.Valley 2010 Bond(318) 351 E.Valley 2010 Bond(318) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

360 Airport Enterprise Fund 360 Airport Enterprise Fund $1,688,778.16 $85,025.13 $20,501.75 $1,753,301.54

401 Extraordinary Maintenance 401 Extraordinary Maintenance $3,613,644.43 $9,593.51 $0.00 $3,623,237.94
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Fund Description Paying Fund Paying Fund Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance

405 Ad Val Capital Projects 405 Ad Val Capital Projects $2,010,716.25 $39,021.35 $4,217.04 $2,045,520.56

410 County Construction 410 County Construction $6,779,936.86 $18,053.86 $29,807.46 $6,768,183.26

420 Park Resident.Const.Tax 420 Park Resident.Const.Tax $1,207,152.89 $15,178.72 $46,262.25 $1,176,069.36

430 Regional Transportation 430 Regional Transportation $17,159,045.60 $251,460.71 $41,397.56 $17,369,108.75

440 Capital Projects-Debt Financed 440 Capital Projects-Debt Financed $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

540 County Debt Service 540 County Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

541 Co Debt/Other Resources 541 Co Debt/Other Resources $926,251.84 $542.30 $678,331.25 $248,462.89

600 Dc Redevelopment Area 2-Admin. 600 Dc Redevelopment Area 2-Admin. $1,154,520.58 $17,029.52 $1,126,006.70 $45,543.40

601 Dc Redevl. Area 2-Cap. Projects 601 Dc Redevl. Area 2-Cap. Projects $26,380.12 $70.03 $0.00 $26,450.15

602 Dc Redevel. Area 2-Debt Service 602 Dc Redevel. Area 2-Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

605 Dc Redevelopment-Admin. 605 Dc Redevelopment-Admin. $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

606 Dc Redevel.-Cap.Projects 606 Dc Redevel.-Cap.Projects $2,658,530.23 $7,057.87 $0.00 $2,665,588.10

607 Dc Redevel.-Debt Service 607 Dc Redevel.-Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

610 Gardnerville Town 610 Gardnerville Town $1,186,755.62 $75,638.38 $94,465.30 $1,167,928.70

611 Gardnerville Health & San 611 Gardnerville Health & San $898,776.34 $110,055.42 $102,774.29 $906,057.47

613 Gardnerville Debt 613 Gardnerville Debt $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

614 G'ville Ad Val Cap Proj 614 G'ville Ad Val Cap Proj $152,397.25 $425.22 $0.00 $152,822.47

620 Genoa Town 620 Genoa Town $533,647.42 $23,932.94 $47,867.01 $509,713.35

622 Genoa Ad Val Cap Projects 622 Genoa Ad Val Cap Projects $67,255.13 $178.55 $0.00 $67,433.68

624 Genoa Construction Res 624 Genoa Construction Res $14,635.71 $38.86 $0.00 $14,674.57

630 Minden Town 630 Minden Town $1,271,750.86 $90,186.09 $95,573.17 $1,266,363.78

631 Minden Ad Val Cap Project 631 Minden Ad Val Cap Project $92,497.21 $245.58 $0.00 $92,742.79

635 Minden Trash 635 Minden Trash $676,002.11 $50,898.99 $67,380.57 $659,520.53

636 Minden Cap.Equip./Constr. 636 Minden Cap.Equip./Constr. $2,218,487.41 $5,889.65 $0.00 $2,224,377.06

639 Minden Wholesale Water Utility 639 Minden Wholesale Water Utility $6,267,392.70 $121,304.93 $112,042.56 $6,276,655.07

640 Minden Town Water 640 Minden Town Water $8,353,713.30 $106,807.48 $38,020.16 $8,422,500.62
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Fund Description Paying Fund Paying Fund Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance

650 Effpd 650 Effpd $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

651 Effpd Emergency Fund 651 Effpd Emergency Fund $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

652 Effpd Equipment Reserve 652 Effpd Equipment Reserve $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

653 Paramedic District 653 Paramedic District $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

654 Effpd Construction Res 654 Effpd Construction Res $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

655 MOSQUITO DISTRICT 655 MOSQUITO DISTRICT $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

656 PARAMEDIC CONSTRUCTION 656 PARAMEDIC CONSTRUCTION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

657 East Fork Debt Service 657 East Fork Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

710 School District 710 School District $3,763,308.37 $541,622.22 $3,777,812.45 $527,118.14

720 School Dist. Debt 720 School Dist. Debt $507,880.25 $70,054.21 $509,814.22 $68,120.24

804 Carson Water Sub 804 Carson Water Sub $107,748.48 $14,302.94 $108,396.35 $13,655.07

806 Cave Rock 806 Cave Rock $13,561.16 $342.60 $13,561.16 $342.60

808 Dcsid M&O 808 Dcsid M&O $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

809 EFFPD 809 EFFPD $1,648,768.77 $217,098.89 $1,659,038.05 $206,829.61

810 Elk Point Sanitation 810 Elk Point Sanitation $433.06 $42.35 $433.06 $42.35

811 Gardnerville Main Street 811 Gardnerville Main Street $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

812 Gardnerville Rancho Gid 812 Gardnerville Rancho Gid $198,140.63 $21,730.85 $198,640.16 $21,231.32

813 Genoa Lakes District 813 Genoa Lakes District $248,484.30 $150.35 $0.00 $248,634.65

814 Indian Hill 814 Indian Hill $181,056.17 $16,103.89 $200,769.31 ($3,609.25)

815 G'ville Mainstreet Rev.Ln 815 G'ville Mainstreet Rev.Ln $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

818 Kingsbury Gid 818 Kingsbury Gid $172,325.64 $15,351.25 $173,441.63 $14,235.26

822 Lakeridge 822 Lakeridge $4,484.46 $855.02 $4,484.46 $855.02

823 Legal Services 823 Legal Services ($61.16) $2,927.18 $0.00 $2,866.02

824 Logan Creek 824 Logan Creek $16,042.09 $88.90 $16,042.09 $88.90

826 Mgsd 826 Mgsd $78,516.53 $9,682.02 $79,063.09 $9,135.46

829 NV Tahoe Conserv.Dist. 829 NV Tahoe Conserv.Dist. $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
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Fund Description Paying Fund Paying Fund Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance

830 Oliver Park 830 Oliver Park $12,900.61 $1,394.82 $12,900.61 $1,394.82

832 Round Hill GID 832 Round Hill GID $20,634.22 $3,182.59 $20,634.22 $3,182.59

834 Sierra Estates 834 Sierra Estates $4,630.22 $909.04 $4,630.22 $909.04

836 Skyland 836 Skyland $7,400.47 $880.69 $7,400.47 $880.69

838 Tahoe Douglas Sanitation 838 Tahoe Douglas Sanitation $22,684.19 $3,831.95 $22,703.69 $3,812.45

839 Tahoe Douglas Fire 839 Tahoe Douglas Fire $876,382.02 $129,286.05 $878,038.39 $127,629.68

840 Topaz Estates 840 Topaz Estates $32,145.88 $7,986.84 $32,154.54 $7,978.18

842 Zephyr Cove 842 Zephyr Cove $3,051.98 $1,025.73 $3,051.98 $1,025.73

844 Zephyr Heights 844 Zephyr Heights $16,745.58 $663.20 $16,745.58 $663.20

846 Zephyr Knolls 846 Zephyr Knolls $7,915.92 $1,069.95 $7,915.92 $1,069.95

847 Ef Swim Pool Dist Oper 847 Ef Swim Pool Dist Oper $437,368.60 $60,922.02 $440,110.59 $58,180.03

848 Ef Swim Pool Debt 848 Ef Swim Pool Debt $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

850 Employee Benefit Trust 850 Employee Benefit Trust $782,173.52 $1,805,588.02 $1,673,114.19 $914,647.35

852 T-D VISITORS AUTHORITY 852 T-D VISITORS AUTHORITY $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

853 Western NV Reg.Youth Fac. 853 Western NV Reg.Youth Fac. $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

855 Inmate Commissary Fund 855 Inmate Commissary Fund $105,198.82 $3,642.41 $4,037.07 $104,804.16

860 Profit From Tax Sale 860 Profit From Tax Sale $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

865 Unclaimed Monies 865 Unclaimed Monies $75,766.64 $0.00 $0.00 $75,766.64

868 Library Gift Fund 868 Library Gift Fund $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

885 Mosquito District 885 Mosquito District $107,966.41 $12,917.12 $108,720.55 $12,162.98

890 State Of Nevada 890 State Of Nevada $1,681,400.60 $412,143.90 $120,735.01 $1,972,809.49

892 Department Of Wildlife 892 Department Of Wildlife $7,112.91 $0.00 $0.00 $7,112.91

894 Range Improvements 894 Range Improvements $304.85 $0.00 $304.85 $0.00

895 Sierra Forest Fire 895 Sierra Forest Fire $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

896 Refund Of Taxes 896 Refund Of Taxes $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Grand Total: 129 Funds $181,105,425.06 $13,210,432.01 $21,200,833.38 $173,115,023.69
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. G.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to accept the Douglas County Treasurer's Monthly Statement for
December 2023 submitted per Nevada Revised Statutes 354.280(2). (Amy Burgans)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Accept the Douglas County Treasurer's Monthly Statement for December 2023, as presented.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
None
 
BACKGROUND:
Attached is the December 2023 Monthly Statement of the County Treasurer per NRS 354.280(2).
 
  NRS 354.280  Contents of monthly statement of county treasurer. The county treasurer shall:
      1.  Keep a complete record of the source and amount of all receipts, apportionments to, payments
from, and balances in all funds; and
      2.  Submit to the board of county commissioners each month at any regular or special meeting a
statement containing the information required in subsection 1 for the previous month, giving the balance
in each county, state and special fund, together with a statement of all money on deposit, outstanding
checks against that money and cash on hand.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
December 2023.pdf
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I hereby submit this summary record of all receipts, apportionments to, payments from and balances in all funds
and separate accounts as required by the referenced statute. Detail information for these funds is available
in my office, or in the Finance Department.

34,132,436.17$     

 $   114,053,827.90 

 $     27,485,804.59 

(1,563,210.55)$      

138,231.23$          

174,247,089.34$   

REVENUE RECEIPTED FOR THE MONTH:
-$                       

Receipts & Change in Cash
Apportionments Payments December 2023

10,822,376.09       (14,851,403.26)    (4,029,027.17)    
170,907.22            (28,200.00)           142,707.22         
256,734.38            (265,663.35)         (8,928.97)           

47,609.78              (40,546.05)           7,063.73             
429,431.52            (339,912.28)         89,519.24           

5,644,178.12         (1,165,663.56)      4,478,514.56      
17,371,237.11       (16,691,388.50)    679,848.61         

*NOTE: Timing differences on the last day of the month are comprised of cash deposits in transit, 
   credit card transactions not yet settled in bank and/or posted to the general ledger, and direct deposits
   such as receipts from the State of Nevada for grants and taxes that have not been receipted until the next work day.

MINDEN, NEVADA

DOUGLAS COUNTY TREASURER'S REPORT
Amy Burgans, Clerk-Treasurer

For the Month Ending December 31, 2023

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
DOUGLAS COUNTY

  REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY:

RE: NRS 354.280

Honorable Commissioners:

CASH ON DEPOSIT:
INVESTMENT WITH BANK OF NEW YORK MELLON 
(BNYM):

INVESTMENT WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENT INVESTMENT 
POOL (LGIP):

OUTSTANDING CHECKS:

*TIMING DIFFERENCES:

GENERAL LEDGER CASH BALANCE:

   UNAPPORTIONED FUNDS:
   (Includes both secured and unsecured taxes)

  DOUGLAS COUNTY:

AMY BURGANS, CLERK-TREASURER

  TOWN OF GARDNERVILLE:
  TOWN OF GENOA:

  TOWN OF MINDEN:
  OTHER AGENCIES:

Totals:
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Fund Description Paying Fund Paying Fund Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance

101 General Fund 101 General Fund $24,382,341.27 $4,605,104.16 $6,074,584.63 $22,912,860.80

201 Stabilization Fund 201 Stabilization Fund $743,402.25 $1,301.72 $0.00 $744,703.97

202 Nv Cooperative Extension 202 Nv Cooperative Extension $880,657.34 $31,758.59 $21,802.50 $890,613.43

204 Airport 204 Airport $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

208 Cash Trust 208 Cash Trust $372,924.78 $4,113.65 $3,368.71 $373,669.72

210 Douglas County Water Dist 210 Douglas County Water Dist $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

211 Solid Waste Mgmt. 211 Solid Waste Mgmt. $2,668,528.77 $60,821.95 $25,523.12 $2,703,827.60

212 Landscape Maintenance Districts 212 Landscape Maintenance Districts $8,861.23 $1,275.00 $0.00 $10,136.23

214 St Mv Accident Indigent 214 St Mv Accident Indigent $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

215 Assistance To Indigents 215 Assistance To Indigents $1,425,682.86 $172,358.53 $259.46 $1,597,781.93

216 Social Services 216 Social Services $2,875,025.98 $147,443.09 $228,863.07 $2,793,606.00

217 One Nevada (Opioid Settlement) 217 One Nevada (Opioid Settlement) $742,940.90 $4,309.91 $0.00 $747,250.81

218 ARPA 218 ARPA $7,340,806.04 $8,985.00 $655,682.42 $6,694,108.62

219 CARES Act 219 CARES Act $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

220 PALS Sales Tax Fund 220 PALS Sales Tax Fund $0.00 $227,657.94 $0.00 $227,657.94

222 Law Library 222 Law Library $51,209.70 $1,748.53 $2,447.06 $50,511.17

224 Library 224 Library $1,330,523.46 $3,481.09 $207,933.11 $1,126,071.44

232 Road Operating 232 Road Operating $3,024,435.02 $102,314.24 $102,885.72 $3,023,863.54

234 Room Tax 234 Room Tax $9,541,684.76 $1,520,450.65 $1,805,696.47 $9,256,438.94

235 Library Gift Fund 235 Library Gift Fund $102,248.39 $3,784.14 $4,697.86 $101,334.67

236 Tahoe-Douglas Trans.Dist. 236 Tahoe-Douglas Trans.Dist. $4,676,658.34 $8,199.09 $605,137.30 $4,079,720.13

240 Justice Ct. Admin. Assess 240 Justice Ct. Admin. Assess $1,221,755.95 $14,282.17 $30,839.66 $1,205,198.46

242 China Spring Youth Camp 242 China Spring Youth Camp $821,088.51 $126,458.63 $648,706.62 $298,840.52

244 Western NV Regional Youth 244 Western NV Regional Youth $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

245 Stormwater Management 245 Stormwater Management $1,804,217.56 $3,255.10 $97,537.48 $1,709,935.18

246 Flood Litigation Settlement Fund 246 Flood Litigation Settlement Fund $173,767.27 $0.00 $0.00 $173,767.27
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Fund Description Paying Fund Paying Fund Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance

255 911 Emergency Services 255 911 Emergency Services $3,236,161.89 $176,233.06 $183,903.60 $3,228,491.35

256 911 Surcharge 256 911 Surcharge $865,387.90 $42,373.17 $90,143.64 $817,617.43

260 Senior Services Program 260 Senior Services Program $1,839,015.91 $80,835.12 $241,736.16 $1,678,114.87

309 Risk Management 309 Risk Management $8,149,737.61 $133,456.72 $186,213.21 $8,096,981.12

310 Self Ins.Dental Insurance 310 Self Ins.Dental Insurance $777,107.99 $35,406.32 $32,649.93 $779,864.38

313 Motor Pool/Vehicle Maint 313 Motor Pool/Vehicle Maint $1,379,176.45 $4,616.70 $131,935.10 $1,251,858.05

314 Water Utility 314 Water Utility $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

315 Ridgeview Water System 315 Ridgeview Water System $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

316 Zephyr Water Utility Dist 316 Zephyr Water Utility Dist $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

317 West Valley Water System 317 West Valley Water System $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

318 East Valley Water System 318 East Valley Water System $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

319 Cave Rock/Uppaway Wtr.Sys 319 Cave Rock/Uppaway Wtr.Sys $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

320 Skyland Water System 320 Skyland Water System $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

321 Foothill Water Utility 321 Foothill Water Utility $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

322 Sheridan Acres Water Utility 322 Sheridan Acres Water Utility $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

324 Regional Water Fund 324 Regional Water Fund $2,054,772.90 $28,651.06 $25,773.02 $2,057,650.94

325 Sewer Utility 325 Sewer Utility $8,213,535.94 $305,963.88 $221,395.80 $8,298,104.02

326 Carson Valley Water Utility 326 Carson Valley Water Utility $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

327 Lake Tahoe Water Utility 327 Lake Tahoe Water Utility $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

328 Douglas County Water Utility 328 Douglas County Water Utility $20,628,434.78 $498,336.94 $552,924.21 $20,573,847.51

340 Water-Debt Service 340 Water-Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

341 Sewer-Debt Service 341 Sewer-Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

350 W.Valley 2010 Bond(317) 350 W.Valley 2010 Bond(317) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

351 E.Valley 2010 Bond(318) 351 E.Valley 2010 Bond(318) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

360 Airport Enterprise Fund 360 Airport Enterprise Fund $1,753,401.05 $120,114.72 $34,601.10 $1,838,914.67

401 Extraordinary Maintenance 401 Extraordinary Maintenance $3,623,237.94 $6,344.43 $0.00 $3,629,582.37

Tuesday, January 16, 2024Pages 2 of 5user: Kathy Kaiser

Douglas County

Treasurer Report - December  2023
From Date: 12/1/2023 - To Date: 12/31/2023

Summary Listing, Report By Fund - Account

184



Fund Description Paying Fund Paying Fund Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance

405 Ad Val Capital Projects 405 Ad Val Capital Projects $2,045,382.23 $149,794.45 $20,366.22 $2,174,810.46

410 County Construction 410 County Construction $6,768,183.26 $11,882.45 $155,708.55 $6,624,357.16

420 Park Resident.Const.Tax 420 Park Resident.Const.Tax $1,175,889.80 $22,096.42 $207,692.80 $990,293.42

430 Regional Transportation 430 Regional Transportation $17,296,027.74 $322,669.14 $525,859.30 $17,092,837.58

440 Capital Projects-Debt Financed 440 Capital Projects-Debt Financed $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

540 County Debt Service 540 County Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

541 Co Debt/Other Resources 541 Co Debt/Other Resources $326,166.89 $338.73 $350.00 $326,155.62

600 Dc Redevelopment Area 2-Admin. 600 Dc Redevelopment Area 2-Admin. $45,543.40 $166,193.37 $0.00 $211,736.77

601 Dc Redevl. Area 2-Cap. Projects 601 Dc Redevl. Area 2-Cap. Projects $26,450.15 $46.31 $0.00 $26,496.46

602 Dc Redevel. Area 2-Debt Service 602 Dc Redevel. Area 2-Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

605 Dc Redevelopment-Admin. 605 Dc Redevelopment-Admin. $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

606 Dc Redevel.-Cap.Projects 606 Dc Redevel.-Cap.Projects $2,665,588.10 $4,667.54 $28,200.00 $2,642,055.64

607 Dc Redevel.-Debt Service 607 Dc Redevel.-Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

610 Gardnerville Town 610 Gardnerville Town $1,173,206.05 $172,850.62 $136,187.70 $1,209,868.97

611 Gardnerville Health & San 611 Gardnerville Health & San $905,507.29 $83,616.20 $129,475.65 $859,647.84

613 Gardnerville Debt 613 Gardnerville Debt $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

614 G'ville Ad Val Cap Proj 614 G'ville Ad Val Cap Proj $152,822.47 $267.56 $0.00 $153,090.03

620 Genoa Town 620 Genoa Town $510,855.48 $47,466.01 $40,546.05 $517,775.44

622 Genoa Ad Val Cap Projects 622 Genoa Ad Val Cap Projects $67,433.68 $118.08 $0.00 $67,551.76

624 Genoa Construction Res 624 Genoa Construction Res $14,674.57 $25.69 $0.00 $14,700.26

630 Minden Town 630 Minden Town $1,267,727.65 $163,787.51 $129,216.39 $1,302,298.77

631 Minden Ad Val Cap Project 631 Minden Ad Val Cap Project $92,742.79 $162.39 $0.00 $92,905.18

635 Minden Trash 635 Minden Trash $658,833.55 $55,224.15 $79,128.04 $634,929.66

636 Minden Cap.Equip./Constr. 636 Minden Cap.Equip./Constr. $2,224,377.06 $3,894.97 $0.00 $2,228,272.03

639 Minden Wholesale Water Utility 639 Minden Wholesale Water Utility $6,277,380.56 $47,889.50 $75,953.19 $6,249,316.87

640 Minden Town Water 640 Minden Town Water $8,423,151.82 $158,473.00 $55,614.66 $8,526,010.16
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Fund Description Paying Fund Paying Fund Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance

650 Effpd 650 Effpd $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

651 Effpd Emergency Fund 651 Effpd Emergency Fund $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

652 Effpd Equipment Reserve 652 Effpd Equipment Reserve $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

653 Paramedic District 653 Paramedic District $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

654 Effpd Construction Res 654 Effpd Construction Res $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

655 MOSQUITO DISTRICT 655 MOSQUITO DISTRICT $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

656 PARAMEDIC CONSTRUCTION 656 PARAMEDIC CONSTRUCTION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

657 East Fork Debt Service 657 East Fork Debt Service $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

710 School District 710 School District $527,118.14 $2,239,051.04 $530,361.45 $2,235,807.73

720 School Dist. Debt 720 School Dist. Debt $68,120.24 $296,012.14 $68,552.68 $295,579.70

804 Carson Water Sub 804 Carson Water Sub $13,655.07 $58,424.20 $13,757.44 $58,321.83

806 Cave Rock 806 Cave Rock $342.60 $6,405.53 $342.60 $6,405.53

808 Dcsid M&O 808 Dcsid M&O $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

809 EFFPD 809 EFFPD $206,829.61 $908,315.27 $208,492.78 $906,652.10

810 Elk Point Sanitation 810 Elk Point Sanitation $42.35 $320.79 $42.35 $320.79

811 Gardnerville Main Street 811 Gardnerville Main Street $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

812 Gardnerville Rancho Gid 812 Gardnerville Rancho Gid $21,231.32 $68,519.09 $21,231.32 $68,519.09

813 Genoa Lakes District 813 Genoa Lakes District $248,634.65 $177.52 $0.00 $248,812.17

814 Indian Hill 814 Indian Hill ($3,609.25) $88,592.80 $0.00 $84,983.55

815 G'ville Mainstreet Rev.Ln 815 G'ville Mainstreet Rev.Ln $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

818 Kingsbury Gid 818 Kingsbury Gid $14,235.26 $65,296.66 $14,738.09 $64,793.83

822 Lakeridge 822 Lakeridge $855.02 $2,988.14 $855.02 $2,988.14

823 Legal Services 823 Legal Services $2,866.02 $2,376.62 $0.00 $5,242.64

824 Logan Creek 824 Logan Creek $88.90 $8,872.10 $88.90 $8,872.10

826 Mgsd 826 Mgsd $9,135.46 $46,064.83 $9,135.46 $46,064.83

829 NV Tahoe Conserv.Dist. 829 NV Tahoe Conserv.Dist. $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
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Fund Description Paying Fund Paying Fund Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance

830 Oliver Park 830 Oliver Park $1,394.82 $6,112.09 $1,394.82 $6,112.09

832 Round Hill GID 832 Round Hill GID $3,182.59 $25,778.80 $3,182.59 $25,778.80

834 Sierra Estates 834 Sierra Estates $909.04 $1,507.50 $909.04 $1,507.50

836 Skyland 836 Skyland $880.69 $6,072.76 $880.69 $6,072.76

838 Tahoe Douglas Sanitation 838 Tahoe Douglas Sanitation $3,812.45 $19,879.86 $3,812.45 $19,879.86

839 Tahoe Douglas Fire 839 Tahoe Douglas Fire $127,629.68 $593,044.94 $128,211.67 $592,462.95

840 Topaz Estates 840 Topaz Estates $7,978.18 $15,141.95 $7,978.18 $15,141.95

842 Zephyr Cove 842 Zephyr Cove $1,025.73 $1,897.39 $1,025.73 $1,897.39

844 Zephyr Heights 844 Zephyr Heights $663.20 $8,530.31 $663.20 $8,530.31

846 Zephyr Knolls 846 Zephyr Knolls $1,069.95 $2,316.94 $1,069.95 $2,316.94

847 Ef Swim Pool Dist Oper 847 Ef Swim Pool Dist Oper $58,180.03 $242,643.11 $58,623.63 $242,199.51

848 Ef Swim Pool Debt 848 Ef Swim Pool Debt $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

850 Employee Benefit Trust 850 Employee Benefit Trust $768,785.77 $1,824,518.74 $1,711,098.16 $882,206.35

852 T-D VISITORS AUTHORITY 852 T-D VISITORS AUTHORITY $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

853 Western NV Reg.Youth Fac. 853 Western NV Reg.Youth Fac. $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

855 Inmate Commissary Fund 855 Inmate Commissary Fund $104,804.16 $3,228.56 $8,262.27 $99,770.45

860 Profit From Tax Sale 860 Profit From Tax Sale $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

865 Unclaimed Monies 865 Unclaimed Monies $75,766.64 $4,035.68 $4,825.00 $74,977.32

868 Library Gift Fund 868 Library Gift Fund $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

885 Mosquito District 885 Mosquito District $12,162.98 $58,676.31 $12,280.71 $58,558.58

890 State Of Nevada 890 State Of Nevada $2,003,444.20 $873,536.05 $76,502.81 $2,800,477.44

892 Department Of Wildlife 892 Department Of Wildlife $7,112.91 $0.00 $1,530.00 $5,582.91

894 Range Improvements 894 Range Improvements $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

895 Sierra Forest Fire 895 Sierra Forest Fire $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

896 Refund Of Taxes 896 Refund Of Taxes $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Grand Total: 129 Funds $173,115,023.69 $17,371,237.11 $16,691,388.50 $173,794,872.30
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. H.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to approve the first amendment to the Contract for Professional Services
between Douglas County and West Coast Code Consultants, Inc. (WC3), increasing the contract by
$30,000 to a total of $79,000, to perform Commercial and Major Residential Building Plan Review
services for the Douglas County Community Development Department and authorize the County
Manager to sign the amendment. (Andrea Pawling)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Approve the first amendment to the Contract for Professional Services between Douglas County and
West Coast Code Consultants, Inc. as presented, and authorize the County Manager to sign the
amendment.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
The West Coast Code Consultants, Inc.'s (WC3) first amendment of their Contract is budgeted in the
101-512 521.100, Building Professional Services (FY2023-24). The budgeted amount from this account
for the Commercial and Major Residential Building Plan Reviews will be for an additional thirty
thousand dollars ($30,000), which is currently available in the budget. Douglas County will pay
invoices it receives within a reasonable time.
 
BACKGROUND:
On June 30, 2023, the County entered into a Contract for Professional Services (Contract) with West
Coast Code Consultants, Inc. (WC3), which was recorded with the Douglas County Recorder as
Document No. 2023-086. Pursuant to the terms of the Contract, WC3 provides the County with plan
review services. Initially WC3 reviewed both residential and commercial plans while the County was
recruiting for an open Plans Examiner position. The County has since filled the position but cannot yet
perform commercial plan reviews. Staff desires to now enter into this First Amendment to the Contract
in order to increase the contract from $49,000 to $79,000 for the remainder of Fiscal Year 2023-24 so
that WC3 can continue to perform commercial plan reviews. All other terms of the original contract will
remain unchanged.
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ATTACHMENTS:
1st Amendment Contract WC3 (FY23-24) (Combined)- SIGNED.pdf
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First Amendment to Contract  

For Professional Services by An Independent Contractor 

between West Coast Code Consultants, Inc. 

and 

Douglas County 

THIS FIRST AMENDMENT to the CONTRACT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES BY AN 

INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR is entered into between Douglas County, a political subdivision of the 

State of Nevada, though the Board of County Commissioners (the “County”), and West Coast Code 

Consultants, Inc. (“Contractor”). County and Contractor are at times collectively referred to as the 

“Parties” or individually as the “Party.”  

WHEREAS, on June 30, 2023 the County entered into a Contract for Professional Services by an 

Independent Contractor with the Contractor, which was recorded with the Douglas County Recorder as 

Document No. 2023-086 and 

WHEREAS, the Parties now desire to enter into this First Amendment to Contract for 

Professional Services by an Independent Contractor in order to increase the contract amount as set forth 

herein. 

NOW, THEREFORE, based on good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of 

which is hereby acknowledged, and the mutual promises and conditions contained herein, the Parties 

agree as follows: 

1. The Contract amount shall be increased from $49,000.00 to $79,000.00 to

cover additional plan review requirements as needed.

2. All other terms and conditions that are not hereby amended shall remain in

full force and effect. Capitalized terms not defined herein have the

meaning(s) ascribed in the Contract.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this First Amendment to Contract for 

Professional Services by an Independent Contractor to be executed and effective as of the _____ day of 

___________________, 2024. 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

Jenifer Davidson    Date 

Douglas County Manager 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Chris Kimball  Date 

Vice President West Coast Code Consultants, Inc. 

01/17/2024
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. I.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to approve a $27,357 contract with Desert Hills Electric, Inc., d/b/a
Desert Hills Fire & Security Systems, for the purchase and installation of a surveillance system at the
Topaz Lake Campground RV Storage and authorize the County Manager to sign any required
documents. (Ryan Stanton)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Approve a $27,357 contract with Desert Hills Electric, Inc., d/b/a Desert Hills Fire & Security Systems,
for the purchase and installation of a surveillance system at the Topaz Lake Campground RV Storage as
presented; and authorize the County Manager to sign any required documents. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
Funds are currently budgeted in the Major Repair and Maintenance account (234-805 532.118) for the
Parks Division. Upon approval of this item, the Community Services Department will request a
purchase order from the Finance Department, which will be used to track all of the expenses related to
the project.
 
BACKGROUND:
The scope of work for this project is for the purchase and installation of a surveillance system at Topaz
Lake Campground RV Storage area. The Douglas County Community Services Department provides a
fenced in area at the Topaz Lake Campground for individuals to store a boat or RV for a monthly fee. A
few weeks ago the fenced-in area was broken into and the fence was cut. The incident was reported and
there was no sign of vandalism or theft. After this occurrence the Community Services team felt it was
important to install surveillance to protect the property being stored at the site. Community Services is
requesting authority to enter a contract with Desert Hills Electric, Inc., d/b/a Desert Hills Fire &
Security Systems, without competitive bid under NRS 332.115(a) and (c) as a sole source vendor,
because the vendor can more efficiently expand upon a proprietary system previously installed by
Desert Hills that is already in use by the County. The original selection of Desert Hills took place as
part of a competitive selection in December 2015.
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ATTACHMENTS:
CONTRACT FOR SERVICES OF INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR ( Desert Hills Electric Topaz
Lake Campground RV Storage) 1.10.24.docx
Desert Hills Electric Proposal- Topaz Lake Campground RV Storage Exhibit 1.pdf
Sole Source Justification- Topaz Lake Campground RV Storage Surveillance Project.pdf
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2396441/Desert_Hills_Electric_Proposal-_Topaz_Lake_Campground_RV_Storage_Exhibit_1.pdf
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CONTRACT FOR SERVICES OF INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR

A CONTRACT BETWEEN 

DOUGLAS COUNTY 

PO BOX 218
MINDEN NV 89423

(“COUNTY”)

AND

DESERT HILLS ELECTRIC, INC., A NEVADA CORPORATION, D/B/A/ DESERT HILLS FIRE & SECURITY 

SYSTEMS
2136 KLEPPE LANE 

SPARKS NV,89431
(“CONTRACTOR”)

WHEREAS, Douglas County is a political subdivision of the State of Nevada, and from time to 
time requires the services of independent contractors; and

WHEREAS, it is deemed that the services of Contractor herein specified are both necessary and 
desirable and in the best interests of Douglas County; and

WHEREAS, Contractor represents that it is duly qualified, equipped, staffed, ready, willing and 
able to perform and render the services hereinafter described; and

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the agreements herein made, the parties mutually agree as 
follows:

1.  EFFECTIVE DATE AND TERM OF CONTRACT.   This contract shall not become effective until 
and unless approved by both parties, and shall remain in effect until Contractor performs all services 
required under the Contract.

2.  INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR STATUS.  The parties agree that Contractor shall have the status 
of an independent contractor and that this contract, by explicit agreement of the parties, incorporates and 
applies the provisions of NRS 333.700(3)(b), as necessarily adapted, to the parties, including that 
Contractor is not a County employee and that 

There shall be no:
(1) Withholding of income taxes by the County:
(2) Industrial insurance coverage provided by the County;
(3) Participation in group insurance plans which may be available to employees of the County;
(4) Participation or contributions by either the independent contractor or the County to the public 
employee’s retirement system;
(5) Accumulation of vacation leave or sick leave;
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(6) Unemployment compensation coverage provided by the County if the 
requirements of NRS 612.085 for independent contractors are met.

Contractor and County agree to the following rights and obligations consistent with an independent 
contractor relationship between the Parties:

a. Contractor has the right to perform services for others during the term of this Agreement.
b. Contractor has the sole right to control and direct the means, manner and method by 

which the services required by this Agreement will be performed.
c.  Contractor shall not be assigned a work location on County premises.  
d.  Contractor, at Contractor’s sole expense, will furnish all equipment and materials used to 

provide the services required by this Agreement.  
e.  Contractor, at Contractor’s sole expense, has the right to hire assistants as subcontractors, 

or to use Contractor’s employees to provide the services required by this Agreement.
f.  Contractor or Contractor’s employees or contract personnel shall perform the services 

required by this Agreement, and Contractor agrees to the faithful performance and delivery of described 
services in accordance with the time frames contained herein; County shall not hire, supervise or pay any 
assistants to help Contractor.  

g.  Neither Contractor nor contractor’s employees or contract personnel shall receive any 
training from County in the skills necessary to perform the services required by this Agreement.  

h.  County shall not require Contractor or Contractor’s employees or contract personnel to 
devote full time to performing the services required by this Agreement.

i.  Contractor understands that Contractor is solely responsible to pay any federal and state taxes 
and/or any social security or related payments applicable to money received for services provided under 
the terms of this contract.  Contractor understands that an IRS Form 1099 will be filed by County for all 
payments County makes to Contractor.  

3.  INDUSTRIAL INSURANCE.  

A.  Unless the Contractor complies with Paragraph B below, Contractor further agrees, as 
a precondition to the performance of any work under this contract and as a precondition to any obligation 
of the County to make any payment under this contract, to provide the County with a work certificate 
and/or a certificate issued by a qualified insurer in accordance with NRS § 616B.627.   Contractor also 
agrees, prior to commencing any work under the contract, to complete and to provide the following 
written request to the insurer:

DESERT HILLS ELECTRIC, INC., A NEVADA CORPORATION, D/B/A DESERT HILLS FIRE & SECURITY SYSTEMS

has entered into a contract with Douglas County to perform installation of a surveillance system at Topaz 
Lake Campground RV Storage located at 3700 Topaz Park Road Gardnerville, NV 89410. and requests 
that the State Industrial Insurance System provide to Douglas County 1) a certificate of coverage issued 
pursuant to NRS § 616B.627 and 2) notice of any lapse in coverage or nonpayment of coverage that the 
contractor is required to maintain.  The certificate and notice should be mailed to:  

Douglas County 
Post Office Box 218
Minden, Nevada 89423
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Contractor agrees to maintain required worker’s compensation coverage throughout the entire term of the 
contract.  If contractor does not maintain coverage throughout the entire term of the contract, contractor 
agrees that County may, at any time the coverage is not maintained by contractor, order the contractor to 
stop work, suspend the contract, or terminate the contract.  For each six-month period this contract is in 
effect, contractor agrees, prior to the expiration of the six-month period, to provide another written 
request to the insurer for the provision of a certificate and notice of lapse in or nonpayment of coverage. If 
contractor does not make the request or does not provide the certificate before the expiration of the six-
month period, contractor agrees that County may order the contractor to stop work, suspend the contract, 
or terminate the contract.

B.  Contractor may, in lieu of furnishing a certificate of an insurer, provide an affidavit 
indicating that it is a sole proprietor and that:

1. In accordance with the provisions of NRS 616B.659, has not elected to be 
included within the terms, conditions and provisions of chapters 616A to 616D, inclusive, 
of NRS; and

2. Is otherwise in compliance with those terms, conditions and provisions.

4. SERVICES TO BE PERFORMED.  The parties agree that the services to be performed 
by Contractor are specified in the December 20, 2023 Proposal and Estimate attached hereto as Exhibit 1
to perform installation of a surveillance system at Topaz Lake Campground RV Storage located at 3700 
Topaz Park Road Gardnerville, NV 89410.

5. PAYMENT FOR SERVICES. Contractor agrees to provide the services set forth in 
Paragraph 4 at a cost not to exceed $27,357.00.  Contractor shall be paid in full only upon completion of 
all of the Services set forth in Paragraph 4, and after a satisfactory final inspection of the work is 
completed by Douglas County

6.  NON APPROPRIATION.  All payments under this contract are contingent upon the availability 
to the County of the necessary funds. In accordance with NRS § 354.626 and any other applicable 
provision of law, the financial obligations under this contract between the parties shall not exceed those 
monies appropriated and approved by the County for this contract for the then current fiscal year under 
the Local Government Budget Act.  This contract shall terminate and the County’s obligations under it 
shall be extinguished if the County fails to appropriate monies.

Nothing in this contract shall be construed to provide Contractor with a right of payment over any 
other entity.  Any funds obligated by the County under this contract that are not paid to Contractor shall 
automatically revert to the County’s discretionary control upon the completion, termination, or 
cancellation of the agreement.  The County shall not have any obligation to re-award or to provide, in any 
manner, the unexpended funds to Contractor.  Contractor shall have no claim of any sort to the 
unexpended funds.

7. CONSTRUCTION OF CONTRACT& DISPUTE RESOLUTION.  This contract shall be construed 
and interpreted according to the laws of the State of Nevada.  There will be no presumption for or against 
the drafter in interpreting or enforcing the Contract.  In the event a dispute arises between the Parties, the 
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Parties promise and agree to first meet and confer to resolve any dispute.  If such meeting does not 
resolve the dispute, then the Parties agree to mediate any dispute arising from or relating to the Contract 
before an independent mediator mutually agreed to by the parties.  The fee rate or charge of the mediator 
will be shared equally by the Parties, who will otherwise be responsible for their own attorney’s fees and 
costs.  If mediation is unsuccessful, litigation may only proceed before a department of the Ninth Judicial 
Court of the State of Nevada in and for the County of Douglas that was not involved in the mediation 
process and attorney’s fees and costs will be awarded to the prevailing party at the discretion of the court.  
The Parties mutually agree to not seek punitive damages against either Party.  

8.  COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAWS.  Contractor shall fully and completely comply with 
all applicable local, state and federal laws, regulations, orders, or requirements of any sort in carrying out 
the obligations of this contract, including, but not limited to, all federal, state, and local procedures and 
requirements and all immigration and naturalization laws.

9.  ASSIGNMENT.   Contractor shall not assign, transfer nor delegate any rights, obligations or 
duties under this contract without the prior written consent of the County.

10.  COUNTY INSPECTION. The books, records, documents and accounting procedures and 
practices of Contractor related to this contract shall be subject to inspection, examination and audit by the 
County, including, but not limited to, the contracting agency, the County Manager, the District Attorney, 
and, if applicable, the Comptroller General of the United States, or any authorized representative of those 
entities.

11.  DISPOSITION OF CONTRACT MATERIALS.  Any books, reports, studies, photographs, 
negatives or other documents, data, drawings or other materials prepared by or supplied to Contractor in 
the performance of its obligations under this contract shall be the exclusive property of the County and all 
such materials shall be remitted and delivered, at Contractor's expense, by Contractor to the County upon 
completion, termination or cancellation of this contract. Alternatively, if the County provides its written 
approval to Contractor, any books, reports, studies, photographs, negatives or other documents, data, 
drawings or other materials prepared by or supplied to Contractor in the performance of its obligations 
under this contract must be retained by Contractor for a minimum of six years after final payment is made 
and all other pending matters are closed.  If, at any time during the retention period, the County, in 
writing, requests any or all of the materials, then Contractor shall promptly remit and deliver the 
materials, at Contractor's expense, to the County.  Unless the County has requested remittance and 
delivery by Contractor of the items.  Contractor shall not use, willingly allow or cause to have such 
materials used for any purpose other than the performance of Contractor's obligations under this contract 
without the prior written consent of the County.

12.  PUBLIC RECORDS LAW.  Contractor expressly agrees that all documents ever submitted, 
filed, or deposited with the County by Contractor, unless designated as confidential by a specific statute 
of the State of Nevada, shall be treated as public records pursuant to NRS Chapter 239 and shall be 
available for inspection and copying by any person, as defined in NRS 0.039, or any governmental entity. 
Contractor expressly and indefinitely waives all of its rights to bring, including but not limited to, by way 
complaint, interpleader, intervention, or any third party practice, any claims, demands, suits, actions, 
judgments, or executions, for damages or any other relief, in any administrative or judicial forum, against 
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the County or any of its officers or employees, in either their official or individual capacity, for violations 
of or infringement of the copyright laws of the United States or of any other nation.  

13. INDEMNIFICATION.  Contractor agrees to indemnify and save and hold the County, its agents 
and employees harmless from any and all third-party claims, causes of action or liability, including 
attorney’s fees, expert fees, and other costs, arising from the performance of this contract by Contractor or 
Contractor's agents or employees.

14. GENERAL LIABILITY INSURANCE.   Douglas County’s liability coverage will not extend to 
the Contractor and Contractor is required to acquire and maintain general liability insurance in the 
minimum amount of $1,000,000 during the term of this Contract at Contractor’s sole expense.  Proof of 
insurance must be sent to the Douglas County Manager.  Such proof of insurance must be provided at 
least annually throughout the term of this Contract and Douglas County must be notified at least 30 days 
in advance of any cancellation or nonrenewal of such insurance.

15. INTEGRATION & MODIFICATION OF CONTRACT. This contract supersedes all prior 
agreements between the parties, constitutes the entire contract between the parties, and may only be 
modified by a written amendment signed by the parties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this contract to be signed and intend to 
be legally bound thereby.

___________________________________________________
Desert Hills Electric, Inc. d/b/a (Date)
Desert Hills Fire & Security Systems

___________________________________________________
Jenifer Davidson, County Manager                                    (Date)
By and On Behalf of 
Douglas County, Nevada
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Exhibit 1

(December 20, 2023 Proposal and Estimate from Desert Hills Fire &Security System)
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Desert Hills is the only provider in this area of surveillance equipment 
that is compatible with the County's current surveillance system. The 
contract is for the purchase and installation of the equipment. 
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. J.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to accept a $10,000 donation made to the Douglas County Animal Care
and Services Department. (Geoff Bonar)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Accept a $10,000 donation made to the Douglas County Animal Care and Services Department. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
The check has been deposited into the "Assigned - Animal Services Donations" account (GL account
number 101-000 368.001). The department has not designated the funds for a specific use at this time,
therefore, no budget augmentation or resolution is being brought forward. When the department
determines a specific use for the donation, the department will bring forward to the Board of County
Commissioners a budget augmentation and Resolution in order to spend the funds. 
 
BACKGROUND:
The Animal Care and Services Department has received a $10,000 donation from Myna L. Christy in
the form of a cashier's check. No specific purpose was given by the donor, other than the funds are to be
used by the Animal Shelter.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
DonationForm - ACO donation - January 2024.pdf
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. K.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to review and file the Annual Reports from various Douglas County
advisory boards including the 911 Surcharge Committee, Advisory Board to Manage Wildlife, Airport
Advisory Committee, Audit Committee, Board of Equalization, Law Library, Library Board of
Trustees, Parks and Recreation Advisory Board, Regional Transportation Commission, Senior Services
and Public Transit Advisory Board, Debt Management Commission, Water Conveyance Advisory
Committee, and Planning Commission. (Jenifer Davidson)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Thank the members of the various Douglas County Advisory Boards and Commissions for their service
and direct staff to file the Annual Reports that were submitted for the Board of County Commissioners'
review as presented.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
None
 
BACKGROUND:
Each year the various advisory boards are asked to provide a brief overview of their accomplishments
from the previous year. These reports also provide information to new or future members who may
serve on the various advisory boards. Any advisory board member may also wish to address the Board
with additional information on their activities. Staff recommends that the advisory board reports be
received and filed as presented. 
 
ATTACHMENTS:
2023 9-1-1 Surcharge Annual Report-Feb
2023 Airport Advisory Committee Report
2023 Audit Committee Annual Report.pdf
2023 Board of Equalization Annual Report
2023 Debt Management Commission Annual Report DMC
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2395077/9-1-1_Surcharge_Annual_Report-Feb_2024-FINAL.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2406559/Airport_Advisory_Committee_2023_Report_v3.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2406704/2023_Audit_Committee_Annual_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2348579/Annual_Report_2023_CBOE.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2345449/Annual_Report_2023_DMC.pdf


2023 Genoa Historic District Commission Annual Report
2023 Law Library Annual Report
2023 Library Annual Report
2023 Parks & Recreation Advisory Board Annual Report
2023 Planning Commission Annual Report
2023 Regional Transportation Commission Annual Report.docx
2023 Senior Services & Public Transit Advisory Board Annual Report
2023 VHR Annual Summary
2023 Water Conveyance Advisory Committee Year End Report-FINAL
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2345422/2023_Genoa_Historic_District_Commission_Annual_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2406757/2023_Law_Library_Annual_Report_full.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2399200/Douglas_County_Public_Library_Annual_Report_2024__Jan_to_Dec_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2358515/Parks_and_Recreation_Advisory_Board_Annual_Report_2023.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2345434/Activites_Report_2023.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2395068/Regional_Transportation_Commission_2023_Board_Update.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2358512/Senior_Services_and_Public_Transit_Advisory_Board_Annual_Report_2023.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2395072/2023_VHR_Annual_Summary.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2345427/2023_WCAC_Year_End_Report-FINAL.pdf
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BACKGROUND 
 
 
The Douglas County 9-1-1 Surcharge Advisory Committee was created pursuant to 
Nevada Revised Statute NRS 244A.7645 originally enacted in 1995 and as amended.  
The committee is a mandatory element in adopting a surcharge on telecommunications 
for funding emergency communications as permitted by statute.  The committee is 
required by statute to develop a plan to enhance the telephone system for reporting an 
emergency and to oversee any money allocated for that purpose. 
 
The committee is responsible for the maintenance of a 9-1-1 Surcharge Masterplan which 
is approved and sent to the Board of County Commissioners for adoption.   The 
Masterplan is slated for presentation and approval at the March 2024 committee meeting. 
 
Committee meetings are held in conformance with the Nevada Open Meetings Law (NRS 
241.010).  Agendas are posted at the Historic Courthouse, the Douglas County Meeting 
Portal, and the State of Nevada Public Notice Website. 
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MEMBERSHIP 
 

 
The committee must consist of at least 5 members who are residents of the County, 
possess knowledge concerning telephone systems for reporting emergencies, and are 
not elected officials.   The committee must include a representative of the incumbent 
local exchange carrier and the Sheriff or his/her designee. 
 
Committee members are appointed annually by the Douglas County Board of 
Commissioners. 
 
The membership of the Douglas County 9-1-1 Surcharge Advisory Committee in 2023 
was made up of the following appointments: 
 

• Christine Mills, Chair 

• Stephen Buffo, Vice-Chair (Local Exchange Carrier designee) 

• Dennis Calora 

• Undersheriff Ron Elges (Douglas County Sheriff designee) 

• Bayan Lewis 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MEETINGS 
 
 

• January, 2023  Cancelled due to lack of staff availability 

• June 27, 2023  Held (action summary attached) 

• September 27, 2023 Cancelled due to lack of agenda items 

• December 19, 2023  Postponed until January, 2024 
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BUDGET & EXPENSES 
 
 
 

 
  

AS OF DECEMBER 27, 2023  Budget Actual/YTD
7/1/2023 Fund Balance 785,498$            904,046$            

Revenue 534,606$            165,925$            31.0% YTD
•      9-1-1 Surcharge 525,000$            156,458$            
•      Investment Earnings 9,606$                9,467$                

Expenditures 1,080,130$         267,880$            24.8% YTD
•      Salaries & Wages/Benefits 27,113$              -$                   
•      Telephone/Communications 295,113$            146,685$            
•      Computer Maintenance -$                   -$                   
•      Training/Education -$                   -$                   
•      Radio User Fees 16,392$              -$                   
•      Small Equipment 122,902$            -$                   
•      Software 149,117$            56,902$              
•      Bank Fees 215$                   -$                   
•      Capital Projects 230,000$            -$                   
•      Machinery & Equipment 167,098$            37,098$              
•      Admin/Transfers Out/Contingency 72,180$                    27,195$                    

6/30/2024 Estimated Fund Balance 239,974$            358,522$            
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STATUS OF MAJOR EXPENDITURES (January 2024) 
 

 
• Console furniture               $230,000 

o 3 vendors submitted proposals 
o 1 vendor has best proposal but undergoing final modifications  

 
• Console radio backup system            $ 33,000 

o Carson City donated radios which will be used for control stations 
o Funds are being used for radio infrastructure and interoperability 

o Motorola batteries and cables    $ 3,589 
o Cubic-Vocality ESChat RoIP Interface    $ 5,279 
o JPS ACU-Tactical Interoperability Gateway   $ 4,514 
o Fire Station Alerting decoders    $    903 

 
• Portable radios-mobile deployment/evacuation  $ 34,000 

o Purchase Order issued to BK Technologies for 8 BKR9000 radios 
o ETA of delivery January 2024 

 
• Portable radios for Assignment         $ 48,000 

o Purchase Order issued to Motorola for 6 APX8000 radios 
o Received January 2024 

 
• Radio repeaters and associated equipment for the primary law and 

fire channels for immediate replacement       $130,000 
o Prior Technology Services Director did not use any available funds 
o Acting Technology Services Director instructed to move forward 
o Expenditures: 

o Antennas       $10,741 
o Power supplies      $     829 
o Radio Technician laptops     $  4,085 
o Voting comparator cards     $     625 

 
• Computer equipment for Motorola radio consoles  $ 9,000 

o Project on hold pending radio technician training 
 
• Uninterruptible Power Supply (UPS) replacement  $ 36,000 

o Contract issued to D&B Power Associates 
o Equipment has been delivered 
o Installation scheduled for January 2024 
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 DOUGLAS COUNTY, NV 

9-1-1 SURCHARGE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
  ACTION SUMMARY 

 
 

June 27, 2023 1:30 PM BOCC 
Chambers 

1616 Eighth St 
Minden, NV 89423 

 

 
PUBLIC NOTICE: This is only an ACTION SUMMARY that reflects the actions taken during the 
meeting. This should not be, in any way, used or construed as official minutes of the meeting. 
The official minutes are posted after being submitted to the 9-1-1 Surcharge Advisory 
Committee for their approval. Audio recordings of the meeting are on file in the Emergency 
Communications Manager’s office and may be listened to by appointment (775-782-9977). 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND QUORUM DETERMINATION – The meeting was called to 

order at 1:30 p.m. and there was a quorum. 
 

2. OPENING PUBLIC COMMENT - None 
 
3. APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES - Approved 

 
4. ELECTIONS - Chairperson Christine Mills and Vice-Chair Steven Buffo were elected to serve 

the 2023 calendar year. 
 

5. FOR PRESENTATION ONLY.  INTRODUCTION OF STAFF 
 

Introduction of new County Department of Emergency Management and Emergency 
Communications leadership.  Introduction was made. 
 

6. FOR PRESENTATION ONLY. CURRENT FISCAL YEAR FINANCIAL PROJECTIONS 
 
FY22/23 9-1-1 Surcharge budget and actual expenses to date. - Presentation was made. 

 
7. FOR PRESENTATION ONLY. FUTURE FISCAL YEAR FINANCIAL PROJECTIONS –  

 
FY23/24 9-1-1 Surcharge budget. - Presentation was made. 

 
8. FOR PRESENTATION ONLY. STATUS OF NEXT GENERATION 9-1-1 PROJECTS 

 
Status of the NG9-1-1 projects affecting Douglas County Emergency Communications 
Center. - Presentation was made.  
 

9. FOR PRESENTATION ONLY. ALLOWABLE EXPENDITURES  
 
Allowable expenses which are eligible for funding using 9-1-1 surcharge revenue. - 
Presentation was made. 
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10. FOR PRESENTATION ONLY. PROPOSED EXPENDITURES  
 
Proposed expenditures for possible inclusion in the 5-year 9-1-1 Surcharge Master Plan 
update. - Presentation was made.  

 
11. FOR POSSIBLE ACTION. 9-1-1 SURCHARGE MASTERPLAN UPDATE  

 
Approve, or approve with modifications, the 5-year 9-1-1 Surcharge Masterplan, and 
recommend adoption of the Masterplan by the Douglas County Board of County 
Commissioners.  Discussion may include, without limitation, the identification and 
prioritization of proposed expenditures of surcharge funds. – Motion Adopted 

 
12. FOR POSSIBLE ACTION.  9-1-1 SURCHARGE ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBER 

AND/OR STAFF ANNOUCEMENTS, REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION AND/OR 
SELECTION OF TOPICS FOR FUTURE AGENDAS - Held 

 
13. CLOSING PUBLIC COMMENT - None 

 
14. ADJOURNMENT - The meeting adjourned at 2:59 p.m. 
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TO: Douglas County Board of Commissioners 

FROM: Heather MacDonnell, Acting Airport Manager

DATE: February 1, 2024

RE: Airport Advisory Committee 2023 Annual Report 
______________________________________________________________________________________

Overview of the Airport Advisory Committee:

The duties of the Airport Advisory Committee are: (1) To provide recommendations to the county 
commissioners on the general subject of aviation issues related to the airport. Specifically, the committee 
shall assist in promoting community compatibility regarding issues including, but not limited to, as noise 
management and public relations, shall review proposed master plan changes, and shall assist staff in the 
development and execution of an airport marketing plan. Generally, the committee shall make 
recommendations on airport policy to the county commissioners. (2) The committee may hear comments 
on airport and aviation matters from the public or other agencies for consideration and possible 
recommendations to the county commissioners. (3) The committee shall advance and promote the interests 
of aviation and protect the general welfare of the people living and working at or near the airport, and in 
the county.

2023 Airport Advisory Committee Members (as of March 2023 and updated August 2023):

Al Browne, Chair Community at Large

A.J. Ursic, Vice-Chair Community at Large

Virginia “Ginger” Starrett Business Community

Brian Clark Business Community

Jim Lee Jr. Business Community

Keith Richter Airport Powered Aircraft Community

Deborah Rothchild Airport Soaring Community (March 2023)

Robert Trumbly Airport Soaring Community (August 2023)

A review of the meetings during the 2023 Calendar Year:
Please refer to published meeting minutes for additional information pertaining to discussion items and official voting record.
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Meeting Date January 30, 2023
Present AAC 
Members

Virginia Starrett
Al Browne
Brian Clark
Jim Lee Jr.
Keith Richter
Deborah Rothchild
A.J. Ursic

Present 
Staff

Bobbi Thompson, Airport Director
Frank Monack, Asst. Airport Manager

Summary 1. Presentation on 2023 Capital Improvement Plan
2. Presentation on MOU regarding acceptable hanger use
3. Discussion on AAC members to promote the airport at community events
4. Discussion on Airport Master Plan update process
5. Discussion on development of mission statement and scope of authority for AAC

Meeting Date March 6, 2023
Present AAC 
Members

Virginia Starrett
Al Browne
Brian Clark
Jim Lee Jr.
Keith Richter
Deborah Rothchild
A.J. Ursic

Present 
Staff

Bobbi Thompson, Airport Director
Frank Monack, Asst. Airport Manager
Thomas Monack, Operations Supervisor
Patrick Cates, County Manager
Mark Gardner, BOCC Chair

Summary 1. Discussion on election of Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson for AAC
2. Presentation on 2023 Capital Improvement Plan status and Airport facilities 

maintenance
3. Selection of AAC member to serve on RFP evaluation committee for County’s 

Airport Operations and Management Services solicitation.
4. Discussion on update to AAC mission statement
5. Discussion and recommendations for Airport Rules &Regulations updates –

motion to postpone

Meeting Date March 20, 2023 – Special Meeting
Present AAC 
Members

Al Browne
A.J. Ursic
Virginia Starrett
Brian Clark
Jim Lee Jr.

Present 
Staff

Bobbi Thompson, Airport Director
Frank Monack, Asst. Airport Manager

Summary 1. Discussion to establish procedure for direct notification from AAC to BOCC
2. Discussion to establish quarterly updates to BOCC regarding activities of the AAC
3. Discussion to develop core foundational topics for AAC consideration in 2023 –

motion to postpone
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Meeting Date April 3, 2023
Present AAC 
Members

Al Browne
A.J. Ursic
Virginia Starrett
Brian Clark
Jim Lee Jr.
Keith Richter
Deborah Rothchild

Present 
Staff

Bobbi Thompson, Airport Director
Frank Monack, Asst. Airport Manager

Summary 1. Presentation on Nevada Aviation Association convention in Reno, NV
2. Presentation on actions to restore Runway End Identifier Lights (REIL)
3. Discussion to recommend a public-use trash collection program at MEV
4. Discussion on a long and short-term priorities list to be addressed by the AAC

Meeting Date May 8, 2023
Present AAC 
Members

Al Browne
A.J. Ursic
Virginia Starrett
Brian Clark
Jim Lee Jr.
Keith Richter

Present 
Staff

Heather MacDonnell, Acting Airport Manager
Jeff MacDonnell, Fleet & Facilities Manager

Summary 1. Introduction of interim Airport management team.
2. Presentation and update on trash collection on MEV property
3. Discussion on recommendation for changes to Airport Rules and Regulations
4. Presentation on Empire Capital Holdings land lease modifications

Meeting Date June 5, 2023
Present AAC 
Members

Al Browne
A.J. Ursic
Virginia Starrett
Brian Clark
Keith Richter

Present 
Staff

Heather MacDonnell, Acting Airport Manager
Jeff MacDonnell, Fleet & Facilities Manager

Summary 1. Airport operational and maintenance update by Airport management
2. Discussion on update for changes to Airport Rules and Regulations
3. Discussion on how AAC can assist the BOCC determine development plans for 

available vacant land on Airport property
4. Discussion to select on AAC member to serve on evaluation committee for MEV 

Airport Architectural and Engineering Services RFQ
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Meeting Date July 10, 2023
Present AAC 
Members

Al Browne
A.J. Ursic
Virginia Starrett
Brian Clark
Jim Lee Jr.
Keith Richter
Robert Trumbly

Present 
Staff

Heather MacDonnell, Acting Airport Manager
Jeff MacDonnell, Fleet & Facilities Manager
Kurt Haukohl, State Aviation Manager, NDOT

Summary 1. Presentation on Hanger Development at Federally Funded Airports
2. Airport operational and maintenance update by Airport management
3. Discussion on update for changes to Airport Rules and Regulations
4. Presentation on options for waste oil recycling repository at MEV

Meeting Date August 7, 2023
Present AAC 
Members

Al Browne
A.J. Ursic
Virginia Starrett
Brian Clark
Jim Lee Jr.
Keith Richter
Robert Trumbly

Present 
Staff

Heather MacDonnell, Acting Airport Manager
Jeff MacDonnell, Fleet & Facilities Manager

Summary 1. Presentation on Soaring and Sailplane Association 2024 National Glider 
Competition at MEV

2. Airport operational and maintenance update by Airport management
3. Update presentation on recommendations for Airport Rules and Regulations

changes
4. Update presentation on waste oil recycling repository at MEV
5. Update presentation on work done by staff and AAC to address noise complaints

Meeting Date September 11, 2023
Present AAC 
Members

Al Browne
A.J. Ursic
Virginia Starrett
Brian Clark
Jim Lee Jr.
Keith Richter
Robert Trumbly

Present 
Staff

Heather MacDonnell, Acting Airport Manager
Jeff MacDonnell, Fleet & Facilities Manager
Terri Willoughby, Chief Financial Officer
Philip Ritger, Director Public Works

Summary 1. Discussion on recommendation to BOCC to approve, approve with modifications 
or reject a contract with OE Airports to provide comprehensive MEV management

2. Airport operational and maintenance update by Airport management
3. Presentation on accomplishments and positive changes at MEV in 2023 -

postponed
4. Update presentation on waste oil recycling repository at MEV – postponed
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Meeting Date October 09, 2023
Present AAC 
Members

Al Browne
A.J. Ursic
Virginia Starrett
Brian Clark
Jim Lee Jr.
Robert Trumbly

Present 
Staff

Heather MacDonnell, Acting Airport Manager
Jeff MacDonnell, Fleet & Facilities Manager
Terri Willoughby, Chief Financial Officer
Philip Ritger, Director Public Works

Summary 1. Airport operational and maintenance update by Airport management
2. Discussion on recommendation to BOCC on most effective management structure 

for MEV going forward; create internal division or contract without outside 
management service provider

3. Presentation from Armstrong Consultants, airport engineering consultant, on 
recent and upcoming engineering projects at MEV

4. Discussion to establish a sub-committee to explore scheduling a military 
demonstration team to perform at MEV – request withdrawn

Meeting Date November 20, 2023
Present AAC 
Members

Al Browne
A.J. Ursic
Virginia Starrett
Brian Clark
Jim Lee Jr.
Keith Richter
Robert Trumbly

Present 
Staff

Heather MacDonnell, Acting Airport Manager
Jeff MacDonnell, Fleet & Facilities Manager
Philip Ritger, Director Public Works

Summary 1. Airport operational and maintenance update by Airport management
2. Presentation only:  Open floor exchange between the public and AAC members to 

discuss mutual items of interest related to matters at the Airport

Respectfully submitted by:

Heather MacDonnell
Acting Airport Manager
Minden-Tahoe Airport
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MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE:  January 26, 2024 
 
TO:  Douglas County Board of Commissioners 
 
FROM:   Terri A. Willoughby, Chief Financial Officer 
 
SUBJECT:   Audit Commission 2022 Activities Report 
 
I.  Overview 
 
The Douglas County Audit Commission was formed in May 2018 and held two meetings during calendar 
year 2023, both of which were joint meetings with the Board of County Commissioners.  
The July 20, 2023 meeting covered the following items:  A presentation on the Fiscal Year 2022/23 
Financial Audit Plan by Eide Bailly LLP; an action item on a proposed 8% increase in the cost of the 
financial audit contract with Eide Bailly (approval recommended); approval of the Douglas County 
Federal Awards Report, also known as the Single Audit for Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2022 (approval 
recommended); Approval of the Fiscal Year 2021-22 Annual Comprehensive Financial Report (ACFR) 
and proposed plan of correction (approval recommended); Review and approval of the Douglas County 
Purchasing Internal Controls Testing Report (recommended approval); Review and approval of the 
Douglas County Cash Handling Internal Controls Report (recommended approval); Presentation to update 
the Committee and Board on the Internal Audit Program; Review and approval of the Fiscal Year 2023-
24 Internal Audit Plan by Moss Adams (recommended approval); and a proposed contract with Moss 
Adams LLP to perform internal audit services from July 1, 2023 through June 30, 2026 (recommended 
approval). 
The December 7, 2023  meeting covered the following items:  Review and approval of the Douglas County 
Fraud Policy (recommended approval); Review and acceptance of the Public Administrator Internal Audit 
Final Report (recommended approval); Review and approval of the Douglas County, Nevada Cooperative 
Extension Review conducted by Moss Adams (recommended approval); Presentation and update on the 
County’s Internal Audit Program by Moss Adams; Review and approval of the Douglas County Fiscal 
Year 2022-23 Financial Audit and Annual Comprehensive Financial Report (recommended approval). 
 
During the year, one of the members of the Audit Committee, Ms. Martha Scheuermann, resigned due to 
a move out of the County. and her replacement will be appointed by the BOCC in 2024.  In January 2023, 
Jessica Sayles was appointed to the Audit Committee by the BOCC. 
 
The staff liaison to the Audit Committee was initially Jenifer Davidson, who at the time was Acting Chief 
Financial Officer. In October 2018, Terri Willoughby was hired as the County’s Chief Financial Officer 
and became the staff liaison to the Audit Committee.   
 
 
 
II.  Recommended Motion   
 
Accept the Audit Commission 2023 Activities Report and forward it to the Board of Commissioners. 
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Douglas County Board of Equalization

Report of Activities 2023

The County Board of Equalization met once in 2023. The meeting was held, Wednesday, February 15, 2023 to
equalize the assessment of the following property:

 Bently Nevada, LLC- APN 1320-27-002-036
o There was no change to the Assessor’s taxable or assessed value to the land or improvements. 

The County Board of Equalization operates under Nevada Revised Statutes 361. 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-361.html

The County Board of Equalization is made up of five members who serve four-year terms. In 2023 the members 
were:

Elaine Pace, Chair, term expires 12/2023

Gary Boudreau, term expires 12/2025

James McKalip, term expires 12/2026

Tim C Miller, term expires 12/2023

Laurie Trotter (partial term), term expires 12/2026
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Douglas County Debt Management Commission

Report of Activities 2023

The Douglas County Debt Management Commission met three times in 2023. The Commission met 
February 10, 2023. The Commission appointed Ross Chichester and Beverley Anderson to the two vacant 
Public-at-Large positions and organized by selecting Ross Chichester to serve as Chair and Andrew 
Hickman to serve as Vice Chair.   

In addition to the organization meeting, the Commission met on August 23, 2023 to review and accept 
annual indebtedness reports submitted by the governing body of municipalities per NRS 350.013. The 
Commission also voted to specify the percentage of maximum allowable total ad valorem tax levy 
applicable to any debt issuance or tax levy proposal to trigger analysis under NRS 350.15 and established 
priorities among essential and non-essential facilities and services for purposes of NRS 350.15.

At this meeting they also considered adoption of Resolution 2023R-080, a resolution concerning the 
submission to the Douglas County Debt Management Commission by Douglas County of a proposal to 
issue general obligation limited tax (additionally secured by pledged revenues) bonds to finance a building 
project for the County. This resolution was denied in a 2-3 vote with Members Burns, Anderson, and 
Nowosad voting nay. 

The Commission met a third time on December 8, 2023 to review and accept the revised annual 
indebtedness reports submitted by Topaz Ranch Estates General Improvement District and Logan Creek
Estates General Improvement District in Douglas County per NRS 350.013. The Commission also adopted 
Resolution 2023R-107, a resolution concerning the submission to the Douglas County Debt Management 
Commission by Douglas County of a proposal to issue general obligation limited tax (additionally secured 
by pledged revenues) bonds to finance a building project for the County.

Douglas County Debt Management Commission operates under Nevada Revised Statutes 350.

The Debt Management Commission is composed of one representative of the County, one representative 
of the School District, one representative of the General Improvement Districts, and two representatives 
of the Public at Large. In 2023 the members were:

Dave Burns, representing Douglas County School District

Andrew Hickman, Vice Chairman, -and- Greg Reed (partial term), representing Douglas County General 
Improvement Districts  

Walt Nowosad, representing Douglas County

Ross Chichester, Chairman, representing Douglas County Public-at-Large

Beverley Anderson, representing Douglas County Public-at-Large
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

1594 Esmeralda Avenue, Minden, Nevada 89423 

 

Andrea Pawling 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

 

775-782-6210 

FAX:  775-782-6297 

website: www.douglascountynv.gov  

 

 

Memorandum 

 

DATE: December 14, 2023 

 

TO: Douglas County Manager’s Office 

 

FROM: Andrea Pawling, Community Development Deputy Director  

 

SUBJECT:  2023 Genoa Historic District Commission (GHDC) Annual Report 

 
I.  Overview 

The Douglas County Genoa Historic District Commission (GHDC) held three (3) meetings during the calendar 

year of 2023. Meetings were held in April 2023, June 2023 and August 2023. There were no meetings held 

between January-March 2023, May 2023, July 2023 or September-December 2023 due to a lack of agenda items 

and discussion topics.  

 

On April 26th, 2023, the Genoa Historic District Commission held their first meeting of 2023 to discuss possible 

updates and revisions to the Douglas County Title 20 Code, Chapter 2.28 relative to the Genoa Historic District 

Commission (GHDC) and Chapter 20.680 relative to the Genoa Historic (GH) Overlay District. This will move 

forward to the Board of County Commissioners. 

 

On June 21st, 2023, the Genoa Historic District Commission held their second meeting of 2023 to discuss a 

Certificate of Appropriateness for the Genoa Historic Church renovations as it pertains to the foundation and 

retaining wall.   

 

On July 20th, 2023, the Board of County Commissioners heard the First Reading of Ordinance 2023-1620 with 

updates and revisions to the Douglas County Title 20 Code, Chapter 2.28 relative to the Genoa Historic District 

Commission (GHDC) and Chapter 20.680 relative to the Genoa Historic (GH) Overlay District. 

 

On August 3rd, 2023, the Genoa Historic District Commission held their third meeting of 2023 to discuss two (2) 

a Certificates of Appropriateness for, 1) The Town of Genoa Staff wanted to install a new fence and swing set at 

the Genoa Town Park, and 2) Epic Wireless on behalf of Verizon Wireless wanted to install a new cell tower in 

Genoa, Nevada at East Fork Fire Station 3. 

 

On August 17th, 2023, the Board of County Commissioners heard the Second Reading of Ordinance 2023-1620 

with updates and revisions to the Douglas County Title 20 Code, Chapter 2.28 relative to the Genoa Historic 

District Commission (GHDC) and Chapter 20.680 relative to the Genoa Historic (GH) Overlay District. This was 

approved to move forward. 

 

 

Building Division 

Engineering Division 

Planning Division 

Code Enforcement 
Vacation Home Rental Division 
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Figure 1 on page #3 will further summarize the agenda items discussed in the meetings held on April 26th, 2023, 

June 21st, 2023 and August 3rd, 2023 and the outcomes and motion of these agenda items. 

 

II.  2024 Goals 

The Genoa Historic District Commission with collaboration from the Douglas County Community 

Development Department and the District Attorney’s Office, would like to further discuss the next steps after 

the adoption of Ordinance 2023-1620 of the updated Douglas County Title 20 Code as it pertains to Chapter 

2.28 relative to the Genoa Historic District Commission (GHDC) and Chapter 20.680 relative to the Genoa 

Historic (GH) Overlay District. The GHDC will begin working on the Pamphlet of Examples and Guidelines 

for the Genoa Historic District.  

 

The Genoa Historic District Commission would also like to collaborate with The Genoa Town Advisory Board 

and the residents of Genoa to improve communication and the adherence to the code, keeping with the historic 

nature of Genoa. These will be the future goals of 2024. 

 

III. Recommended Motion   

Accept the 2023 Genoa Historic District Commission Annual Report and forward it to the Douglas County 

Board of County Commissioners. 
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Figure 1 

Genoa Historic District Commission (GHDC) 

2023 Annual Report 
 

Genoa Historic District Commission  

Meeting Dates and Agenda Items 

Decision 

January-March 2023; May 2023; September-December 2023 No Meetings 

  

April 26, 2023 

 

Members Present: 

Bob Centanni, Carol Huiner, Maggie Tracey and Marian Vassar  

 

Members Absent:  

Rick Myers 

 

Douglas County Representatives: 

Andrea Pawling, Community Development 

A.J. Hames, District Attorney’s Office 

 

 

 

1. For Presentation Only. Introduction and Welcome of the newest member 

of the Genoa Historic District Commission, Carole Huiner.  

 
 

 
 

Vote Outcome: 

N/A 

2. For possible action. Discussion of approval to adopt into record a 

proposed application form for all reviews of projects submitted to the 

Genoa Historic District Commission (GHDC) and to use as a procedure to 

document any approvals and/or denials moving forward.  

 
 

MOTION: Maggie moved and Carol seconded motion to approve the application 

with the changes. Passed 4-0-1 Absent.  
 

Vote Outcome: 

Approved  

Vote 4 in favor 

and 1 absent.  

Passed 4-0-1 

Absent.  

3. For possible action. The Genoa Historic District Commission (GHDC) 

will discuss possible revisions to the Douglas County Code, Chapter 2.28, 

Genoa Historic District Commission; and Chapter 20.680, Genoa Historic 

(GH) Overlay District. The GHDC members may vote to make 

recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) 

regarding said revisions.  

 

MOTION: Maggie moved and Carol seconded motion of approval 

incorporating changes made to County verbiage. Passed 4-0-1 Absent.  
 

Vote Outcome: 

Vote 4 in favor 

and 1 absent.  

Passed 4-0-1 

Absent. 

  

May 2023 No Meeting 

  

June 21, 2023  
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Members Present: 

Bob Centanni, Denise Huiner, Rick Myers, Marian Vassar. 

 

Members Absent:  

Maggie Tracey 

 

Douglas County Representatives: 

Andrea Pawling, Community Development 

A.J. Hames, District Attorney’s Office 

1. For possible action. Discussion on the proposed construction project for 

the Genoa Town Church. This project includes adding a concrete/block 

foundation, replacing damaged siding, repainting using the same colors, 

demolition of a brick wall, and the addition of a new retaining wall to 

improve drainage. This work is necessary to stabilize the building and 

provide the necessary reinforcements. Douglas County Planning 

Department has approved the plans for this project. 

 

MOTION: Marian moved to approve this project, seconded by Denise. Passed 4-

0-1 Absent. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Vote Outcome: 

Vote 4 in favor 

and 1 absent.  

Passed 4-0-1 

Absent. 

 

  

July 2023 No Meeting. 

  

August 03, 2023 

 

Members Present:  
Bob Centanni, Maggie Tracey, Denise Huiner, Marian Vassar  

 

Members Absent:  

Rick Myers 

 

Douglas County Representatives: 

Andrea Pawling, Community Development 

A.J. Hames, District Attorney’s Office 

 

1. For possible action. Discussion regarding a Certificate of Appropriateness 

application submitted by Genoa Town Staff for a new fence and swing set 

at the Genoa Town Park located at 182 Nixon Street in Genoa, Nevada. 

This project includes replacing an older fence at the back of the park with 

a new dog-eared redwood fence, and installing a new swing set with ADA 

access on the site of a swing set that was removed last year.  
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MOTION: Denise moved to approve. Maggie seconded. Passed 4-0-1 Absent. 

 

 

 

Vote Outcome: 

Vote 4 in favor 

and 1 absent.  

Passed 4-0-1 

Absent. 

2. For possible action. Discussion regarding a Certificate of Appropriateness 

application submitted by Epic Wireless on behalf of Verizon Wireless to 

install a new cell tower in Genoa, Nevada at East Fork Fire Station 3 

located at 2298 Main Street in Genoa, Nevada (APN #1319-09-602-044). 

This project includes the installation of a cell tower at the back and behind 

the existing Fire Station.  

 

MOTION: Marian moved that GHDC not approve this project as presented and 

for reasons stated by GHDC Board Members.  Maggie seconded the motion. Not 

approved 0-4-1 Absent. 

 

 

 

Vote Outcome: 

Vote 4 against and 

1 absent.  

Not approved 0-4-

1 Absent. 

  

September-December 2023 No Meetings 
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Annual Report 2024

Douglas County Public Library

Statistics and information gathered- January 1, 2023 to December 31, 2024

Report- submitted by Douglas County Library Director-

Timothy DeGhelder
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Message from Library Director

Thank you for another amazing year serving Douglas County.  

Douglas County Public Library, prides itself on giving service to the entire

county.  Please note these statistics do not capture the essence of the 

library that is a major part of the community and people’s lives.  Thank you 

to library staff, county staff and volunteers for your efforts.

Timothy DeGhelder

Library Board Members

Starla Doughty

Jimayne Merkow

Robert Conner

Theresa DeGraffenreid

Open member- filled January 2024
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Library Locations & Services
Minden Branch
1625 Library Lane
Minden, NV 89423
Open Monday to Saturday

Lake Tahoe Branch
233 Warrior Way
Zephyr Cove, NV 89448
Open Tuesday to Friday

Bookmobile
Serving all of Douglas County
Runs Monday to Friday

Tiny Free Library Boxes
Currently three locations
Open 24 hours

Douglas County Law Library
Location is Minden Branch Library
Open Monday to Saturday

Outreach locations at the following:  China Springs
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Demographics 

Population served- 49,788

Active Library Cards-    32,139

Card Holders-      65%

New Users-                     1,289

Staff FTE-        17

Hours open-                    4,160

Materials Circulation

Adult- 143,789

Children-   50,739

Audio-   12,902

DVD-   16,203

Magazines-     1,478

Hoopla (digital)            20,973

Libby (digital)                 15,402

Inter-library loan               1,434

Recycled books              15,000

Total-                            277,920

250



Program Attendance

Library visits 74,819

Kids Program   5,421

Teen Program     581

Adult Program    1,117

Tiny Art Show       430

Summer Read                             555

Meeting Room Use                     247

Outreach

Homebound       927

Bookmobile stops                        243

Bookmobile checkout              2,815

Tiny Free Libraries     2,000

Off Site Programs                          85

Volunteer Hours                        1,000

Friends Meetings                           45
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Computers & Databases

Database Use 31,876

Wi-Fi Sessions   5,038

Social Media Visits        153,855

Public PC Stations                                 15

Library Webpage visits           14,500

Budget Information
Library Budget-    $2,242,000

Money saved by residents using library services

                         $4,879,826.20

           Calculated by ilovelibraries.org

252



Highlights from 2023

Partnership with SCORE- business seminars.

New Teen Room opened in June 2023.  Study area, Comfortable Furniture, 
Teen Library Collection, PC for homework, Video Game System and Virtual 
Reality System.  Backpack Buddies supplied 1,600lbs of food for the teens 
as a nutrition zone.

Updated security cameras for safety.

Complete remodel of the flooring in 2023.  This allowed for new carpeting 
and tiling.  Money for painting in 2024.

Tiny Art Show- created puzzle art created by 430 citizens.

All images available on our gallery webpage.
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Summer Reading Special Programs
Larry Wilson (the Magician)
Conservation Ambassadors Wildlife Show
Reno Taiko Tsurunokai Drums
Pollinator Week with Nevada Cooperative Extension
Worked with Untied Way to give out 560 new books
Grant from Dollar General- gave out 557 new books
Special “Storytime in Genoa” Summer Reads
Special Washoe Tribe Summer Read in September
Partnered with:  Winks Bowling, Douglas County Swim Center, Douglas 
County Community Center, In & Out Burger, Mavericks and the United 
Way.
Summer Reading program increased 48%

Summer Reading Program 2023

New Registrations 555

Challenges Completed 121

Activities Completed 435

Rewards Redeemed 757

Badges (Rewards) Earned 2,645

Reviews Submitted 372

Books Read 1,575

Minutes Read 150,612

Total # of Programs* 124

Total Program Attendance 1,345

Total Calendar Days* 46
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May the 4th Special Program- Star Wars

Started quarterly Book Sales with the Friends of the Library at the Minden 
Location.  Hosted in August and November 2023.

Working with the Friends of the Library held our Inaugural Library Gala, 
raising money for the following items:
Digital Game Tables- one for Minden, one for Lake Tahoe
10 Tiny Free Library Boxes
One Mobile Story Walk Set
We raised close to $20,000 with a live magic show, silent auction, live 
auction and donations.

Attended Douglas County School- Mental Health Nights and Literacy 
Nights.

Attended Carson Valley Chamber- Volunteer Open Houses to recruit new 
volunteers.

Reading with animal therapy teams.  Teams read at both locations every 
Tuesday from 3:30pm to 5pm the entire year!  We were also able to get 
local support from the Rotary and Kiwanis for animal training and 
certification of new teams.

Washoe Tribe Cultural Display for Indigenous Month in November.  Many 
items were on display in the Minden Library display case.

Created special library cards for the Washoe Tribe and Bookmobile 
Services.  All kids get library cards as part of the program during outreach 
to the Washoe Tribe.

We had a high a 31 active volunteers at the library.

Halloween Community Party on October 31.  Games and a costume 
parade.
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Bookmobile was in the Christmas Parade of Lights.

Christmas Bell Ringing Concert at Minden.

Santa and Mrs. Claus party at Minden.

Started new on-line gaming sessions for remote programming.

Increasing story time outreach to include multiple daycares and preschools.  
December 2023 (start) New location every Tuesday morning.

Staff attended Nevada Library Association conference in Carson City to 
learn about programming around the state.

Worked on continued education with marketing and library skills for staff.

Started Every Child Ready to Read in August 2023.

Promoted, “1,000 Books before Kindergarten” in December to start in 
January.

Dolly Parton Imagination Library started in September 2023 with a kickoff 
party in January 2024.  All of Douglas County can get free books mailed to 
your address until the age of five.

Started Bilingual Story Times at Minden Branch.  Focused on Spanish and 
English.

Started Pajama Story Times at Minden so children can have an evening 
story time.

Scout Troup 495, Eagle Scout shed project. 

Created a Tiny Free Library of cookbooks and adult reading materials at 
the Food Pantry.  
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Online Library Merchandise Store- celebrated one year in operation.  Tiny 
Art Show in 2024 images will be available for purchase in October of 2024.

The purpose of the Prosperity Program is to distribute some of the book 
donations made to the Douglas County Public Library to non-profit 
organizations and government entities who serve the community.  These 
books will be given to areas of the community that will benefit from them 
the most.  The program aims to provide materials that will uplift spirits, 
provide self-help resources, and increase literary knowledge in the hopes 
that recipients will receive them and prosper.
Totals donated through 2023
*Family Support Council-    199 Books Donated
*Douglas County Juvenile Detention Center (Tahoe)- 160 Books Donated
*Mallory Behavioral Health Crisis Center- 229 Books Donated
*Northern Nevada Correctional Center- 177 Books Donated
*Austin's House- 768 Books Donated
* Tahoe Youth and Family Services- 40 Books Donated

Future Challenges

Materials costs for books and digital books are going up

Space issues at Minden- they could use more public meeting room space

Lake Tahoe could use some outdoor meeting area
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2024 Coming Soon!

Winter Read for Adults in January and February

2nd Annual Gala, October 5th 2024

Douglas County Chess Club at Minden (weekly)

Summer Reading with Washoe Tribe interaction

Leadership Douglas County including Douglas County Library as part of 
Education in Douglas County

Lake Tahoe Branch with 24 hour meeting room access for all of Douglas 
County residents.  (Small project request)

Library Foundation to be reestablished

More community partnerships working with the library

More staff training to develop service ideas

More Tiny Free Libraries

Local Author Night to highlight local talent

Volunteer Appreciation Event
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PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD 

ANNUAL REPORT 
 

2023 
 
 
ADVISORY BOARD MISSION STATEMENT: 
 
 To create and preserve quality parks and recreation opportunities, to 

serve people of all ages and interest, and to enhance the quality of life 
for our citizens. 

 
 

OBJECTIVE: 
 
We provide leadership to improve performance, productivity, and quality customer 
service.  We encourage community and employee involvement in needs assessment, 
programming, park development, budgeting, and problem solving.  We maintain a 
positive pro-active relationship with the community, elected officials, and other 
departments to promote and develop healthy, safe public parks, related facilities, and 
recreation/leisure service activities. 
 
 
ACTIVITIES: 
 
The Parks & Recreation Advisory Board was created to act in an advisory capacity in 
determining needs for the County.  The Parks & Recreation Advisory Board acts in an 
advisory capacity to the Board of County Commissioners in promoting, aiding, and 
encouraging public recreation (including the development of parks and recreation 
facilities).  The Advisory Board also acts in an advisory capacity to the Director of Parks & 
Recreation on such issues as maintenance, development, and operation of all county 
owned and operated recreation areas and facilities.  Finally, the Advisory Board 
cooperates with other governmental agencies and civic groups in the advancement of 
sound parks and recreation planning and programming, and reviews the programs of the 
Parks & Recreation Department. 
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DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE ADVISORY BOARD: 
 
1. To act in an advisory capacity to the board in promoting, aiding and encouraging 

public recreation, including the development of Parks and Recreation facilities. 
 
2. To act in an advisory capacity to the Director of Parks & Recreation on such 

issues as maintenance, development and operation of all county owned or 
operated recreation areas and facilities. 

 
3. To cooperate with other government agencies and civic groups in the 

advancement of sound Parks and Recreation planning and programming. 
 
4. To review the programs of the Parks & Recreation Department. 
 
5. To promote the Recreation program to public officials and to the general public in 

order that the Parks and Recreation program may receive adequate support from 
the public and private sources. 

 
6. To provide initiative in developing plans for future Parks and Recreation areas and 

facilities. 
 
7. To advise and consider staff recommendations to the Planning Commission and 

the Board on deviations from, alterations to, or additions to the Master Plan for 
Parks & Recreation. 

 
8. To advise and consider staff recommendations to the board regarding rates, tolls 

and charges for services and the use or availability of facilities. 
 
9. To review, advise and consider the annual Parks & Recreation Department budget 

with the Parks & Recreation Director. 
 
10. To encourage individuals and citizen groups to give funds, property and manpower 

for the development and operation of the Parks and Recreation facilities. 
 
11. To confer with the board from time to time in an effort to work out a unified 

program of recreation and to facilitate a better understanding pertaining to the 
recreation needs of Douglas County. 

 
12. To review contemplated contracts to the Parks & Recreation Department for the 

operation, construction and development of Parks and Recreation facilities. 
 
13. To keep the line between policy and administrative responsibilities clear, 

understand that the staff are trained professionals and should be regarded so by 
the Advisory Board on all matters pertaining to organization, administration and 
the program of the department and that the Director and staff are responsible to 
the County Manager. 

 
14. To exercise such other powers and perform such other duties that may be 

delegated by the board. 
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ACHIEVEMENTS: 

 

Major Accomplishments Parks 
 

• Maintained the Lincoln Park Residents’ 2022 Buoy Program with the Board 
approved revision of a 3-year program (Continued). 

• Performed snow removal at all County office sites. 

• Updated Skate Park rules. 

• Topaz lake playground installation. 

• Hosted variety of activities as outlined in “Park Events and Activities” section. 

• Waterloo cross walk signage upgrade. 

• Shooting Range kiosk, automatic gate and training video.  

• Brautovich Park improvements (Fuel reduction). 

• Disc Golf perimeter fence installation. 

• Completed epoxy restroom floors at the Douglas County Fairgrounds. 

• Started Pickleball Complex project.  

• DC Weed Control/NDOT contract extended. 

 

Park Events and Activities 
 

Kahle Park  

• Club Soccer practices and games 

• Full access for the Kingsbury North Trailhead UTV off-road vehicle program 

 

Stodick Park 

• Pop Warner Football 

• AYSO practices and games 

• Carson Valley Girls Softball 

• Family gatherings in the Stodick Park Pavilion 

• Lacrosse practices and games 

 

Fairgrounds 

 

• Douglas County Sheriff’s Mounted Posse events 

• 5 Team Roping events 

• Douglas County Rodeo and Concert 

• Douglas County Search and Rescue Training 

• Dog obedience classes 

• 4-H Events 

• Douglas High School Rodeo 

• Project Santa Claus 

• Monster Truck show and Demolition Derby 

• DCSO Haunted House 
 

Ranchos Aspen Park 

• Little League 

• AYSO Practices and Games 
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• 4 Family gatherings and party in the Aspen Pavilion 

• Horseshoe Tournament 

 

Topaz Ranch Estates Park 

• South County Social Services & Information 

• End-of-the-Road monthly meetings 

• Sagehens monthly meetings 

• VFW monthly Pancake Breakfast event and meetings 

• Topaz GID monthly board meetings 
 

Zephyr Cove Park 

• Contracted tennis play 

• Disc Golf play 

• Club Soccer practices and games 
 

Lampe Park 

• AYSO practices and games 

• Recreation adult softball games 

• Recreation youth and adult Flag Football games 

• Douglas High School tennis and cross-country sports events 

• Carson Valley Days Celebration and event 

• Hot Air Balloon Festival 
 

Johnson Lane Park 

• AYSO Soccer practices and games 

• Little League 

• Pavilion rentals for weddings and family gatherings 

 

Topaz Lake Park 

• Year round camping and fishing 

• Installation of new playground 
 

Shooting Range 

• Daily target shooting 

• Concealed Weapons/Hunter Safety classes 

• Douglas County Sheriff’s Dept. Training activities 
 

Remote Control Complex 

• Sierra Sagebrush Flyers events 

• RC Car activities 

• RC Airplane activities 
 

Major Accomplishments Recreation 
 

• The Douglas County Community & Senior Center has been in operation for nine 
years with over 3,000 Fitness & Gymnasium memberships. 

• The Community & Senior Center has provided a facility for several large 
community events such as Drive Through Flu Shots and various community 
events and meetings hosted by Douglas County Departments. 
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• Development of the Douglas County Comprehensive Trails Plan. 

• Development of the Douglas County Art in Public Places Program Plan.  

• Continued to accommodate individuals with special needs such as Aktion Club 
providing meeting space and integrated programs. 

• Continued with contracted services for sports officials and Zephyr Cove Tennis 
Complex operation. 

• Continued usage of commercial grade air purifiers in the gymnasium of the Kahle 
Community Center and in the Senior Center Grandview dining room, the 
Ranchview Activity Room and the gymnasium in the Douglas County Community 
& Senior Center. 

• Hosted the first Mother Son Game Night including life-size games, activities and 
dinner.  

• Through the generous support of the Incredible Kids Program, Douglas County 
Recreation was able to offer over 520 Teen and Youth gym membership 
scholarships for 2023. 

• Youth sport organizations and local businesses continue to donate towards park 
improvements and sponsorships of the concert series and youth sport programs. 

• Continued to meet community daycare needs with Kids Club programs providing 
service for all county elementary schools and Day Camp and RAD Camp 
programs running at three sites during school breaks. 

• Partnered with the Carson Valley Arts Council in selling tickets to the CVAC 
Concert series. 

• Assisted the Douglas County Animal Services Division by selling dog licenses to 
the public thru the Douglas County Community Center front desk. 

• Provided summer Toddler Time themed events that partnered with local entities 
such as the East Fork Fire and Ping Pow Poom Shaved Ice.  

• Received award recognition from Nevada Recreation and Parks Society (NRPS) 
for the senior citizens/ Parkinson’s rock-climbing group.  

 
The Parks & Recreation Advisory Board is made up of seven (7) members, six (6) 
appointed by the County Board of Commissioners.  Of those six, three are 
representatives from the Lake and three are representatives from the Valley.  The 
remaining member comes from Douglas County School District Board member 
appointee. 
 
The members on the 2023 Parks & Recreation Advisory Board are as follows: 
 

Chairman  Kelly Gardner 
Vice-Chairman  Gary Dove 
Board Member  Brenda Robertson 
Board Member  Nanette Hansel 
Board Member  Cherise Smith 
Board Member  Debra Lang  
Board Member/School Rep. Linda Gilkerson 
Staff  Scott Morgan, Community Services 

 Director 
 

This report is respectfully submitted on behalf of the Parks & Recreation Advisory Board. 
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: December 12, 2023

TO: Douglas County Planning Commission

FROM: Kate Moroles-O’Neil, Principal Planner 

SUBJECT:        2023 Planning Commission Activities Report

I. Overview

The Douglas County Planning Commission held 11 regular meetings during calendar year 2023 with one of those 
meetings (March 14) being continued due to County wide flooding. No meeting was held in January due to lack of 
agenda items. 

Major applications heard included: three Zoning Map Amendments (ZMA), one Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA), one 
Master Plan Amendment (MPA), four Tentative Subdivision Maps (TSM), two Planned Developments (PD), an 
amendment to Specific Plan (Virginia Ranch) and three Major Variances (MV). Additionally, of items that required 
Board of Commissioners review all items were upheld by the Board, with one item (Bing MP & ZMA) being 
withdrawn by applicant.  

Figure 1 below further summarizes the different development applications reviewed by the Planning Commission 
during 2023 as well as presentations and updates by staff.  Figure 2 summarizes the parcel map applications heard 
by the Administrative Hearing Panel in 2023.

II. Recommended Motion  

Accept the 2023 Planning Commission Activities Report and forward it to the Board of Commissioners with the 
inclusion of the information for pending December agenda items. 
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Figure 1
Douglas County Planning Commission

2023 Activities Report
Planning Commission Meeting Dates, Agenda Items and Decisions

February 14, 2023: All Present

1. ELECTION OF CHAIR & VICE CHAIR

For possible action. Discussion on the election of the Chair and Vice-Chair in compliance with 
Chapter 2.06 of the Douglas County Code and Section 2.1 of the Planning Commission 
Bylaws.

MOTION TO: Re-elect Maureen Casey as the Chair and Mark Neddenriep as Vice Chair of the 
Planning Commission; carried.

2. For presentation only. Presentation by Douglas County Community Development 
Department staff on land use, planning and development applications and the role of the 
Douglas County Community Development staff, the Planning Commission and the Board of 
County Commissioners in each. (Kate Moroles-O'Neil, Principal Planner)

3. For possible action. Discussion on Land Division Application DP22-0224, a request for a 
Tentative Subdivision Map to create 48 airspace condominiums for the second phase of the 
Tahoe Beach Club, a residential condominium and beach club development project. The 
subject property is located along Beach Club Drive in the R-077 (Residential – Oliver Park) 
zoning district in the Tahoe Community Plan. APN 1318-22-310-008, 009, 010, 012, 013 and 
1318-22-710-011. The applicant and project representative is Patrick Rhamey, CEO, Beach 
Club Development Phase II, LLC.

MOTION TO: Recommend to the Board of County Commissioners that they approve Land Division 
Application DP22-0224 for Tahoe Beach Club, based on the discussion, ability to make the required 
findings as outlined in the Staff Report, and subject to the recommended conditions; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Kirk E. Walder, Member
SECONDER: David E. Nelson, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Mark Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton,

David E. Nelson, Kirk E. Walder
ABSTAIN: Paul A. Bruno

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Kirk E. Walder, Member
SECONDER: Paul A. Bruno, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Mark Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton,

David E. Nelson, Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno

RESULT: FOR PRESENTATION ONLY.
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4. For discussion only. A discussion and review of the Douglas County Planning Commission 
Bylaws by the 2023 Planning Commission members (Requested by Maureen Casey)

5. For discussion only. A discussion by each of the Planning Commission members on goals 
and priorities for 2023. (Requested by Maureen Casey)

March 14, 2023: Absent: Clutts

MOTION TO: Continue the March 14, 2023 Planning Commission meeting to March 20, 2023 at 
10:00 AM; carried

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Mark Neddenriep, Member
SECONDER: David E. Nelson, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Mark Neddenriep, Kenneth Paxton, David E.

Nelson, Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno

March 20, 2023: All Present

1. For presentation only. Presentation by Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) and Douglas 
County Community Development Department staff on the history of TRPA, TRPA Regional Plan
and Area Plans, as well as the relationship with Douglas County in regards to oversight, projects
and permitting. (Brandy McMahon, TRPA & Kate Moroles-O'Neil, DC Community Development)

2. For possible action. Discussion on an Amendment to the Virginia Ranch Specific Plan, (DP22-
0226). Amendment changes include: a) remove the 10.5-acre Public Facilities/School Site, without
increasing the total approved 1,020-residential unit count; b) remove language which states, “parcels
less than 60’ wide must be rear loaded”; and c) allow the use of a private street section with a future
planned development application. The subject parcels are located east of Highway 395 and south of 
Toler Lane in the Gardnerville Community Plan. The property owner making the request is Stan 
Lucas. The affected parcel numbers within the Virginia Ranch Specific Plan are 1220-03-000-034 
& 1220-03-000-043. (Kate Moroles-O'Neil)

RESULT: FOR PRESENTATION ONLY.

RESULT: FOR PRESENTATION ONLY.

RESULT: FOR PRESENTATION ONLY.
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MOTION TO: Recommend approval to the Board of County Commissioners to amend the Virginia 
Ranch Specific Plan to allow for the removal of a 10.5-acre Public Facilities school site, removal of 
language regarding parcels less than 60 feet must be rear loaded, and adding a private street section 
based on the findings, discussion, and Public Comment; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED
MOVER: Kirk E. Walder, Member
SECONDER: Bryce Clutts, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Mark Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton,

Kirk E. Walder
NAYES: David E. Nelson, Paul A. Bruno

3. For possible action. Discussion on a Master Plan Amendment DP 22-0234 and a Zoning Map 
Amendment DP 22-0235 to amend the Douglas County Master Plan Land Use Map and Zoning 
Map on a 11.75-acre parcel from Commercial to Industrial Land Use and from Neighborhood
Commercial (NC) zoning to Service Industrial (SI) zoning. The parcel is located at 1226 Kimmerling 
Road, within the Gardnerville Ranchos Community Plan. The property owner is Bing Construction
Company of Nevada, Represented by Eric Chennault. (APN 1220- 21-101-001). (Lucille Rao)

MOTION TO: Approve the denial of the Master Plan Amendment DP 22-0234 to amend the Douglas 
County Master Plan Land Use Map on a 11.75-acre parcel from Commercial to Industrial Land Use and 
from Neighborhood Commercial (NC) zoning to Service Industrial (SI) zoning to the Board of County 
Commissioners based on the inability to make the required findings, as presented; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED
MOVER: Paul A. Bruno, Member
SECONDER: David E. Nelson, Member
AYES: Kenneth Paxton, David E. Nelson, Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno
NAYES: Maureen Casey, Mark Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts

MOTION TO: Approve the denial of Zoning Map Amendment DP 22-0235 to amend the Douglas 
County Master Plan Zoning Map on a 11.75-acre parcel from Commercial to Industrial Land Use and 
from Neighborhood Commercial (NC) zoning to Service Industrial (SI) zoning to the Board of County 
Commissioners based on the inability to make the required findings, as presented; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED
MOVER: Paul A. Bruno, Member
SECONDER: David E. Nelson, Member
AYES: Kenneth Paxton, David E. Nelson, Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno
NAYES: Maureen Casey, Mark Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts
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4. For Possible Action. Discussion on possible changes or updates to Chapter 20.622 of the 
Douglas County Code relative to vacation home rentals (VHRs) in the Lake Tahoe Township.

MOTION TO: Recommend to the Board of County Commissioners deletion of suggested language by 
the Vacation Home Rental Advisory Board for Douglas County Code 20.622.010(7) stating, in terms of 
occupancy, the number of vehicles, and the nature of living in a neighborhood; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED
MOVER: Kirk E. Walder, Member
SECONDER: Bryce Clutts, Member
AYES: Mark Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton, Kirk E. Walder
NAYES: Maureen Casey, David E. Nelson, Paul A. Bruno

MOTION TO: Recommend to the Board of County Commissioners deletion of suggested language by 
the Vacation Home Rental Advisory Board for Douglas County Code 20.622.020(F) stating an individual 
or family, including a family trust, holds legal or equitable title to private property and has held such title 
for at least twelve months; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED
MOVER: Kirk E. Walder, Member
SECONDER: Bryce Clutts, Member
AYES: Mark Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton, Kirk E. Walder
NAYES: Maureen Casey, David E. Nelson, Paul A. Bruno

MOTION TO: Recommend to the Board of County Commissioners deletion of suggested language by
the Vacation Home Rental Advisory Board for Douglas County Code deleting the language 15 percent 
and replacing it with 20 percent in Douglas County Code 20.622.030(B)(2); carried.

RESULT: APPROVED
MOVER: Kirk E. Walder, Member
SECONDER: Bryce Clutts, Member
AYES: Mark Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton, Kirk E. Walder
NAYES: Maureen Casey, David E. Nelson, Paul A. Bruno

MOTION TO: Recommend to the Board of County Commissioners the suggested language by the 
Vacation Home Rental Advisory Board for Douglas County Code 20.622.030(G), (H) and (I) to have a 
five-tier structure; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED
MOVER: Mark Neddenriep, Vice Chair
SECONDER: David E. Nelson, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Mark Neddenriep, David E. Nelson, Paul A. Bruno
NAYES: Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton, Kirk E. Walder
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MOTION TO: Recommend to the Board of County Commissioners the suggested language by the 
Vacation Home Rental Advisory Board for Douglas County Code 20.622.040(C)(1) to remove the 
language plus two additional occupants per property if the property has four or fewer bedrooms; 
carried.

RESULT: APPROVED
MOVER: Paul A. Bruno, Member
SECONDER: David E. Nelson, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Mark Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, David E. Nelson,

Paul A. Bruno
NAYES: Kenneth Paxton, Kirk E. Walder

April 11, 2023: Absent: Neddenriep

1. For possible action. Discussion on a request for a Major Variance (ref: DP 23-0013) to reduce the
required 20-foot rear yard setback to a 9-foot 6-inch setback for a proposed single-family dwelling
located at 209 Lyons Avenue in the R-063 zoning district in the Tahoe Planning Area. The applicant
is James Borelli, Borelli Architecture, representing Jim and Maria Rios. (APN: 1418-34-111-026).

MOTION TO: Approve Development Application DP 23-0013, a Major Variance to reduce the required 
20-foot rear yard setback to a 9-foot 6-inch setback in the R-063 Zoning District in the Tahoe Planning 
Area based on the discussion in the Staff Report and the ability to make the required findings; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Bryce Clutts, Member
SECONDER: Paul A. Bruno, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton, David E. Nelson,

Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno

2. For Possible Action. Discussion on revisions to the Douglas County Planning Commission 
Bylaws, including Section 3: Meetings, Study Sessions, Agendas and Staff Reports.

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Bryce Clutts, Member
SECONDER: Paul A. Bruno, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton, David E. Nelson,

Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno

June 13, 2023: All Present

1. For possible action. Discussion on possible code revisions recommended by the Genoa Historic 
District Commission (GHDC) to Douglas County Code Chapter 2.28, Genoa Historic District 
Commission; and Chapter 20.680, Genoa Historic (GH) Overlay District, including the relocation 
of certain provisions of Chapter 2.28 into Chapter 20.680, and the codification of guidelines and 
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standards the GHDC uses to evaluate applications to construct, rehabilitate, remove, or otherwise 
change the exterior appearance of buildings and structures located within the GH Overlay District
that are zoned for non-residential use. (AJ Hames and Andrea Pawling)

MOTION TO: Recommend to the Board of County Commissioners that the proposed revisions of 
Chapters 2.28 and 20.680 of the Douglas County Code be approved as presented including the additional 
County considerations as discussed; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Paul A. Bruno, Member
SECONDER: Kirk E. Walder, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Mark Neddenriep, Kirk E. Walder, Bryce Clutts,

Kenneth Paxton, David E. Nelson, Paul A. Bruno

2. For presentation only. Overview and discussion of the County's Transfer of Development 
Rights (TDR) program. (Tom Dallaire/Kate Moroles-O'Neil, Community Development)

July 11, 2023: Absent: Neddenriep
1.  For possible action. Discussion on Development Application DP23-0089, a request for a Major 

Variance to the parking standard reducing the required parking by 135 spaces (35%), from 389 
total spaces to 254 total spaces, for three proposed buildings in Light Industrial (LI) zoning. The
subject parcel is located at 2160 Meridian Blvd., APN 1320-17-110-004, within the Airport 
Community Plan. The applicant is Rob Anderson, ROA Anderson, representing the owner 
American AVK Co. (Kate Moroles-O'Neil, Planning Division)

MOTION TO: Approve Development Application DP23-0089, a Major Variance to the parking standard 
from 389 required total spaces to 254 total spaces for three proposed industrial buildings located at 2160 
Meridian Boulevard, APN 1320-17-110-004, based on Staff Report and the ability to make the required 
findings; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Kirk E. Walder, Member
SECONDER: David E. Nelson, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Kenneth Paxton, David E. Nelson, Kirk E. Walder,

Paul A. Bruno
ABSTAIN: Bryce Clutts

RESULT: FOR PRESENTATION ONLY

270



August 8, 2023: All Present

1. For Possible Action. Discussion on Development Applications DP23-0048 for 116 townhomes, in
a single phase, on four (4) existing vacant parcels in the Monte Vista subdivision; and DP23- 0047, a 
Tentative Subdivision Map to create building envelopes for the townhomes and dedicated common
areas on a total of 9.49 acres. The subject parcels are located on both sides of Monte Vista Avenue, 
located west of the Monte Vista single family development (La Costa at Monte Vista) and
approximately 730 feet north of Ironwood Drive. The subject parcels are all zoned Multi-Family 
Residential (MFR), with a Planned Development (PD) Overlay in the Nevada Northwest, LLC 
Specific Plan, within the Minden Community Plan Area. The applicant is Keith Ruben, RO
Anderson Engineering, representing the owner Rye Creek LLC. (APN’s 1320-30-510-004, 1320-30-
510-005, 1320-30-510-006, and 1320-30-611-001) (This item
will be continued at the meeting due to a noticing discrepancy) (Linda Doherty)

MOTION TO: Continue the agenda item to the September 12, 2023 Planning Commission meeting; 
carried.

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Bryce Clutts, Member
SECONDER: Mark W Neddenriep, Vice Chairman
AYES: Maureen Casey, Mark W Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton,

David E. Nelson, Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno

MOTION TO: Amend the original motion to stipulate the agenda item is continued until the
September 12, 2023 Planning Commission meeting at 1:00 PM at the County Administration Building; 
carried.

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Bryce Clutts, Member
SECONDER: Mark W Neddenriep, Vice Chairman
AYES: Maureen Casey, Mark W Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton,

David E. Nelson, Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno

2. For possible action. Discussion on Land Division Application DP23-0128, a request for a tentative 
subdivision map to create ten (10) lots for use as single-family residential dwellings. Lot sizes are 
between 2.01 acres and 3.48 acres. Lots will be located in the SFR-2 (Single- Family Residential, 
2-acre minimum net parcel size) Zoning District in the Foothill Community Plan. The parcel is 
located at the northeast corner of Centerville Lane and Foothill Road. The applicant’s representative
is Todd Enke, RCI, Inc. and the owner is Stefan Fraas. APN: 1219-10-002-069. (Lucille Rao, Senior 
Planner)

MOTION TO: Recommend to the Board of County Commissioners that they approve Land Division 
Application DP23-0128, a request for a tentative subdivision map to create ten lots for use as single-
family residential dwellings, based on the ability to make the required findings as outlined in the Staff 
Report, presentation, and Public Comments, subject to the conditions that staff has put in their report and 
subject to the conditions of the Water Conveyance Advisory Board; carried.
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RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Mark W Neddenriep, Vice Chairman
SECONDER: Bryce Clutts, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Mark W Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton,

David E. Nelson, Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno

3. For possible action. Discussion on development application DP23-0095, a Zoning Map 
Amendment changing the zoning of 5.5 acres located at 1450 Highway 88, Minden, NV 89423 from
A-19 (Agricultural 19-acre) to PF (Public Facilities). The property is owned by Douglas County 
and operated as the Dangberg Home Ranch Historic Park. (APN 1319-36-000-005) (Kate Moroles-
O'Neil)

MOTION TO: Recommend to the Board of County Commissioners that they approve the development 
application DP23-0095, a Zoning Map Amendment, changing the zoning of 5.5 acres at 1450 Highway 
88, Minden, NV 89423 form A-19 Agriculture 19-acre to PF Public Facilities; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Bryce Clutts, Member
SECONDER: Paul A. Bruno, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Mark W Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton,

David E. Nelson, Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno

4. For possible action. Discussion of Ordinance 2023-1622, a Zoning Text Amendment to Douglas 
County Code (DCC), Title 20, updating Chapter 20.50 - Floodplain Management and Title 20, 
Appendix A definitions, and other properly related matters. (Tom Dallaire, Director of Community 
Development and Courtney Walker, Stormwater Program Manager)

MOTION TO: Recommend to the Board of County Commissioners that they adopt Ordinance 2023-
1622, a Zoning Text Amendment to Douglas County Code, Title 20, updating Chapter 20.50 –
Floodplain Management and Title 20, Appendix A definitions, and other properly related matters; 
carried.

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Kirk E. Walder, Member
SECONDER: David E. Nelson, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Mark W Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton,

David E. Nelson, Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno

5. For possible action. Discussion regarding the proposed Art in Public Places Program Plan that 
was prepared by Debra Soule. (Brook Adie)
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MOTION TO: Recommend to the Board of County Commissioners that they approve and accept the Art 
in Public Places Program; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Kirk E. Walder, Member
SECONDER: Bryce Clutts, Vice Chairman
AYES: Maureen Casey, Mark W Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton,

David E. Nelson, Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno

MOTION TO: Amend the original motion to include either guiding principles or at least a positive 
statement that with regard to the public art that there be no advocacy, promotion, recruitment, or 
advertising of any political party or political position; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Kirk E. Walder, Member
SECONDER: Bryce Clutts, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Mark W Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton,

David E. Nelson, Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno

September 12, 2023: Absent: Neddenriep

1. For possible action. Discussion on the following requests: (1) Planned Development (PD)/Tentative 
Subdivision Map (TSM) Application DP23-0090, requesting to (a) establish a PD Overlay Zone for 
a 33.20-acre residential subdivision site allowing for the reduction in lot size, width, and setbacks,
and (b) subdivide 33.20 acres into 85 single family residential lots, the smallest being 8,000 square
feet with 7.86 acres of open space; and (2) Zoning Map Amendment (ZMA) Application DP23-0091,
requesting to change the zoning designation from FR-19 to SFR 12,000. The subject property is
located at the northeast corner of Main River and Dresslerville Roads in the FR-19 zoning district in 
the Gardnerville Ranchos Community Plan and is designated as receiving area. The applicant is
Ranchos, LLC (Keith Serpa and Sam Landis) and the applicant’s representative is Karen Downs, 
Manhard Consulting. (APN:1220-15-701-001) (Lucille Rao, Senior Planner)

MOTION TO: Continue the request to discuss (1) Planned Development (PD)/Tentative Subdivision 
Map (TSM) Application DP23-0090, and (2) Zoning Map Amendment (ZMA) Application DP23-0091 
to the next Planning Commission meeting, which will be held on October 10, 2023, at 1:00 pm, in the 
Douglas County Commissioner Meeting Room at the Historic Courthouse, 1616 Eighth Street, Minden, 
so that the applicant may add the following to their application: a traffic report with data sufficient to 
satisfy the requirements of Chapter 20.01.030 and Division 3.11.4.3.5 of the Douglas County Design 
Criteria and Improvement Standards; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Bryce Clutts, Member
SECONDER: David E. Nelson, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton, David E. Nelson,

Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno
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2. For possible action. Discussion on Major Variance Application DP 23-0124, requesting two 
variances needed for the relocation of an existing freestanding sign for the Carson Valley Inn at
1627 Highway 395: first, an increase in the maximum allowable sign height from 20 feet to 26 feet; 
and second, an increase in the maximum allowable distance from the grade to the bottom of the 
sign from two feet to eight feet. The sign is presently located on APN 1320-29- 401-014, within the
TC (Tourist Commercial) zoning district. The sign will be moved to APN 1320-29-401-023, within
the GC (General Commercial) zoning district. Both parcels are in the Town of Minden. The owner 
is Michael Pegram, G Peg I, LLC, and G Peg II, LLC, and the Applicant’s representative is Keith 
Ruben, R.O. Anderson Engineering, Inc. (Lucille Rao, Senior Planner)

MOTION TO: Approve Major Variance Application DP 23-0124, allowing for the relocation of an 
existing freestanding sign from APN 1320-29-401-014 to APN 1320-29-401-023, by allowing an increase 
in the maximum sign height from 20 feet to 26 feet, and by allowing an increase in the maximum distance 
from the grade to the bottom of the sign from two feet to eight feet; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Bryce Clutts, Member
SECONDER: Paul A. Bruno, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton, David E. Nelson,

Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno

3. For Possible Action. Discussion on Development Application DP23-0048, a design review for 116 
townhomes, in a single phase, on four (4) existing vacant parcels in the Monte Vista subdivision; 
and Development Application DP23-0047, a request for a Tentative Subdivision Map to create 
building envelopes for the townhomes and dedicated common areas on a total of 9.49 acres. The 
subject parcels are located on both sides of Monte Vista Avenue, located west of the Monte Vista 
single family development (La Costa at Monte Vista) and approximately 730 feet north of Ironwood 
Drive. The subject parcels are all zoned Multi- Family Residential (MFR), with a Planned 
Development (PD) Overlay in the Nevada Northwest, LLC Specific Plan, within the Minden 
Community Plan Area. The applicant is Keith Ruben, RO Anderson Engineering, representing the 
owner Rye Creek LLC. (APN’s 1320-30-510-004, 1320-30-510-005, 1320-30-510-006, and 1320-
30-611-001) (Linda Doherty)

MOTION TO: Approve with conditions Development Application 23-004, a design review for 116 
townhomes in a single phase on four existing vacant parcels in the Monte Vista subdivision and approve 
with conditions Development Application 23-0047, a request for a Tentative Subdivision Map to create 
building envelopes for the townhomes and dedicated common areas on a total of 9.49 acres and direct 
staff to examine other proposed conditions before presentation to the Board of County Commissioners, 
and recommend the Board of County Commissioners implement parking restrictions on Monte Vista 
Avenue based on the Staff Report and the ability to make the required findings; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED
MOVER: Kirk E. Walder, Member
SECONDER: Paul A. Bruno, Member
AYES: Maureen Casey, Kirk E. Walder, Bryce Clutts, Paul A. Bruno,
NAYES: Kenneth Paxton, David E. Nelson
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October 10, 2023: All Present

1. For possible action. Discussion on the following requests: Planned Development (PD)/Tentative 
Subdivision Map (TSM) Application DP22-0207, requesting to (a) establish a PD Overlay Zone for
an 80-acre single family residential subdivision site and (b) to subdivide 80 acres into 80 single 
family residential lots, the smallest being 21,780 square feet with five common open space parcels. 
The subject property is located on the west side of Vicky Lane, north of North Santa Barbara Drive 
in the SFR-1 zoning district within the Johnson Lane Community Plan. The property owner is 
Bently Family Limited Partnership, represented by Keith Ruben, R.O. Anderson Engineering. 
(APN 1420-00-002-014) Case Planner: Kate Moroles-O'Neil

MOTION TO: Recommend approval to the Board of County Commissioners for Planned Development 
(PD)/Tentative Subdivision Map (TSM) Application DP22-0207 to establish a PD Overlay and to 
subdivide 80 acres into 80 single family residential lots, the smallest being 21,780 square feet, with five 
common open space parcels, with the addition of condition A.9.b to add a segmented box culvert with a 
maximum height of five feet, if feasible, and iron fences in the area nearest the hot springs; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED
MOVER: Kirk E. Walder, Member
SECONDER: Mark W. Neddenriep, Vice Chair
AYES: Mark W. Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, Kirk E. Walder,

Paul A. Bruno, David E. Nelson
NAYES: Maureen Casey, Kenneth Paxton

2. For discussion and possible action. Presentation from County staff regarding the purchase of 1766
Redhawk Lane (APN: 1220-02-001-031) and discussion regarding the extinguishment of the 
Conservation Easement created under Document #2007-708547 contingent upon close of escrow 
on aforementioned said property by Douglas County. (Jeremy Hutchings)

MOTION TO: Approve the extinguishment of the conservation easement on APN 1220-02-001-031, 
which was created under Document number 2007-708547, with an additional condition that a 
recommendation be presented to the Board of County Commissioners that the property be purchased 
subject to a deed restriction, restricting use of the property to open space and flood mitigation purposes 
only in perpetuity; carried.

RESULT: APPROVED
MOVER: Mark W. Neddenriep,
SECONDER: Paul A. Bruno,
AYES: Maureen Casey, Mark W. Neddenriep, Bryce Clutts, Kenneth Paxton,

Kirk E. Walder, Paul A. Bruno
NAYES: David E. Nelson
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Figure 2
AHP 2023 Activities Report

Administrative Hearing Panel
Dates and Agenda Items

Decision

January 12, 2023
For possible action. Discussion on Land Division Application DP 22-0208 a Tentative Parcel Map to 
divide a 202.70-acre parcel into three parcels, the smallest being 5.0 acres and the largest 192.26 
acres in size. The subject parcel is located 785 Centerville Lane in the A-19 (Agriculture-19-acre 
minimum parcel size) zoning district in the South Agricultural Community Plan. (APN 1220-18-001-
012). The owner and applicants are Aaron Tucker and Natalie Taylor, Anderson Family Ranch, Inc. 

Approved 
with 
conditions 
3-0

For possible action. Discussion on Land Division Application DP 22-0225 a Tentative Parcel Map to 
merge and realign the boundary of 3 parcels in order to create 2 parcels within the Clear Creek 
Subdivision located at 80, 94, and 100 East Fork Road in the SFR-1/2 (Single-Family Residential, ½ -acre 
minimum parcel size) zoning district in the Indian Hills/Jacks Valley Community Plan. (APN 1419-04-
002-071, 1419-04-002-072, 1419-04-002-073). The owner of the property is Clear Creek Residential 
LLC. 

Approved 
with 
conditions 
3-0

February 9, 2023 No 
Meeting

March 9, 2023
For possible action. Discussion on a request for a Tentative Parcel Map application DP23-0016 that 
proposes to create two parcels ranging in size from 6.41 acres to 35.96 acres in size. The subject 
parcel is located at 1350 Buckeye Road in the Light Industrial (LI) zoning district in the Minden 
Community Plan. The applicant is Jeff Jarboe for Bently Family LLC/Property Owner is Bently Family 
Limited Partnership (APN 1320-28-000-048). 

Approved 
with 
conditions 
3-0

April 13, 2023 No 
meeting

May 11, 2023 

For possible action. Discussion on a request for a Tentative Parcel Map application DP23-0046 that 
proposes to create four parcels ranging in size from 5.0 acres to 41.176 acres in size. The subject parcel 
is located along the east side of U.S. Highway 395 approximately three miles north of State Route 208 
in the RA-5 and FR-19 zoning districts in the Topaz Ranch Estates/Holbrook Junction Community Plan. 
The owner is Bently Family Limited Partnership/Jeff Jarboe Bently Family, LLC, represented by Keith 
Ruben, R.O. Anderson Engineering, Inc. (Case Planner - Lucille Rao)

Approved 
with 
revised
conditions
3-0

June 8, 2023 No 
Meeting

July 13, 2023 No 
Meeting

August 10, 2023

For possible action. Discussion on Tentative Parcel Map application DP23-0123, a request to divide a 
604.93-acre parent parcel into one 20.68-acre parcel and one 584.25-acre remainder parcel.  The parent 
parcel (APN 1320-23-001-015) is located north and south of Stockyard Road and along East Valley Road 
in the Forest Range (FR-19) and Rural Residential (RA-5) zoning districts, in the East Valley Community 
Plan. The applicant is Michael Craven, Lumos & Associates, representing the owner Patricia McGuire 
and Pine Nut Ranch Estates, LLC.

Approved 
continued 
until 
corrected
3-0
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September 14, 2023

For possible action. Discussion on Land Division Application DP23-0155, a request for a 
Tentative Parcel Map to create three (3) parcels ranging in size from 15.39 acres to 33.38 acres 
in size.  The subject parcel is located at 1100 Sawmill Road in the LI (Light-Industrial) zoning 
district in the East Valley Community Plan.  The owner is Vanduff, LLC and the applicant’s 
representative is Dina Schnurbush, Lumos & Associates, Inc.  APN: 1220-11-001-075.

Approved 
with 
conditions
3-0

October 12, 2023 No 
Meeting

November 9, 2023 No 
Meeting

December 14, 2023 No 
Meeting
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I. Members
A. 2023:

1. Ken Miller – Chair
2. Wesley Rice – Vice Chair
3. Walt Nowosad – Commissioner

B. 2024
1. Wesley Rice –
2. Walt Nowosad –
3. Town of Garnerville – Ken Miller

II. 2023 Accomplishments:
A. Approved Contracts for:

1.  Bid and Awarded Contract for 2023 Pavement Preservation Project
2.  Approved an agreement with CAMPO for “Safe Routes to School Master Plan”
3.  Approved Contract to Partner with CAMPO for a combined “Travel Demand 

Model Update” to be performed by Wood Rodgers
4.  Approved Contract with Park Ranch for relocation of irrigation ditches for the 

future Muller Parkway
5.  Approved Contract with NV Energy for the design and relocations of power 

poles for the future of Muller Parkway

B. Approved 5 year Transportation Work Plan for FY23-FY24

Main Contact:

Jon Erb, P.E. – jerb@douglasnv.us
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SENIOR SERVICES AND PUBLIC TRANSIT ADVISORY BOARD 

ANNUAL REPORT 

2023 

Mission Statement   
 

     To provide nutritious meals, support services, homemaker and transportation services 

to residents 60 years of age or older in Douglas County.  To provide a safe, clean and 

attractive Senior Center in a customer-focused environment for all participants to utilize 

and enjoy. 

 

 

OBJECTIVE 

 

The Douglas County Senior Services and Public Transit Advisory Board (previously 

known as the Senior Services and Public Transit Advisory Council) was created to act in 

an advisory capacity of the Board of County Commissioners and staff in a citizen 

advisory capacity to assist in the program development and ensure that our senior 

community has a voice. 

 

ACTIVITIES 

 

The Senior Services and Public Transit Advisory Board was created in an advisory 

capacity to advise the programs and finances in 1989 when the County became the Senior 

Center sponsors.  The Advisory Board also acts in an advisory capacity to the 

Community Services Director and the County Board of Commissioners on such issues as 

rental uses, fund raising activities, maintenance, preparing grants for approval and 

supporting the staff and volunteers of the program. The council works with the Young At 

Heart (YAH) Board, Douglas County TRIAD, civic groups, and other governmental 

agencies, in promoting and insuring that the needs and concerns of Douglas County 

Seniors are being met.   
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DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILTIES OF THE COUNCIL 

 

1. To act in an advisory capacity to the Board of County Commissioners in promoting, 

aiding and encouraging senior services, including the development and maintenance of 

senior facilities. 

 

2. To act in an advisory capacity to the Community Services Director for the operation 

and management of the Douglas County Senior Services Program. 

 

3. To review and concur in conjunction with the Manager, the facility use of the Senior 

Citizens Center during all operations. 

 

4. To review, recommend and/or implement policies for the operations of the Douglas 

County Senior Center. 

 

5. To review and recommend, in conjunction with the director, all grant requests. 

 

6. To act as a complaint review body on formal complaints received by the Dir. 

 

7. To act as the advisory body of the Senior Services Programs, for the Douglas County 

management, on any other matters pertaining to the operational period. 

 

 

 

The  Advisory Board shall consist of nine (9) members, seven (7) of whom shall be the 

voting members, six (6) members appointed by the Board of County Commissioners and 

a member of Young-At-Heart Senior Citizens Club.  Of those six (6) members, one is a 

representative from the Lake and five (5) are representatives from the Valley.  The two 

(2) Ex-Officio members shall be the Director of Community Services and the Community 

Services Manager. 
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Major Programs Offered 

 

• Meet the needs of seniors in the community by enhancing the living experience of the 

elderly and encouraging better health practices, so that seniors may continue to enjoy 

living in their own homes. 

• Serve Douglas County by providing services to those citizens at risk in Medicaid, and 

all seniors who may benefit from senior programs. 

• Provide Congregate Meals at the Minden/Gardnerville Senior Center, Indian Hills 

General Improvement District and Topaz Ranch Estates.  

• Provide Home Delivered Meals to (In-Town) Minden/Gardnerville, TRE, Indian 

Hills, Johnson Lane, Genoa, Foothills, Fish Springs, Ruhenstroth and Stateline areas.  

• Provide Congregate Meals at the Minden/Gardnerville Senior Center, Indian Hills 

General Improvement District and Topaz Ranch Estates.  

• Provide homemaker services to clients in Minden/Gardnerville, TRE, Indian Hills, 

Johnson Lane and Stateline. 

• Provide rides for congregate dining, personal appointments and medical and dental 

appointments to Valley Express (TTD) connection to Carson City, Stateline and 

Minden/Gardnerville, continued scheduled rides for medical, dental and grocery 

shopping.   

• Provide DART Dial-A-Ride Senior Transportation in Carson Valley, Stateline, 

Glenbrook, Zephyr Cove, and Round Hill. 

• Work in conjunction with Douglas Area Rural Transit (DART) to provide public 

transportation to the Carson Valley. 

• Oversee the Volunteer Service Program and Resistance Exercise programs. 

• Life Option classes included Ceramics, Knitting and Card Playing. 

• Implement a weekly Senior Arts and Craft class. 

• Implement a Monday – Friday hourly Senior Walk session in the Community Center 

gymnasium.  

• Regular senior excursions for recreation and socialization.  

• Partner with Young at Heart Bingo three days a week to congregate diners and 

monthly for the community. 

• Daily Card Playing. 

• Wednesday Bridge Club. 

• Bi-weekly ceramics classes offered.  

• Monthly and holiday theme celebrations to include Easter Hat Parade, Halloween 

Costume Contest, and Volunteer Week Celebrations among others.  

• Veterans Day Celebration. 

• Monthly Birthday days, including the annual 90+ days, which enjoyed over 55 

participants in attendance. 

• Organize and Host Senior Health Fair which has been renamed the Active Living Fair 

and is for all residents.   

• Parkinson’s Support Group.  

• Low Vision Support Group. 

• Partnered with the Carson Valley Medical Center to provide free Health and Wellness 

classes for the public.  

• Resistance exercise classes three times per week. 

• Partnered with the Community Health Nurse for Monthly blood pressure checks. 
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• Monthly nutrition trainings to maintain Serve Safe certifications.  

• AARP 55 Alive driving courses.  

• 30,000+ congregate meals as of November 30, 2023. 

• 21,000+ Meals on Wheels as of November 30, 2023.  

• 1,600+ units of homemaker service as of November 30, 2023. 

• 4,400+ medical transportation rides as of November 30, 2023. 

• Social Services Grant orientations. 

• HIPPA Training for staff. 

• SAMS training for staff. 

• Elder Abuse Training annually for staff. 

• Participate with TRIAD in Senior Education Seminar.  

• Participate as an Aging and Disability Services Division regional partner. 

• Staff Blood Borne Pathogen and CPR training. 

• Caregiver Training. 

• ADSD Grant Training. 

• NDOT Grant Training. 

• Provided facility availability for SHIP to conduct one on one health care and drug 

prescription training.  

• Provided  Assistance for the Prescription Drug Round up. 

• Senior Abuse Awareness Programs. 

• Provide meeting space for community organizations serving seniors and senior 

programs.    

• Publish and distribute over 1000+ monthly newsletters providing information on 

scheduled events and monthly menus. 

• Active in TRIAD, Community Partnership and Transportation Boards. 

• Update transportation brochure Douglas Area Rural Transportation (DART) ride 

guides in English. 

• Collaborate with the Community Health Nurse/Social Services Monthly 

• Present to Leadership Douglas County candidates. 

• Coordinated with the Douglas County Community Services Foundation to sponsor 

DART transportation for students with Incredible Kids membership scholarships 

from Pau Wa Lu middle school to the Community Center for after school hours gym 

activities. 

 

 

 

Major Accomplishments  

• Completed nine years of operation of the Senior Center in the Douglas County 

Community & Senior Center facility in Gardnerville. 

• Assisted Young at Heart to provide more senior activities and themed dances.  

• Assisted Young at Heart in sponsoring bridge groups at the Douglas County    

Community & Senior Center. 

• Hired a new Food Service Supervisor.  

• Social Services Grant orientations and Transportation training. 

• HIPPA Training for staff. 

• Blood Borne Pathogen and CPR training. 

• ADSD Grant Training. 
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• NDOT Grant Training. 

•   Elder Protective Services Training. 

•   Partnered with Suicide Prevention for outreach programs for seniors. 

•   Participated in TRIAD, Community Partnership Boards 

•   Provided Long-Term Care Presentation to BOCC as well as other service clubs. 

• The Transportation program served on average 3,000 monthly public transportation 

rides, 1,575 monthly public transportation and 10,500 annually total. 

• Created a new Volunteer Coordinator position.  

• Implemented a Meals on Wheels Volunteer Program 

• Maintained Senior Resistance Exercise programs.  

• Developed and provided a Senior Rock-Climbing Program  

• Presented Elder Abuse awareness to Sertoma monthly meeting.  

• Douglas County Volunteers logged down approximately over 3500 hours for 2023. 

• Hosted a Volunteer Appreciation for all Senior Center Volunteers.  

• Worked with CHIP, COPE, SHIP representatives to educate clients one on one, and 

distribute Medicare drug prescription and related services.  

• Provided a connection service with the Tahoe Transportation District bus routes. 

• Continued successful North County Nutrition Program with an average of 50 seniors. 

• Increased participation at the TRE Nutrition Program. 

• Hosted scheduled Vaccination Clinics with Carson City Health & Human Services. 

 

The members on the 2023 Senior Services and Public Transit Advisory Board are as 

follows:   

 

  Chairman   Doug Sonnemann 

  Vice-Chairman  Ann Carole 

  Council Member  Paul Lockwood 

  Council Member  Ann Carroll 

  Council Member  Elisabeth Lernhardt 

  Council Member  Paul Osserman 

  Council Member  Vacant 

  Staff Representative  Scott Morgan 

  Senior Services Manager Amanda Reid 

 

This report is respectfully submitted on behalf of the Senior Services and Public Transit 

Advisory Board. 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

1594 Esmeralda Avenue, Minden, Nevada 89423 

 

Ernie Strehlow, Ed.D 
Program Manager 

 

775-782-6280 

FAX:  775-782-6297 

website: www.douglascountynv.gov 

 

Douglas County VHR Advisory Board 

January 25, 2023 

SUBJECT: VHR Advisory Board and VHR Department Activities Report 
 

VHR Advisory Board: 

The Douglas County Vacation Home Rental Advisory Board was formed in June 2021 and held three meetings 

during calendar year 2021, 15 in 2022 and 8 in 2023. Public comment was permitted in-person only in 2023. 

 
The Advisory Board approved new bylaws, picked a chair and vice-chair, and performed their advisory role. As part 

of their advisory role, the Advisory Board made two recommendations concerning revisions to the VHR code (DCC 

Chapter 20.622). The first recommendation was a comprehensive rewrite of Chapter 20.622 related to most aspects 

of the code. Those recommendations were mostly incorporated in Ordinance 2023-1623, which was adopted by the 

Board of County Commissioners on June 1, 2023, and became effective on June 15, 2023. The second 

recommendations came at the end of the year and related to restrictions to be imposed within the Lincoln Park 

Residential Community.  The Advisory Board also conducted numerous appeal hearings and one review of a Tier 3 

VHR permit application.  

 

VHR Department: 

County Staff completed the transition from external permitting (Hdl) to internal processing utilizing Accela 

Automation. The process changes required all existing and new permitting to have new accounts created in the new 

software. Additionally, the permitting packet was completely overhauled to simplify the instructions of the revised 

code and allowed a larger virtual access library for the public to obtain these revised instructions. The County 

activated a live operator after hours utilizing Host Compliance and moved away from recorded messaging to contact 

the county.  

 

For those renewals and new permit holders, compliance testing was overhauled and pushed out for all permittees. 

The new test focused on the main drivers of non-compliance such as new rules on parking, noise and monitors, 

occupancy, and advertising. Lastly, a new office was commissioned at the lake to house a code enforcement officer 

within the Tahoe-Douglas Fire Department Complex on Dorla Court at Elks Point. In addition to daily presence, the 

Tahoe office will also be available for patrol during swing shift and weekends during summers and winter ski 

seasons.  

 

There were 187 code files opened in 2023: Occupancy (57); Illegal Renting (42); Noise (40); Parking (39); with the balance 

being a variety of other concerns (9). Parking had the highest instance of violation. 115 addresses made up the 187 total 

calls.   

 

Staff also prepared and presented information to the Board of County Commissioners, including an analysis of the 

anticipated financial effect of a local initiative petition related to the VHR regulations that was initiated by five registered 

voters pursuant to NRS 295.095, and an ordinance banning or restricting VHRs north of Cave Rock State Park. 

 
 

• Vacation Home Rentals 

• Code Enforcement 
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Douglas County VHR Advisory Board  

January 11, 2023 

 

 

Vacation Home Rental Advisory Board 

Dates and Agenda Items 

 DECISION 

January 11, 2023: Special Meeting (Michael Sloan - absent) 
 

 
For Possible Action: Discussion on the election of the Chair and Vice Chair of the Douglas 

County Vacation Home Rental Advisory Board in compliance with the VHR Advisory Board 

Bylaws and Douglas County Code 20.622.060(A)(6). 

 

 
Motion: Elect Mickie Hempler as Chairperson of the Vacation Home Rental Advisory 

Board. 

RESULT: APPROVED [4-0] 

 

 
MOVER: Lauren Romain 

SECONDER: Patti Graf 

 
For Possible Action: Discussion on the election of the Chair and Vice Chair of the Douglas 

County Vacation Home Rental Advisory Board in compliance with the VHR Advisory Board 

Bylaws and Douglas County Code 20.622.060(A)(6). 

 
Motion: Elect Lauren Romain as Vice Chair of the Vacation Home Rental Advisory Board. 

RESULT: APPROVED [4-0) 

 

 
Mover: Mickie Hempler 

Seconder: Patti Graf 

 
For Possible Action: Discussion on changes to the Lake Tahoe Vacation Home Rental (VHR) 

Ordinance, Chapter 20.622 of the Douglas County Code. The VHR Advisory Board will 

discuss possible changes and may provide staff with direction about drafting proposed 

revisions for later consideration and action. The Board may also vote to make specific 

recommendations on proposed changes to the Board of County Commissioners. 

 

 
 

 
DISCUSSION ONLY 
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VHR Advisory Board Meetings Dates 

and Agenda Items 

Decision 

January 25, 2023 (All Present)  

 
For Possible Action: Discussion on an appeal filed by Nick Van Heel to contest a $5,000 fine 

issued relative to a Notice of Violation, Code Enforcement Case Number 22-000340, for illegal 

renting and advertising without a current Douglas County VHR Permit, at 701 Gary Lane, Unit 

B, Stateline, NV, 89449 (APN: 1319-19-212-039). 

 
Motion to affirm the County's decision upholding the fine issued. 

RESULT: APPROVED [5-0) 

 
 

MOVER: Michael Sloan 

SECONDER: Patti Graf 

 
 
For Possible Action: Discussion on changes to the Lake Tahoe Vacation Home Rental 

(VHR) Ordinance, Chapter 20.622 of the Douglas County Code. The VHR Advisory Board 

will discuss possible changes and may provide staff with direction about drafting 

proposed revisions for later consideration and action. The Board may also vote to make 

specific recommendations on proposed changes to the Board of County Commissioners. 

 
 

DISCUSSION ONLY 

 

Douglas County VHR Advisory Board  

February 22, 2023 

 
 

VHR Advisory Board Meetings 

Dates and Agenda Items 

Decision 

February 22, 2023 (ALL PRESENT)  

For Possible Action: Discussion on changes to the Lake Tahoe Vacation Home Rental (VHR) 

Ordinance, Chapter 20.622 of the Douglas County Code. The VHR Advisory Board will discuss 

possible changes and may provide staff with direction about drafting proposed revisions for 

later consideration and action. The Board may also vote to make specific recommendations 

on proposed changes to the Board of County Commissioners. 

 
Motion:  approve red lines and amendments listed and forward to Planning Commission. 

RESULT: APPROVED [5-0] 

 

 
Mover: Lauren Romain 

Seconder: Keith Byer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Douglas County VHR Advisory Board  
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March 22, 2023 

 
 

VHR Advisory Board 

Meetings Dates and 

Agenda Items 

Decision 

March 22, 2023 (Patti Graf - Absent) 
 

 

For Possible Action: Discussion on an appeal filed by Kenneth Burrows, owner of 

256 N. Benjamin Dr, Stateline, NV 89449 (APN: 1319-19-210-003), VHR Permit 

8400817, contesting the revocation of the VHR permit and the imposition of a 

$1,000 fine for advertising an occupancy that exceeds the permitted occupancy 

limit of 10. Code Enforcement Case Number 22-000329. 

 
Motion to affirm the County's decision upholding the fine and permit revocation. 

RESULT: APPROVED (3-0) 

 
 

Mover: Keith Byer 

Seconder: Lauren Romain 

1 member absent; 1 

member resigned 

For Possible Action: Discussion on an appeal filed by 692 Kingsbury Grade, LLC 

(Kenneth and Sally Burrows), owner of 692 Kingsbury Grade, Stateline, NV 89449 

(APN: 1319-19-310-002), VHR Permit 8400400, contesting the revocation of the 

VHR permit and the imposition of a $1,000 fine for advertising an occupancy that 

exceeds the permitted occupancy limit of 10. Code Enforcement Case Number 

22-000330. 

 

Motion:  affirm the County's decision upholding the fine and permit revocation. 

RESULT: Approved (3-0) 

 

 
Mover: Keith Byer 

Seconder: Lauren Romain 
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VHR Advisory Board Meetings 

Dates and Agenda Items 

Decision 

April 26, 2023 (ALL PRESENT)  

 
For Possible Action: Discussion on an appeal filed by Zachary and Callie Shields, owners of 

324 Kingsbury Grade, Stateline, NV 89449 (APN #1318-26-510-010) contesting the denial of 

an invite to apply for a Tier 2 VHR permit due to past non-compliance and the revocation of 

their Tier 1 VHR permit at 324 Kingsbury Grade. 

 
Motion:  continue this until the next regular meeting. 

RESULT: APPROVED [5-0] 

 

 
Mover: Lauren Romain 

Seconder: Keith Byer 

 

Note: Appeal was dropped 

prior to subsequent 

consideration by the 

Advisory Board 

For Possible Action: Discussion on an appeal filed by Matthew Kvancz to contest a 
I 

$20,000.00 fine, relative to a Notice of Violation, Code Enforcement Case Number 23- 

000075, issued for advertising and/or operating an unpermitted vacation home rental at 

1262 Lincoln Circle, Zephyr Cove, NV 89448 (APN #1418-34-1120002). 

 
Motion:  affirm the County's decision upholding the fine issued. 

RESULT: Approved [4-1] 

 
 

Mover: Keith Byer 

Seconder: Lauren Romain 
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VHR Advisory Board Meetings 

Dates and Agenda Items 

Decision 

July 26, 2023 (ALL PRESENT)  

For Possible Action: Review of a Tier 3 permit for 230 Terrace View Drive, Zephyr Cove, NV 

89448 (APN #1318-23-710-030), owners Douglas and Sandra Kraus. The permit was issued 

on July 9, 2022, and conditionally approved on October 27, 2022, pending review of the 

following item: verification that there have been no complaints over the previous 12 

months. 

 
Motion:  unconditionally approve this Tier 3. 

RESULT: APPROVED (4-1) 

 
 

Mover: Glenn Wolfson 

Seconder: Patti Graf 

For Possible Action: Presentation regarding Ordinance 2023-1617, an ordinance amending 

various provisions of Chapter 20.622 of the Douglas County Code relative to VHRs within the 

Tahoe Township, including possible amendments to density. 

DISCUSSION ONLY 
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VHR Advisory Board Meetings Dates 

and Agenda Items 

Decision 

August 23, 2023 (ALL PRESENT)  

 
For possible action: Discussion regarding possible amendments to DCC 

20.622.030(8), including whether the Advisory Board will recommend limitations 

on the density of VHRs within individual residential communities, and if so, the 

criteria the Advisory Board will use to make such recommendations. 

 
Motion:  recommend no change to the density of VHRs within specific residential 

communities until additional data can be provided regarding enforcement of the 

current code. 

RESULT: APPROVED [3-2] 

 
Mover: Glenn Wolfson 

Seconder: Patti Graf 
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VHR Advisory Board Meetings 

Dates and Agenda Items 

Decision 

November 15, 2023 (ALL PRESENT)  

 
For Possible Action: Discussion on an appeal filed by Sanzio Garcia, Lyvia Toledo-Garcia, and 
Alice Jarvis to contest a Notice of Violation and Revocation of VHR Permit DSTR0163, issued by 
Code Enforcement, for illegal advertising at 260 Pleasant Ct, Stateline, NV 89449 (APN: 1318-23-
611-005). 

 
Motion:  uphold revocation of the permit. 

 

RESULT: APPROVED [ 4 - 1 ]  

 
MOVER:               KEITH BYER 
SECONDER:          LAUREN ROMAIN 

 For Possible Action: Discussion on an appeal filed by Olga Alexander to contest a Notice of 

Violation and Revocation of VHR Permit DSTR1049, issued by Code Enforcement, for operating a 

VHR in violation of fire and life safety requirements at 395 Sherwood Drive, Stateline, NV 89449 

(APN: 1318-23-710-060). 

 

Motion:  uphold revocation of the permit. 

 

RESULT:           APPROVED [4-1] 

 
   MOVER:            KEITH BYER 
  SECONDER:     PATTI GRAF 

 

 

VHR Advisory Board Meetings 

Dates and Agenda Items 

DECISION 

November 29, 2023           (Lauren Romain, absent)  

 

  

For Possible Action: Discussion regarding the amount of VHR permits that should be issued 

within the Lincoln Park residential community.  

 

 

Motion:   make recommendations to the Commissioners. 
 

 

RESULT:        APPROVED [4-0] 

 

MOVER:         KEITH BYER 

SECONDER:  PATTI GRAF 
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MEMORANDUM 

 
DATE:  December 4, 2023 
 
TO:  Douglas County Water Conveyance Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Jeremy Hutchings, County Engineer 
 
SUBJECT:   2023 Activities Report   
 
I.  Overview 
 
The Douglas County Water Conveyance Committee held 6 meetings during calendar year 2023.  The Committee 
reviewed the potential impact of proposed development on the water conveyance system, and made 
recommendations.  Figure 1 summarizes the Water Conveyance Advisory Committee agendas and actions 
during 2023. 
 
The Water Conveyance Advisory Committee should review the 2023 Activities Report and provide any applicable 
direction to staff on changes prior to forwarding the report to the Board of Commissioners. 
 
 II.  Recommended Motion 
 

• Accept the Water Conveyance Advisory Committee 2023 Activities Report and forward it to the Board of 
Commissioners. 
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Figure 1 
Water Conveyance Advisory Committee 

2023 Activities Report 
 

Meeting Date 
 

Agenda Item Description Decision 

January 3, 2023 No agendized items  

February 6, 2023 
 

For Possible Action.  Election of Chairman and Vice-Chairman. Discussion on election of Chairman and Vice-
Chairman in accordance with Douglas County Code, Chapter 2.56 

Election held. 
 

 For Possible Action. Discussion on irrigation, drainage and water facilities which may be impacted by a 
request to install a new driveway crossing over an existing irrigation ditch. The site is located at 400 Muller 
Lane (APNs: 1319-23-000-009).  The applicant is Jeffrey S. Gordon, Manager of JD NV Ranch, LLC.  The 
project representative is Robert O. Anderson, PE from R.O. Anderson Engineering, Inc. 

Approved as 
proposed subject to 
conditions; 5-0 
 

 For Possible Action. Discussion on irrigation, drainage and water facilities which may be impacted by a 
request to place a portion of the Henningsen Ditch in an elliptical pipe 36” tall by 48” wide.  The site is 
located on three separate parcels along Wyatt Lane in Gardnerville (APNs: 1220-09-001-024; -025; and -
026). The applicants are MJD Properties, LLC (Dwight Douglas Engelkirk) and Engelkirk Design & 
Development (Robert E. Engelkirk). 

Denied; 3-0, 2 
abstentions. 

 For Discussion Only.  Impact of recent storm events on the Upper Allerman Canal and the property owners 
that live along the reservoir.  Discussion of the possibility of operating a diversion structure to route run-off 
to the south of the Syphus piece located at 1691 Toler Lane (APN: 1220-02-001-029) so flows enter lower 
canal upstream of reservoir.  Will operating the diversion in such a manner cause unintentional flooding in 
other areas such as the Willow Creek subdivision?  (Jeremy Hutchings and Courtney Walker) 

Discussion held. 

 For Discussion Only.  Update on maintenance agreement along a portion of the Martin Slough Multimodal 
trail. 

Discussion held. 

March 6, 2023 For Possible Action.  Discussion on a design review application, DP22-0227, for Scooter’s Coffee including 
irrigation, drainage and water facilities which may be impacted by a request to construct a drive-thru coffee 
kiosk on a vacant parcel located at 1752 US Hwy 395 North in Minden (APN: 1320-30-211-103).  The 
applicant is Megan Spargo from Engineering International.  (Jeremy Hutchings) 

Approved as 
presented; 3-0, 2 
absent 

 For discussion only.  Update on maintenance of Martin Slough Trail (Jeremy Hutchings) Discussion held. 
April 3, 2023 No agendized items  
May 1, 2023 No agendized items   
June 6, 2023 No agendized items.  
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July 10, 2023 For possible action.  Discussion to approve, approve with conditions, deny or continue application DP23-
0094 to make grading and landscape improvements to approximately 1,000 Ft of the Henningsen Ditch that 
may impact irrigation, drainage, and water facilities.    The site is located on three parcels in Gardnerville, NV 
(APNs: 1220-09-001-024; -025; and - 026) 533 Wyatt Lane; 545 Wyatt Lane; and 557 Wyatt Lane.  The 
applicant is Mike Owen representing the owner, Doug Engelkirk.  DP 23-0094. 

Approved 3-0, with 
conditions; 1 absent; 
1 abstention 

August 7, 2023 For possible action.  Discussion and possible action on irrigation, drainage, and water facilities which may be 
impacted by Tentative Subdivision Map (DP 23-0128) proposing to subdivide an existing 25.48-acre parcel 
into ten lots with each lot being 2 acres in size.  The site is located at 1051 Foothill Road (APN: 1219-10-002-
069).  The applicant is Resource Concepts, Inc. representing the owner, Stefan Frass Trust dated 2/24/2016. 

Approved with 
conditions; 4-0, 1 
absent 

 For possible action.  Discussion on the Dressler Lane Culvert Replacement Project (DP 23-0149), which 
proposes removing a failing 48-Inch diameter Corrugated Metal Pipe with a 42-Inch diameter Reinforced 
Concrete Pipe in order to maintain the integrity of Dressler Lane. The site is located in the road right-of-
way adjacent to 1045 Dressler Lane (APN: 1220-29-002-001).  The applicant is Douglas County Public 
Works Department represented by Jon Erb, PE. 

Approved as 
presented; 4-0, 1 
absent 

September 11, 2023 No agendized items.  

October 2, 2023 For possible action.  Discussion and possible action on irrigation, drainage, and water facilities which may be 
impacted by General Development Application DP 23-0178 proposing a driveway to cross existing irrigation 
ditches at several locations for access.  The site is located on two parcels: 1625 Orchard Road (APN: 1320-27-
002-010) and 1638 Broken Bow Road (APN: 1320-27-002-013).  The improvements would be completed 
under a revision to the existing building permit DB 23-1879.  The applicant is Christi Cristich-Milazzo of Black 
Dog Enterprises, LLC. Represented by Robert O. Anderson, PE from R.O. Anderson Engineering. 

Approved as 
presented; 5-0 

November 6, 2023 No agendized items.  
 
December 4, 2023 

For possible action.  Discussion and possible action on irrigation, drainage, and water facilities which may be 
impacted by General Development Application DP 23-0217 proposing to relocate existing irrigation facilities 
that potentially conflict with the future alignment of Muller Parkway North.  The project is being completed 
in cooperation with the Douglas County Regional Transportation Commission.    The site is located along the 
future alignment of Muller Parkway crossing multiple parcels (listed below) but located within right-of-way 
owned by Douglas County. 

Owner     APN    
Bently Enterprises   1320-20-000-025 
Peapeg, LLC    1320-29-501-001 
Park Ranch Holdings, LLC                  1320-29-501-003 
Park Ranch Holdings, LLC                  1320-28-000-044 
Park Newco    1320-34-001-035 

Approved as 
presented; 5-0 
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. L.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to authorize the Douglas County Sheriff's Office to accept a cash
donation of $10,000 from Myna Christy to be used by the Sheriff's Office to fund the Canine Program,
and adopt Resolution 2024R-012 increasing the budget authority in the Assigned Use - Sheriff K9
Program (Account 101-997 550.160) by the donated amount. (Undersheriff Elges)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Authorize the Douglas County Sheriff's Office to accept a cash donation of $10,000 from Myna Christy
and adopt Resolution 2024R-012 as presented.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
The $10,000 in donated funds to be deposited into the Assigned Use - Sheriff K9 Program Account
101-997 550.160.
 
BACKGROUND:
Ms. Myna Christy has generously donated these funds to the Sheriff's Office to support the Canine
Program. The Douglas County Sheriff's Office Canine program is run on a donation basis only and
appreciates the communities support and generosity. Resolution 2024R-012 increases the budget
authority for the Sheriff's Office to use these funds as intended. NRS 354.598005 allows for and
provides guidelines to local governments to augment, or increase, their budgets if resources actually
available during the budget period exceed those estimated. As defined in NRS 354.493, a budget
augmentation is a “procedure for increasing the appropriations of a fund with the express intent of
employing previously unbudgeted resources of the fund for carrying out the increased appropriations.”
 
ATTACHMENTS:
Donation Form.pdf
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. M.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to approve the Douglas County Sheriff's Office Fourth Quarter Fee and
Compensation Report for October 2023 to December 2023. (Undersheriff Elges)
 
 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Approve the Douglas County Sheriff's Office Fourth Quarter Fee and Compensation Report for October
2023 to December 2023 as presented.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
During the period of October 2023 to December 2023, the Douglas County Sheriff's Office (DCSO)
realized the following fees and compensation for the civil services provided to outside third parties.
 
East Fork Township Constable:             $3,033.81
 
Tahoe Township Constable:                   $411.58
 
Other:                                                    $1,292.98
 
BACKGROUND:
DCSO is paid fees and compensation for the civil services provided to outside third parties. The
quarterly report of fees and compensation received by DCSO for September, November, and December
2023 is attached. 
 
ATTACHMENTS:
Oct 2023 to December 2023
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. N.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to retroactively approve the extension of the existing Tyler
Technologies contract from January 1, 2024, through December 31, 2024, for a cost of $228,836.43;
approve a five percent (5%) contingency for increased maintenance costs due to inflation; and authorize
the County Manager to sign all required documents for the extension. (Kara Easton)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Approve the extension of the Tyler Technologies agreement from January 1, 2024 through December
31, 2024, as presented; and authorize the County Manager to sign all required documents.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
The cost of the 1 year extension should not exceed $228,836.43. Staff is asking for an additional 5% to
cover inflation costs throughout the year. The funds will come from 101-192 533.806. 
 
BACKGROUND:
Tyler Technologies maintains the Douglas County's current New World Systems software (ERP). This
includes modules for Finance, HR, Utility Billing, and Tyler Cashiering. Douglas County is in the
process of upgrading the ERP and plans to implement the upgrade in late calendar year 2024. The
current maintenance contract was for a three year period and has a provision that allows annual one year
extensions unless either party gives 60 days notice of termination. The contract was set to expire on
December 31, 2023, but was automatically extended under the terms of the agreement. This action is for
the Commission to formally approve the extension of the contract for one year in the amount of
$228,836.43 plus an additional five percent (5%) contingency fee to cover inflation. Extending the
existing agreement by one year will ensure the current ERP is still functional and that the County will
continue to receive maintenance services. This agreement can be terminated with a 60-day notice in
writing prior to the end of the renewal period.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
23 Tyler Invoice.pdf
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Tyler Technologies service agreement 12-23-20.pdf
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. O.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to accept the auditor's report on Douglas County's general ledger cash
balances through December 29, 2023, per Nevada Revised Statutes 251.030. (Kathy Lewis)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Accept the auditor's report on Douglas County's general ledger cash balances through December 29,
2023, as presented.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
None
 
BACKGROUND:
Under their Nevada Revised Statutes 251.030 duties, County Comptrollers are required to report to the
Board of County Commissioners, at each regular board meeting, the condition of each fund in the
treasury. The attached Cash Report reflects the cash balances currently recorded in the County’s general
ledger, or official accounting record. Actual general ledger cash balances may differ from reported cash
balances due to timing differences of general ledger entries.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
Cash Report as of December 29, 2023.pdf
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Fund Description
 Beginning Balance*

12/16/2023 
 Total Debits 

Increases 
 Total Credits 

Decreases 
Notes

 Ending Balance 
12/29/2023 

101 General Fund 21,434,529.91              3,181,205.85            1,696,373.39            1 22,919,362.37$        
101 General Fund - RESTRICTED 542,797.05                   -                           -                           542,797.05               
201 Stabilization Fund 716,389.13                   772.10                     -                           717,161.23               
202 NV Cooperative Extension 848,478.70                   18,224.09                611.06                     866,091.73               
208 Cash Trust 1,555,326.22                -                           2,254.52                  1,553,071.70            
211 Solid Waste Mgmt. 2,627,042.39                2,761.23                  2,331.68                  2,627,471.94            
212 Landscape Maintenance Districts 9,252.09                       661.48                     -                           9,913.57                   
215 Assistance To Indigents 1,427,829.89                101,305.76               -                           1,529,135.65            
216 Social Services 2,704,097.39                90,234.64                65,122.40                2,729,209.63            
217 One Nevada (Opioid Settlement) 742,940.90                   4,309.91                  -                           747,250.81               
218 ARPA 6,935,123.62                8,985.00                  250,000.00               2 6,694,108.62            
220 PALS Sales Tax Fund -                               227,657.94               -                           3 227,657.94               
222 Law Library 49,028.50                     52.51                       -                           49,081.01                 
224 Library  - Unrestricted 1,137,520.41                1,607.49                  48,057.32                1,091,070.58            
232 Road Operating 2,856,196.38                99,185.39                24,394.95                2,930,986.82            
234 Room Tax 8,637,993.31                1,404,767.79            1,059,634.17            4 8,983,126.93            
235 Library Gift Fund 102,019.54                   683.25                     4,152.57                  98,550.22                 
236 Tahoe-Douglas Trans.Dist. 3,951,232.42                4,794.70                  1,290.33                  3,954,736.79            
240 Justice Ct. Admin. Assess 1,168,664.46                1,264.86                  250.00                     1,169,679.32            
242 China Spring Youth Camp 482,177.80                   69,973.28                126,910.27               425,240.81               
245 Stormwater Management 1,697,069.08                1,930.73                  16,269.73                1,682,730.08            
246 Flood Litigation Settlement Fund 173,767.27                   -                           -                           173,767.27               
255 911 Emergency Services 3,069,400.75                116,504.93               44,849.15                3,141,056.53            
256 911 Surcharge 835,906.78                   1,031.59                  45,611.65                791,326.72               
260 Senior Services Program 1,687,120.95                17,284.64                62,354.57                1,642,051.02            
309 Risk Management 7,945,947.86                22,206.76                96,623.36                7,871,531.26            
310 Self Ins.Dental Insurance 769,575.85                   4,583.74                  16,503.32                757,656.27               
313 Motor Pool/Vehicle Maint 1,241,754.02                1,200.27                  26,517.91                1,216,436.38            
324 Regional Water Fund 2,000,394.77                27,196.33                20,950.46                2,006,640.64            
325 Sewer Utility 7,973,660.76                188,408.42               59,539.59                8,102,529.59            
325 Sewer Utility - RESTRICTED 203,861.00                   -                           -                           203,861.00               
328 Douglas County Water Utility 19,680,763.97              305,126.06               64,870.46                5 19,921,019.57          
328 Douglas County Water Utility  - RESTRICTED 240,423.33                   -                           -                           240,423.33               
360 Airport Enterprise Fund 1,708,851.94                84,333.62                3,675.17                  1,789,510.39            
360 Airport Enterprise Fund - RESTRICTED 7,932.71                       -                           -                           7,932.71                   
401 Extraordinary Maintenance 3,517,953.10                3,763.13                  -                           3,521,716.23            
405 Ad Val Capital Projects 2,045,583.55                87,970.39                -                           2,133,553.94            
410 County Construction 6,473,399.48                7,047.95                  62,153.00                6,418,294.43            
420 Park Resident.Const.Tax 945,278.13                   8,243.48                  -                           953,521.61               
430 Regional Transportation 16,339,068.12              248,995.54               7,583.08                  6 16,580,480.58          
541 Co Debt/Other Resources 326,157.09                   -                           -                           326,157.09               
600 Dc Redevelopment Area 2-Admin. 73,284.23                     125,372.01               -                           198,656.24               
601 Dc Redevl. Area 2-Cap. Projects 25,681.55                     27.47                       -                           25,709.02                 
606 Dc Redevel.-Cap.Projects 2,588,130.85                2,768.50                  28,200.00                2,562,699.35            
610 Gardnerville Town 1,094,565.96                119,628.52               34,123.12                1,180,071.36            
611 Gardnerville Health & San 841,880.15                   55,238.40                61,093.26                836,025.29               
614 G'ville Ad Val Cap Proj 148,630.21                   158.70                     -                           148,788.91               
620 Genoa Town 518,238.20                   14,941.42                28,494.05                504,685.57               
622 Genoa Ad Val Cap Projects 65,507.70                     70.04                       -                           65,577.74                 
624 Genoa Construction Res 13,795.92                     15.24                       -                           13,811.16                 
630 Minden Town 1,196,386.24                109,047.34               26,830.31                1,278,603.27            
631 Minden Ad Val Cap Project 90,292.18                     96.32                       -                           90,388.50                 
635 Minden Trash 608,698.20                   36,187.67                30,423.13                614,462.74               
636 Minden Cap.Equip./Constr. 2,159,645.43                2,310.26                  -                           2,161,955.69            
639 Minden Wholesale Water Utility 6,039,946.01                26,523.14                12,767.65                6,053,701.50            
640 Minden Town Water 8,263,895.97                49,238.91                10,925.55                8,302,209.33            
850 Employee Benefit Trust 1,356,727.45                28,564.57                503,085.67               7 882,206.35               

Total Cash for County & Unincorporated Towns 161,897,816.87            6,914,463.36            4,544,826.85            164,267,453.38        

Cash Report

12/16/2023 - 12/29/2023

Douglas County, Nevada
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Fund Description
 Beginning Balance*

12/16/2023 
 Total Debits 

Increases 
 Total Credits 

Decreases 
Notes

 Ending Balance 
12/29/2023 

710 School District 1,466,820.32                1,299,153.59            527,118.14               2,238,855.77            
720 School Dist. Debt 191,650.40                   172,455.94               68,120.24                295,986.10               
804 Carson Water Sub 38,036.37                     34,035.28                13,655.07                58,416.58                 
806 Cave Rock 3,347.11                       3,401.02                  342.60                     6,405.53                   
808 Dcsid M&O -                               -                           -                           -                           
809 EFFPD 579,220.17                   535,797.81               206,829.61               908,188.37               
810 Elk Point Sanitation 160.35                          202.79                     42.35                       320.79                      
812 Gardnerville Rancho Gid 54,647.35                     35,074.83                21,231.32                68,490.86                 
813 Genoa Lakes District 248,812.17                   -                           -                           248,812.17               
814 Indian Hill 23,152.43                     61,829.54                -                           84,981.97                 
818 Kingsbury GID 45,800.78                     33,731.14                14,235.26                65,296.66                 
822 Lakeridge 3,247.32                       595.84                     855.02                     2,988.14                   
823 Legal Services 5,227.88                       14.76                       -                           5,242.64                   
824 Logan Creek 3,183.20                       5,777.80                  88.90                       8,872.10                   
826 MGSD 27,637.58                     27,561.01                9,135.46                  46,063.13                 
830 Oliver Park 4,103.09                       3,403.82                  1,394.82                  6,112.09                   
832 Round Hill GID 7,901.45                       21,059.94                3,182.59                  25,778.80                 
834 Sierra Estates 1,713.04                       703.50                     909.04                     1,507.50                   
836 Skyland 3,430.41                       3,523.04                  880.69                     6,072.76                   
838 Tahoe Douglas Sanitation 12,679.08                     11,013.23                3,812.45                  19,879.86                 
839 Tahoe Douglas Fire 370,985.54                   349,689.08               127,629.68               593,044.94               
840 Topaz Estates 17,755.73                     5,360.52                  7,978.18                  15,138.07                 
842 Zephyr Cove 1,607.53                       1,315.59                  1,025.73                  1,897.39                   
844 Zephyr Heights 4,392.78                       4,800.73                  663.20                     8,530.31                   
846 Zephyr Knolls 1,888.55                       1,498.34                  1,069.95                  2,316.94                   
847 EF Swim Pool Dist Oper 160,323.95                   140,465.34               58,180.03                242,609.26               
855 Inmate Commissary Fund 103,023.59                   535.19                     3,788.33                  99,770.45                 
856 Inmates Trust 19,888.20                     -                           -                           19,888.20                 
865 Unclaimed Monies 79,802.32                     -                           -                           79,802.32                 
885 Mosquito District 35,287.22                     35,543.31                12,162.98                58,667.55                 
890 State Of Nevada 2,340,680.49                460,440.80               -                           2,801,121.29            
892 Department Of Wildlife 7,112.91                       -                           1,530.00                  5,582.91                   
894 Range Improvements -                               -                           -                           -                           
896 Refund Of Taxes -                               -                           -                           -                           

Total Cash for Agency and Trust Funds 5,863,519.31                3,248,983.78            1,085,861.64            8,026,641.45            

Total Cash 167,761,336.18$       10,163,447.14$     5,630,688.49$       172,294,094.83$      

Notes

1 General Fund Revenue Collections, Consolidated Tax/Sales Tax October 2023 $1.24M / Payroll
2 ARPA Accounts Payable - East Fork Fire Protection District - Wildland Engine Retrofit $250K
3 PALS Sales Tax Fund Revenue - Consolidated Tax/Sales Tax October 2023 $228M
4 Room Tax Revenue - HDL Nov 2023 TOT $1.3M / Accounts Payable - Douglas Visitor Authority $711K
5 Douglas County Water Utility Revenue Collections
6 Regional Transportation Revenue - State Department Motor Fuel & Jet Fuel Tax $246K
7 Employee Benefit Trust Benefits payment

* Difference in beginning balance of this report and ending balance of prior report is due to past-dated journal entries being posted
after the prior cash report was prepared 
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. P.
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COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to adopt Resolution 2024R-004 to roll over $11,513,821 of budgetary
authority for Grants from Fiscal Year 2022-23 to Fiscal Year 2023-24. (Kathy Lewis)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Adopt Resolution 2024R-004 to roll over $11,513,821 of budgetary authority for Grants from Fiscal
Year 2022-23 to Fiscal Year 2023-24 as presented.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
$11,513,821 of budgetary authority for previously approved grants will be carried forward to Fiscal
Year (FY) 2023-24 in various funds. $11,489,896 will be added to expenditure authority, and $23,925
will be added to ending fund balance. Additionally, the budgeted FY24 reserves related to FY23 grants
will be removed from the FY24 budget.
 
BACKGROUND:
Each grant has been approved by the Board of County Commissioners on or before to June 30, 2023.
These grants span multiple fiscal years, so the unspent budgetary authority must be carried forward
from one year to the next in order for the projects to be completed. This resolution carries forward
$11,513,821 of unspent grant funds as of June 30, 2023 into Fiscal Year 2023-24. This action does not
authorize any new grants or projects, and does not appropriate additional budgetary authority beyond
that which was previously authorized.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
2024R-004 Grant Carry Forward_updated 1-11-24.pdf
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Revenue
101-000 331.500 - Grant Revenue - Federal 373,153                 
101-000 331.510 - Grant Revenue - State 134,317                 
101-000 301.240 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense 156,414                 
216-000 331.500 - Grant Revenue - Federal 112,129                 
216-000 331.510 - Grant Revenue - State 18,399                   
216-000 3301.240 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense 13,841                   
217-000 331.510 - Grant Revenue - State 414,585                 
217-000 301.240 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense 101,515                 
218-000 331.500 - Grant Revenue - Federal 6,750,875              
234-000 301.240 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense 5,733                     
236-000 331.500 - Grant Revenue - Federal 1,385,000              
242-000 331.500 - Grant Revenue - Federal 641,994                 
242-000 301.240 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense 5,244                     
245-000 331.500 - Grant Revenue - Federal 14,382                   
245-000 301.240 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense 18,586                   
260-000 331.500 - Grant Revenue - Federal 610,062                 
260-000 301.240 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense 221,295                 
313-000 331.500 - Grant Revenue - Federal 44,426                   
360-000 331.500 - Grant Revenue - Federal 151,596                 
360-000 301.240 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense 6,174                     
430-000 331.500 - Grant Revenue - Federal 317,496                 
430-000 301.240 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense 16,605                   

TOTAL REVENUES 11,513,821            

Expenditures
101-124 565.010 - Grant Pass Through 68,378                   
101-172 540.010 - Grants-Services & Supplies 259,111                 
101-184 540.010 - Grants-Services & Supplies 25,774                   
101-212 532.009 - Swat Program Costs 7,072                     
101-215 511.170 - Overtime 199                        
101-226 511.170 - Overtime 27,858                   
101-246 510.000 - Salaries & Wages 18,825                   
101-281 565.010 - Grant Pass Through 134,570                 
101-361 540.010 - Grants-Services & Supplies 27,728                   
101-371 540.010 - Grants-Services & Supplies 94,369                   
216-551 510.000 - Salaries & Wages 13,186                   
216-551 540.010 - Grants-Services & Supplies 105,241                 
216-552 510.000 - Salaries & Wages 25,942                   

RESOLUTION NUMBER 2024R-004

RESOLUTION AUGMENTING VARIOUS FUNDS
2023 - 2024 FISCAL YEAR BUDGET

WHEREAS, there is a need to revise the budget to reflect revised revenues and expenditures to the
County as follows:
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217-551 540.010 - Grants-Services & Supplies 516,100                 
218-172 540.010 - Grants-Services & Supplies 2,247,098              
218-172 562.100 - Capital Outlay - Grants 4,192,216              
218-172 565.010 - Grant Pass Through 311,561                 
234-805 562.000 - Capital Projects 5,733                     
236-828 565.010 - Grant Pass Through 1,380,000              
242-362 510.000 - Salaries & Wages 641,994                 
242-362 540.010 - Grants-Services & Supplies 5,244                     
245-820 510.000 - Salaries & Wages 13,862                   
245-820 540.010 - Grants-Services & Supplies 19,106                   
260-680 510.000 - Salaries & Wages 161,803                 
260-680 511.150 - Grant Match-Salaries 58,649                   
260-680 540.010 - Grants-Services & Supplies 91,195                   
260-680 541.501 - Grant Match-Serv & Supplies 75,024                   
260-680 562.100 - Capital Outlay - Grants 340,000                 
260-680 562.110 - Capital Outlay - Grant Match 60,000                   
260-680 564.700 - Motor Vehicles 44,686                   
313-829 562.100 - Capital Outlay - Grants 20,400                   
313-829 562.110 - Capital Outlay - Grant Match 5,101                     
360-611 540.010 - Grants-Services & Supplies 59,000                   
360-611 562.100 - Capital Outlay - Grants 92,596                   
360-611 562.110 - Capital Outlay - Grant Match 6,174                     
430-421 532.118 - Major Repair and Maintenance 7,791                     
430-421 562.000 - Capital Projects 326,310                 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 11,489,896            

23F27 236-828 625.260 - Grant Revenue and Expense 5,000                     
23F36 313-821 625.260 - Grant Revenue and Expense 18,925                   

TOTAL FUND BALANCE 23,925                   

Transfers
101-000 301.240 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense (115,093)                
101-997 625.260 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense (115,093)                
216-000 301.240 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense (134,869)                
216-551 625.260 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense (118,394)                
216-551 699.000 - Ending Fund Balance (16,475)                  
234-000 301.240 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense (21,833)                  
234-801 699.000 - Ending Fund Balance (21,833)                  
242-000 301.240 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense (686,994)                
242-362 625.260 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense (686,994)                
260-000 301.240 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense (723,169)                
260-680 625.260 - Reserves - Grant Revenue and Expense (723,169)                

TOTAL TRANSFERS -                         
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amended.

VOTE: Ayes Commissioners:

Nays Commissioners:  

Absent Commissioners:

Wesley Rice, Chairman
Douglas County Board of Commissioners

ATTEST:

Amy Burgans
Douglas County Clerk-Treasurer

      NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the 2023 - 2024 Fiscal Year budget is herein

Adopted this 1st day of February, 2024 by the following vote:
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to approve Resolution 2024R-016 augmenting the Douglas County
Library budget by $3,000 based on the Library Board of Trustees recommendation and accept a Federal
Library Services and Technology Act (LSTA) Continuing Education Grant-In-Aid Award. (Timothy
DeGhelder) 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Approve Resolution 2024R-016 augmenting the Douglas County Library budget by $3,000 and accept
an LSTA Continuing Education Grant-In-Aid Award as presented.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
The grant, project 24F18, will augment the library budget by $3,000 to fund expenses for the Library
Director and Library Supervisor to attend the 2024 Public Library Association Conference in
Columbus, OH from April 2, 2024 to April 5, 2024. Expenses will include registration, travel, housing
and per diem.
 
BACKGROUND:
The Library Board of Trustees has accepted the grant and recommends the Board of County
Commissioners augment the Library's budget to reflect the $3,000.00 Federal LSTA grant. The funds
will be used by the Library Director, Timothy DeGhelder, and Lake Tahoe Library Supervisor, Vanna
Bells, to attend the 2024 Public Library Association Conference in Columbus, Ohio from April 2, 2024
through April 5, 2024.  
 
ATTACHMENTS:
23-20 DCPL PLA signed.pdf
LSTA Grant form packet (003).pdf
Board Resolution 2024R-016.pdf
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224 804

 24F18 Library

3,000.00$                                                         

7.1.23 End Date 6.30.24

        or Match % 0%

Match Type

Grant Revenue - Federal 3,000.00$             

Grant Revenue - State -$                      
Grant Revenue - Non-Govt. -$                      

Match - Non Grant Reimbursement -$                      

3,000.00$             

                       Expenditure

Salaries & Benefits
224-804 511.150 Grant Match - Salary

224-804 540.010 Grants-Services & Supplies 3,000.00$             

224-804 541.501 Grant Match - Serv & Supplies

224-804 562.000 Grants-Capital Outlay

224-804 562.110 Grant Match - Capital Outlay

3,000.00$             

Year Amount

FY23-24 3,000.00$             

Total 3,000.00$             

Date

Date

Date

224-000 331.510

Total Revenue

Pass-Thru Contact Email  

Grantor Contact Phone # 

Pass-Thru Contact Phone # 

Pass-Through Contract # 

Grantor Contact Email  nenafresia@admin.nv.gov

Source of Funds

Approval to apply Debbie Swickard

Various

                            Revenue

Internal Review Committee

Where will match funds come from?

Total Expenditure

Estimated Grant Funds (including County Match) by Fiscal Year

Required Approvals

1.10.24

Is this Budgeted?

224-000 331.500 (Awarding entity, county match, etc)

Douglas County Finance Department

Grant Information Form

Board of County Commissioners

Federal 2023 LSTA Continuing Education Grant-In-Aid Award

Contact email timothy.deghelder@douglas.lib.nv.us

Pass-Thru Contact Name 

Grant Title  

Reporting Frequency

Method of Funding  

Grantor Contact Name  

Fund-Department # 

224-000 360.300

Financial Information

County Match Required?  

Grant Start Date

       Match Amt  

Total Grant Funds

775-684-3373

Federal CFDA# 45.310

County Contact Information

Grantor Information

Contact Name  Timothy DeGhelder

Nena Fresia

Pass-Through Entity 

Complete only GREY areas

Awarding Entity
Nevada State Library, Archives and Public Records

Phone#

                            or

        Fund-Department NameProject Number 

1/9/2024

775-782-9841

LSTA Grant

Today's Date

Grant Purpose  

The awarded funding will fund expenses for the Library Director and Library Supervisor to attend the 2024 Public 
Library Association Conference in Columbus, OH from April 2, 2024 to April 5, 2024.  Expenses will include 
registration, travel, housing and per diem.

Grant Type  Federal- Enter CFDA

No Yes - enter $amount or %

State Other

Advance Reimbursement

Monthly Quarterly AnnuallySemi-Annually Upon Completion

In-Kind Cash

Yes

Yes

Yes

No - explain below

No - explain below

No - explain below
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224

Project: Federal 2023 LSTA Continuing Education Grant-In-Aid Award
Project # 24F18

Revenue
224-000 331.500 Grant Revenue - Federal 3,000.00 
224-000 331.510 Grant Revenue - State - 
224-000 360.300 Grant Revenue - Non Govt. - 

Match - Non Grant Reimbursement - 
TOTAL REVENUES 3,000.00 

Expenditures
Various Salaries & Benefits - 
224-804 511.150 Grant Match - Salary - 
224-804 540.010 Grants-Services & Supplies 3,000.00 
224-804 541.501 Grant Match - Serv & Supplies - 
224-804 562.000 Grants-Capital Outlay - 

Match 224-804 562.110 Grant Match - Capital Outlay - 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 3,000.00 

amended.

VOTE: Ayes Commissioners:

Nays Commissioners:  

Absent Commissioners:

Wesley Rice, Chairman
Douglas County Board of Commissioners

ATTEST:

Amy Burgans
Douglas County Clerk-Treasurer

Adopted this _______ day of _________________, 20__ by the following vote:

RESOLUTION NUMBER 2024R-016

RESOLUTION AUGMENTING DEPARTMENT 

2023-2024 FISCAL YEAR BUDGET

WHEREAS, there is a need to revise the budget to reflect revised revenues and expenditures to the
County as follows:

      NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the 2023-2024 Fiscal Year budget is herein
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: CONSENT CALENDAR

AGENDA ITEM NO. R.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to accept the Public Guardian's 2023 Fourth Quarter Report for the
period beginning October 1, 2023, and ending December 31, 2023, per Douglas County Code 2.22.135.
(Nicole Thomas)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Accept the Public Guardian's 2023 Fourth Quarter Report, as presented.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
Guardianship fees received for the quarter ending December 31, 2023, totaled $2,170.77.
 
BACKGROUND:
Attached is the Public Guardian's 2023 Fourth Quarter Report for the period of October 1, 2023, through
December 31, 2023. A total of $2,170.77 was collected in fees.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
Quarterly Report Oct, Nov, Dec 2023.doc.pdf
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                                     Nicole Thomas 

                Public Guardian 
            P.O. Box 1929 

         Minden, NV 89423 

        (775)782-6216   (775)782-9031 (f) 

             

  

 

DOUGLAS COUNTY PUBLIC GUARDIAN 

Quarterly Report for Period Ending 

December 31st 2023 
 

 

 

Number of Protected Persons: 

   Active Guardianships (12/31/2023)   25-Full Guardianships 

   Active Guardianships of Estate   1- Estate Only   

   Active Guardianships of Person   0- Person Only 

   Active Temporary Guardianships   0 

Minor Guardianship     1 

 

Guardianships received this quarter   1 

   Protected Persons deceased this quarter  0 

 Guardianship dismissed (other than death)  0 

  

 

  Referrals Pending      2 

  Estates to Close      2 

  Estates Converted to Administrator   0 

  Estates Closed      0 

 

  Investigations Received     3                

  Investigations Closed     1 

  Investigations Converted to Guardianships  1 

 

  Clients deemed indigent     6 
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Placement:    

Douglas County 

  Carson Valley Senior Living   0 

  Gardnerville Health & Rehab   2 

  In their own home     4 

 

 

Carson City 

  Mountain View Health & Rehab  8 

  Prestige Memory Care    1 

     

Reno/Sparks 

  Mt. Olive Care     1 

  Well-care      2 

  Pleasant Care Group Home   1 

  Starlight Group Home    1  

  JC Family       1 

  Glenda Care Facility    1 

   

Yerington   

  Mason Valley Residence    1 

 

Fallon 

  The Homestead     0 

  Highland Village of Fallon   0 

 

Las Vegas 

 Neuro Restorative      2 

 

 

 

*Twenty- six clients under the care of the Public Guardian Office, including one 

Guardianships of Estate, and one minor guardianship. We have two pending estates 

to close, and two referrals to complete.       

Guardianship fees generated and deposited to the General Fund: $2,170.77  

 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Nicole Thomas 
cc: Amber Handy, Esq.              

 Jenifer Davidson, County Manager 

      Board of County Commissioners      
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TITLE:
For presentation only. Update from the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management
("BLM"), Carson City District Office, of the BLM's activities in Douglas County and surrounding
areas. (Jonathan Palma, BLM Acting Sierra Field Manager)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Presentation only.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
None  
 
BACKGROUND:
Update of BLM activities in the area. Including, but not limited to:

Painted Rock Mine
Van Sickle Conservation Easement
Special Recreation Permits that have been issued
Post-Fire Restoration at Indian Creek Recreation Area

 
 
ATTACHMENTS:
BLM Updates.docx
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Douglas County Commissioner Meeting Updates
BLM Carson City District

February 1, 2024

Painted Rock Mine EA: 
 Project is in Douglas County, Nevada on the east side of the Carson Valley. BIA is the lead 

Federal Agency. BLM and Douglas County are cooperating agencies. The BLM actions include 
connected OHV access and parking that would be affected by the use of the road ROW by gravel 
trucks. Additional actions include a use authorization by Douglas County for use of Johnson 
Lane. There is a high level of public interest in this project due mostly to proposed use of 
Johnson Lane by the gravel trucks. 

 BLM is currently reviewing draft EA. The public comment period and meeting will likely be
scheduled this Spring.

Pine Nut Herbicide and Seeding DNA

 The proposed project consists of implementing fine fuels reductions and revegetation within 
roadside fuel breaks and rangeland areas previously impacted by fires and cheatgrass invasion 
resulting in diminishing ecological integrity. In targeted areas within and adjacent to the Pine 
Nut Mountain range, the BLM is proposing to implement fuels treatments on up to a total of 
15,500 acres within

Land Use Authorization
 Gardnerville Water Co. is seeking to put two new water tanks on public land. An EA will be

required. Water Company and BLM need to meet for next steps.
 Smelter Creek was authorized under an emergency CX for short term clearance and

maintenance of Smelter Creek. The short-term authorization expires mid-year and it is
anticipated that Douglas County will submit a renewal application to authorize the same length
and width currently authorized for maintenance of the creek.

 Frontier Communications has applied for right-of-way renewals. BLM is currently waiting on 
the shapefiles.

 Sierra Lutheran High School working through the Lutheran Church Extension Fund request to 
conduct a direct sale of the land the Sierra Lutheran High School currently sits on. Next step is 
concurrence from the BLM Nevada State Director. That meeting is scheduled for February.

Post-fire restoration at Indian Creek Recreation Area
 BLM continues moving forward with implementation of the Tamarack post-fire plan, which 

includes replacing and repairing the facilities at Indian Creek Campground in Alpine County, as 
well as removing burned hazard trees and revegetating burned areas.

 In the fall staff from the Carson City District with support from Sugar Pine Foundation, 
Patagonia and Vail Resorts planted an additional 800 Jeffery pines at the entrance to the 
campground.

 BLM has a contractor is working on removal of hazard tree in several hundred areas in the high 
use area around the campground and Curt Lake area.

 BLM is completing a new boundary fence around the campground and Curtz Lake area.
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Special Recreation Permits:
 Currently authorized Special Recreation Permits active in Douglas County are:

o Aramark Services, Inc. – OHV Rentals/Tours in the Pine Nuts
o Full Access Tahoe, LLC – OHV Rentals/Tours in the Pine Nuts
o Tim & Tracy Nelson (AirBnB Experiences) – OHV Tours in the Pine Nuts.
o Northern Mono County Chamber of Commerce – OHV Tours in the Pine Nuts.
o Nevada Off Road Association – OHV Poker Run, Smith Valley Area

 Pending Special Recreation Permits in Douglas County are:
o Valley Off Road Race Association – OHV Race 
o Bike Monkey Inc. – Mountain Bike Race in the Pine Nuts.

Sierra Front Field Manager Vacancy
 Jonathan Palma will be the acting Sierra Front Field Manager, starting December 31, 2023 for 120 

days while the Carson City District works on the permanent hiring process. 
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TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to approve the reorganization of the management structure of the
Douglas County Public Library, including eliminating one Library Supervisor position and creating an
Assistant Library Director which would result in a potential salary budget increase of $12,416 for Fiscal
Year 2024-25. (Timothy DeGhelder)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Approve the reorganization of the Douglas County Public Library, including eliminating one Library
Supervisor position and creating an Assistant Library Director as presented.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
Finance has reported there is money in the current library budget without the need to ask for an increase
in budget. 
 
The current library supervisor hourly and annual salary (grade 202):
$33.69- $47.17 
$70,075.20 - $98,113.60
 
The new proposed hourly and annual salary for the Assistant Library Director (grade 205):
$42.44 - $59.42
$88,275.20 - $123,593.60
 
Finance reported a salary increase of $9,300 with the starting rate related to current Library Supervisor
positions. PERS increase would be an increase of $3,116.
 
Total increase for reorganization would be- $12,416.
 
BACKGROUND:
During its March 2023 meeting, the Library Board of Trustees voted unanimously to eliminate one
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Library Supervisor position and create the position of Assistant Library Director (AD). Currently, the
Library has three library supervisors. Each supervisor runs one of the following areas: youth, adult and
Lake Tahoe branch. All three incumbents will be provided the opportunity to apply for the newly
created position.  
 
A new job description has been drafted to create an Assistant Library Director classification. Human
Resources recommended classification of Assistant Library Director at pay grade 205. During the
creation of this position the Library Board did not want to add staff but redistribute administrative
duties.
 
The Library Board is in favor of the proposed Assistant Library Director position to help with the
following:

Long-term/sustainability planning. 
The AD will help when the Library Director is off-site and also with special projects and
committees.
Further the goals and objectives  as outlined in the Library's Strategic Plan. AD to help with
committees. 
By eliminating a Library Supervisor to create AD the personnel costs will be held in check.
 Library staff will not grow but responsibility will increase.
The new AD will be able to develop high level management skills with input from the Library
Director.
The AD could help with future succession planning in the library. 

 
 Attached is an organizational chart reflecting current and proposed structure.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
Current and Proposed Library Management Chart.pdf
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Current Library Management Organizational Chart 
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Proposed Library Management Organizational Chart 
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TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion on the adoption of Ordinance 2024-1632, amending Douglas County
Code, Chapter 2.02-County Personnel Regulation, including: corrections, allowing for the extension of
probation in certain circumstances, and revising provisions related to approving of leaves of absence.
Second Reading. (Christine Vido)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Adopt Ordinance 2024-1632 as presented. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
None
 
BACKGROUND:
An ordinance amending Douglas County Code, Chapter 2.02 County Personnel Regulations, Section
2.02.030-Definitions including corrections to references and terms; Section 2.02.070-Service adding a
provision allowing for extension of probation in certain circumstances, and Section
2.02.080-Attendance and Leave, revising the authority for approval of leaves of absence greater than 30
days and establishing a maximum timeframe for leaves without pay. These revisions ensure consistency
among personnel practices, including those negotiated with Douglas County collective bargaining units.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
County Ordinance 2024-1632 Leave of Absence and Probation Period Extension.pdf

357

https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/2373061/County_Ordinance_2024-1632_Leave_of_Absence_and_Probation_Period_Extension.pdf


 

 
Page 1 of 7 
Ord. 2024-1632 
 

ORDINANCE NUMBER 2024-1632 
 

SUMMARY 
An ordinance amending Douglas County Code, Chapter 2.02 County Personnel Regulations, 
Section 2.02.030-Definitions including corrections to references and terms; Section 2.02.070-
Service adding a provision allowing for extension of probation in certain circumstances, and 
Section 2.02.080-Attendance and Leave, revising the authority for approval of leaves of absence 
greater than 30 days and establishing a maximum timeframe for leaves without pay.  These 
revisions ensure consistency among personnel practices, including those negotiated with Douglas 
County collective bargaining units. 

 
TITLE 

Ordinance 2024-1632, amending Douglas County Code, Chapter 2.02-County Personnel 
Regulation, including: corrections, allowing for the extension of probation in certain 
circumstances, and revising provisions related to approving of leaves of absence.  

 
 The Board of County Commissioners of the County of Douglas of the State of Nevada, 
does Ordain: 
 
 SECTION 1: The Douglas County Code, Chapter 2.02, is hereby amended as follows, 
with new language shown underlined and deleted language shown with a strikethrough as set forth 
below, all other sections shall remain in full force and effect: 
 
 
2.02.030 Definitions. 
 The words and phrases used in this chapter will have the following meanings: 
 A. “Anniversary date”: The date from which eligibility for consideration for merit 
increases are calculated. 
 B. “Appointing authority”: The department head or elected official with legal 
authority to appoint or dismiss employees in that department. 
 C. “Bargaining unit”: An employees’ association organized under NRS chapter 
288. 
 D. “Class”: Positions in one occupation or profession which have approximately 
the same duties and responsibilities and share the same job title. The education, 
experience, knowledge, skills and abilities needed to fulfill the position are the same, 
and the same tests may be used to qualify. 
 E. “Class series”: Includes all classes at all levels of difficulty and responsibility in 
the same occupation. 
 F. “County”: Unless the context otherwise requires, includes the term “Town”. 
 G. “Classification plan”: Consists of all the classifications established within the 
county and their pay grade.  
 H. “Classification study”: Investigation of a position to determine its proper class. 
 I. “Classified positions”: All positions regulated by the county personnel 
ordinance. Each will be assigned a pay grade in the classification plan and will be 
defined by a job description.  Specific classifications excluded from this definition are 
identified in subsection 2.02.030(MM (NN) (Unclassified positions). 
 J. “Code of Conduct”: Is defined as follows and as may be further described in 
the Douglas County Administrative Policies and Procedures. It is expected that all 
persons in employed by the County shall conduct themselves in a manner befitting their 
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position.  Courtesy, honesty, and respect for others are important attributes for all 
public servants whether appointed, elected or employed.  Everyone who serves the 
County should treat others in a professional manner being mindful of the fact they are 
expected to represent and be accountable to the people they serve.  
 K. “Compensation schedule”: A listing of the pay grades, compensation ranges 
and assigned classifications. Commonly referred to as the pay plan. 
 L. “Days”: Unless otherwise specified, consecutive calendar days. 
 M. “Demotion”: Movement of an employee to a position in a lower pay grade 
than the employee's currently assigned classification, for disciplinary or voluntary 
reasons. 
 N. “Department”: A unit of the county government under an elected official or 
department head, other than the county commission, and any unit of the county 
government created by action of the board of county commissioners by ordinance or 
otherwise. 
 O. “Department head”: Those individuals serving as the head of a county 
department or district reporting directly to the county manager, county commission or a 
board appointed by the commission. 
 P. “EAP”: Employee assistance program. 
 Q. “Effective date”: Date of specific action. 
 R. “Emergency appointment”: Under extraordinary circumstances, including but 
not limited to loss of life, incapacitating illness, or termination, an appointing authority 
may make an appointment without regard to the rules on certification or appointment. 
 S. “Exempt”: An employee who is exempt from the requirements of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act and is not eligible for overtime. 
 T. “Grade”:  A grade designates the assigned level of a position on the 
Compensation Schedule (pay plan). See Pay Grade. 
 U. “Grant-funded position”: A position which is authorized dependent upon the 
department generating the revenue to fund the position, usually from some outside 
grant. 
 V. “Hours worked”: Those hours during which the employee is actually at work, 
on annual leave, holiday leave, or sick leave. 
 W. “Manager”: Those individuals serving in positions responsible for a division or 
a specific functional unit within a county department. 
 X. “Merit salary increase”: A pay increase given an employee for meeting or 
exceeding the job performance standards of the position to which she or he is assigned.  
 Y. “Nonexempt”: An employee who is eligible to receive overtime compensation 
in accordance with the Fair Labor Standards Act. 

Z. “On call employee”: Those who work inconsistent and varied schedules as 
needed, for 1,039 hours or less in a fiscal year. On call employees are not eligible for 
merit pay increases. 
 AA. “Part-time employee”: One who works less than thirty hours per week. 
 BB. “Position job description”: A written description of the tasks and 
responsibilities of a position, education, and experience required and skills and abilities 
necessary to perform a job. 
 CC. “Probation”: A period after an employee's initial appointment, or promotion 
to a higher pay grade, in which the appointing authority evaluates his suitability for the 
position. 
 DD. “Promotion”: Appointment of an employee to a position with a higher pay 
grade than the pay grade the employee is currently in. 
 EE. “Pay Grade”:  A defined pay range with a minimum, midpoint, and maximum 
specified rate of compensation. See Grade. 
 FF. “Reclassification”: A reallocation of a position within the compensation plan 
based upon significant changes in kind, difficulty or responsibility of the work 
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performed.  
 GG. “Regular employee”: An employee who has been retained in the position at 
the completion of the probationary period. 
 HH. “Reinstatement”: The assignment of an employee to the same or related 
position he or she was assigned before separation from county service. 
 II. “Resignation”: The choice of an employee to end employment with the 
county. 
 JJ. “Supervisor”: An administrative officer or employee in charge of any other 
employee, unit or operation. 
 KK. “Temporary employee”: A person hired for a period not to exceed six months 
or 1,039 hours of employment.  A temporary employee’s employment period may be 
extended upon written approval of the county manager and written notification to the 
human resources director, but in no case may the period exceed nine months or 1,039 
hours of employment.  
 LL. “Termination”: The conclusion of an employee's employment with the county. 
 MM. “Transfer”: Movement of an employee from one position to another position 
in the same pay grade. 
 NN. “Unclassified position”: A position in the county service which, unless 
otherwise specified, is not provided the protection as outlined in section 2.02.100 of this 
document. 
  1. The following positions are unclassified: 
   a. All department heads; 
   b. All attorneys; 
   c. County manager; 
   d. Assistant County manager; 
   d. Library director;  
   e. All elected officials; and 
   f. On call employees. 
  2. All positions under the jurisdiction of the district court judges, including 
juvenile probation, juvenile detention, and judicial services department are governed by 
the Court Personnel Regulations. 
  3. All other county classifications not identified in subsections NN (1) and 
(2) are classified employees, and governed by the county personnel ordinance. 
  4. Any individual appointed to an unclassified position serves at the will of 
the appointing authority and may be removed at will by the appointing authority 
without notice, cause or hearing. 
  5. A change in designation from classified to unclassified and vice versa 
may be made by the board of county commissioners upon recommendation from the 
county manager and amendment to the ordinance. Any change shall not affect the 
status of the incumbent to that position without the incumbent’s agreement for a period 
of twelve months after the change.    
  
 
2.02.070 Service. 
 A. Probationary periods.      
  1. All employees who are initially appointed to county service must serve a 
probationary period of twelve months. 
  a. The appointing authority may terminate, without cause, any employee 
initially appointed to county service, at any time during the probationary period. 
  b. An employee promoted to a classification with a higher pay grade must 
serve a probationary period of 26 complete biweekly pay periods of full-time service as 
a probationary period, unless the appointing authority or elected official specifically 
reduces the probationary period to 13 complete biweekly pay periods. 
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  c. An employee reclassified to a higher level position may be required, in 
the discretion of the appointing authority, to serve a six-month probationary period.  An 
employee who fails to pass promotional probation or who voluntarily requests 
demotion, and who had status as a regular non-probationary employee in a previous 
classification, will have a right to return to a position in that classification, if available.  
Such removal from the higher classification is without cause or right of appeal. 
  d. Employees who have not completed a probationary period in their 
current position and have been accepted for a promotion or transfer to another position 
within the county must successfully complete a new probationary period in the position 
to which they are promoted or transferred. 
  e. Time served in an acting capacity for a position may, in the discretion 
of the appointing authority, be counted toward the probationary period for the position. 
  f. An employee who is absent from work for a cumulative period of 30 
working days or longer during a probationary period may have the probationary period 
extended in writing by the appointing authority for the same period of time which the 
employee was absent from work. 
 
     2. a. It is the responsibility of the appointing authority to forward to the 
human resources manager department, prior to the expiration of probation, a 
statement indicating either: 

i. Retention of the employee in regular status. 
ii. Discharge of the employee.   

 b. Failure of the appointing authority to send the notice prior to the last 
day of the probationary period will result in the employee attaining regular 
status automatically. 

 B. Continuous service. 
 The following must not be considered as breaks in continuous service for all 
personnel actions: 
  1. Authorized military leave for active service, provided that the person is 
reinstated within ninety calendar days following honorable discharge from military 
service; 
  2. Authorized military leave for training duties not to exceed fifteen 
working days in any one calendar year; 
  3. Authorized leave with pay deemed to be beneficial to the public service; 
  4. Authorized leave without pay for thirty working days. 
 C. Performance evaluation. 
  1. Each appointing authority must report to the human resources manager 
department, in writing, the efficiency of their subordinates and employees in achieving 
and maintaining the standards of work performance established. 
  2. Performance evaluations will be made according to the following 
timetable based on the employee's appointment date: 
   a. For employees serving a probationary period of twelve months, 
performance evaluations may be required on the sixth month and will be required on 
the twelfth month after the day of the initial appointment.  For employees serving 
probationary periods of other lengths, end of probation evaluations are required; 
   b. Regular employees, annually on their anniversary date; 
   c. Temporary employees, at the end of service or annually, if 
directed by the appointing authority. 
  3. Each performance report must be discussed with the employee; the 
employee will be allowed to make responding written statements. 
  4. Each employee shall receive a written copy of the report at the time of 
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review. 
  

D. Transfer. 
  Transfer will be accomplished in accordance with the promotion and 
transfer policy. 
 E. Resignation.  Any employee who desires to resign may do so by notifying the 
appointing authority in writing. Failure to give notice at least two weeks prior to the 
effective date may be cause for denying any future employment with the county. 
 F. Layoff. 
  1. If it is necessary to reduce the county work force due to lack of funds 
or curtailment of operations, the appointing authority will determine the positions to be 
eliminated.  Layoffs within a classification will be determined on the basis of seniority, 
performance, and the best interests of the department with all probationary employees 
of the department being laid off before any regular employees. 
  2. All regular employees due to be laid off because of lack of work or 
funds shall be given written notice of such layoff at least sixty calendar days prior to the 
effective date. 
  3. In lieu of being laid off an employee may elect to go to any 
classification within a lower pay grade if there is a position available and the employee 
is qualified for the position in that lower pay grade and if the action is deemed 
appropriate by the appointing authority. 
  4. The names of regular and probationary employees laid off will be 
placed on the reemployment list for the class or position involved in reverse order of 
termination. The employee name will be maintained on the reemployment list for a 
period of one year. 
  5. Employees who are reemployed within one calendar year after they are 
laid off will be entitled to the reinstatement of accrued and unused sick leave remaining 
to their credit at the time of their layoff, only if the employee has not been 
compensated for any sick and vacation leave at the time of layoff.  The reemployed 
employee will accrue sick and annual leave at the same rate as when the layoff 
occurred.  
 
 2.02.080 Attendance and leave. 
 A. Attendance. 
  1. Each department head and elected official must insure that his 
department prepares and submits accurate attendance, leave and pay records, supplied 
by the payroll office. 
  2. The human resources manager department will establish standards and 
procedures for the reporting of attendance. The appointing authority must establish 
procedures and standards for the granting and scheduling of leaves pursuant to the 
provisions of this chapter. 
  3. The employee is responsible for placing accurate and complete 
information on a time sheet, and the employee’s signature constitutes his certification 
that the information is accurate and complete.  The employee’s supervisor is 
responsible for reviewing and certifying the accuracy and completeness of an 
employee’s time sheet.  The signature of the employee and the employee’s supervisor 
certifies the accuracy and completeness of all hours worked and leave used by the 
employee.  An employee who falsifies or places inaccurate or incomplete information on 
a time sheet or causes or attempts to cause another employee to falsify or place 
inaccurate or incomplete information on a time sheet may be subject to disciplinary 
action.  A supervisor who is negligent in reviewing and certifying the accuracy and 
completeness of an employee’s time sheet may be subject to disciplinary action. 
 B. Legal holidays. 
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  1. Legal holidays are defined as being those days provided for in section 
236.015 of NRS, together with discretionary holidays as may be declared from time to 
time by the governor pursuant to section 223.130 of NRS.   
  2. If a holiday falls during an employee's leave, holiday time will not be 
charged as leave. 
 C. Annual leave.  Annual leave will be administered in accordance with county 
policy for employees who are not part of a bargaining unit.  All annual leave will be 
taken at a time mutually agreeable to the employee and supervisor within the 
guidelines of the most recent applicable county policy. 
 D. Sick leave.  Sick leave will be administered in accordance with county policy 
for employees who are not part of a bargaining unit. 
 E. Family medical leave.  Family medical leave will be administered and used in 
accordance with county policy for nonbargaining unit employees. 
 F. Sick leave payout.  The sick leave payout policy will be administered in 
accordance with the county policy for nonbargaining unit employees. 
 G. Work-related accident or injury leave.  The pertinent county policy shall be 
applied to employees who are not part of a bargaining unit and are involved in a work-
related accident or are on injury leave. 
 H. Leave of absence without pay.   
  1. An employee may be placed on leave without pay during a fact finding 
or investigative time period by the appointing authority, in conjunction with the human 
resources manager department and district attorney. 
  2. A personal leave without pay may be granted by the appointing 
authority in accordance with county policy. 
  3. A leave without pay of thirty days or more may be granted for the good 
of the public service by the board of county commissioners county manager. An 
employee cannot be on leave without pay for more than twenty-six (26) consecutive 
weeks. The employee will retain his status as a public employee and the pay rate, leave 
and benefits accrued prior to the leave. 
 I. Leave of absence with pay. 
 Leave with pay for an appropriate period may be granted by the county manager 
upon written petition by an employee; or by the appointing authority under the 
following conditions: 
  1. When an employee serves on a jury, provided the jury fees earned on 
an employee's regular workdays are reimbursed to the county; 
  2. When an employee is called to serve as a witness in court on a matter 
directly related to his employment with Douglas County, provided witness fees earned 
on an employee's regular workdays are reimbursed to the county. 
  3. When it is impractical for a registered voter to vote before or after his 
normal working hours; 
  4. When, in accordance with county policy and state law, an employee 
acts as a volunteer firefighter in the performance of emergency functions; 
  5. Authorized military training duties which comply with the provisions of 
NRS. 
  6. As recommended by the human resources manager department and 
district attorney during a fact finding or investigative time period. 
  7. Due to the closure of county offices in accordance with county policy. 
 J. Unauthorized absence. 
  1. An unauthorized absence from work shall be treated as leave without 
pay and may be a cause for disciplinary action up to and including termination. 
  2. An unauthorized absence for three consecutive days shall be regarded 
as an automatic resignation and termination from county service. 
 K. Administrative leave.  Administrative leave shall be administered in accordance 
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with county policy for employees who are not part of a bargaining unit.    
 

  
PROPOSED on _______________________, 2024 

 
 PROPOSED by Commissioner_______________________ 
 
 Adopted this ____ day of _______________, 2024, by the following vote:  
 
VOTE:  AYES:  Commissioners __________________________ 
        

__________________________ 
        

__________________________ 
        

__________________________ 
        

__________________________ 
 
  NAYS: Commissioners __________________________ 
        

__________________________ 
             
  Absent:    __________________________ 
        
       
       __________________________ 
         Chair 
       Douglas County Board of Commissioners 
ATTEST: 
 
 
________________________ 
Amy Burgans, Clerk-Treasurer 
 
This ordinance shall be in force and effect from and after the ________________ day of the 
month of _______________________ of the year ___________________.  
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TITLE:
For possible action. Public Hearing on the Justice Center Project general obligation bonds (additionally
secured by pledged revenues) proposal: 

Shall the Board of County Commissioners of Douglas County in the State of Nevada, be authorized to
incur a general obligation indebtedness on behalf of the County by the issuance at one time, or from
time to time, of the County’s general obligation bonds (additionally secured by pledged revenues), in
one series or more, in the aggregate principal amount of not exceeding $37,000,000 for the purpose of
financing, wholly or in part, the acquisition, construction, improvement and equipment of a Building
Project as defined in NRS 244A.019, the bonds to mature not later than thirty (30) years from the date
or respective dates of the bonds, to bear interest at a rate or rates not in excess of the statutory
maximum rate in effect at the time bonds are sold, to be payable from general (ad valorem) taxes
(except to the extent pledged revenues and other moneys are available therefor), and to be issued and
sold at par, or below or above par, and otherwise in such manner, upon such terms and conditions, and
with such other detail as the Board may determine, including at its option but not necessarily limited to
provisions for the redemption of bonds prior to maturity without or with the payment of a premium?
(Kathy Lewis and Zach Wadle)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
None. This is a legally required public hearing on the proposed general obligation bonds (additionally
secured by pledged revenues) issuance. The Board will read the agenda item, open the public hearing
for public comment, take all relevant public comment, close the public hearing and public comment
period, and conclude the agenda item.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
None by this action. This public hearing is a continuation of the legal process for Douglas County to
issue up to $37,000,000 in general obligation revenue supported bonds for the Justice Center project. If
issued by Douglas County pursuant to a subsequent bond ordinance, the proposed $37,000,000 bond
issuance would constitute a general obligation debt of Douglas County anticipated to be paid from
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pledged revenues derived from 15 percent of Douglas County's annual Consolidated Tax receipts.
 
BACKGROUND:
Construction of a Justice Center is a priority project for Douglas County. The associated land purchase
for the Justice Center site was completed in Fiscal Year 2022-2023. Douglas County subsequently
retained an architect (TSK Architects) and construction manager at risk (Core Construction) to design
the Justice Center and provide pre-construction services for the project, both of which are ongoing in
preparation for actual construction.
 
On November 2, 2023, the Douglas County Board of Commissioners heard a presentation detailing the
history, progress, and proposed financing of the Justice Center project. The proposed financing includes
the issuance of up to $37,000,000 in general obligation debt payable from 15% of Douglas County's
annual consolidated tax receipts, coupled with the issuance of up to $14,000,000 in medium term
obligations anticipated to be repaid from legally available funds of Douglas County, including, without
limitation, monies in Douglas County's Ad Valorem Capital Projects Fund in the estimated annual
amount of $1,770.625 for a period of not more than 10 years. The total proposed debt for the Justice
Center project is up to $51,000,000. The County Commission directed County staff to proceed with the
required legal processes to issue the proposed debt necessary to construct the Justice Center project. 
 
On December 21, 2023, the Board adopted Resolution 2023R-122 (copy attached) to continue the legal
process to issue the proposed general obligation debt portion of the financing of up to $37,000,00 for
the Justice Center project. The Resolution directed public notification of Douglas County's intent to
issue the proposed bonds and this February 1, 2024 public hearing on the proposed bond issuance. The
Resolution further stated that the bonds shall be issued by subsequent ordinance(s) adopted by the
Commission unless a Petition requesting an election on the bond proposal that complies with the
requirements of NRS 350.020 is presented to the Board by 5:00 p.m. on March 26, 2024.
 
This agenda item is the February 1, 2024 public hearing on the proposed issuance of up to $37,000,000
in general obligation debt payable from 15% of Douglas County's annual consolidated tax receipts
required to be held under Nevada law.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
2023R-122Signed.pdf
Staff_Report_Justice_Center_Feb 1 2024.doc
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY MANAGER

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 218, Minden, NV 89423

JENIFER DAVIDON
County Manager

SCOTT MORGAN
Acting Assistant County Manager

1594 Esmeralda Avenue
Minden, Nevada 89423

www.douglascountynv.gov
775-782-9821

STAFF REPORT

To: Douglas County Board of Commissioners 

From: Jenifer Davidson, County Manager
Scott Morgan, Acting Assistant County Manager
Kathy Lewis, Chief Financial Officer
Scott McCullough, Project Manager
Marty Johnson, JNA Consulting Group, LLC

Subject: Justice Center Project Overview and Discussion

Date: February 1, 2024

I. PURPOSE
For possible action. Public Hearing on the Justice Center Project general obligation bonds 
(additionally secured by pledged revenues) proposal:

Shall the Board of County Commissioners of Douglas County in the State of Nevada, be authorized 
to incur a general obligation indebtedness on behalf of the County by the issuance at one time, or 
from time to time, of the County’s general obligation bonds (additionally secured by pledged 
revenues), in one series or more, in the aggregate principal amount of not exceeding $37,000,000 for 
the purpose of financing, wholly or in part, the acquisition, construction, improvement and equipment 
of a Building Project as defined in NRS 244A.019, the bonds to mature not later than thirty (30) years 
from the date or respective dates of the bonds, to bear interest at a rate or rates not in excess of the 
statutory maximum rate in effect at the time bonds are sold, to be payable from general (ad valorem) 
taxes (except to the extent pledged revenues and other moneys are available therefor), and to be 
issued and sold at par, or below or above par, and otherwise in such manner, upon such terms and 
conditions, and with such other detail as the Board may determine, including at its option but not 
necessarily limited to provisions for the redemption of bonds prior to maturity without or with the 
payment of a premium?

II. JUSTIFICATION AND NEED FOR THE JUSTICE CENTER PROJECT
In 1980, Douglas County, with a growing population of approximately 19,400 residents, relocated a 
number of County Departments to a newly constructed two-story Justice & Law Enforcement Center 
located at 1038 Buckeye Road, Minden, Nevada. The new two-story facility centralized the 
expanding Douglas County Courts functions, District Attorney, Constable, and Sheriff’s Offices. The 
JLEC provides approximately 48,380 square feet in its two stories.

In 1982, the County constructed a new jail of approximately 18,000 square feet and directly attached 
it to the JLEC to consolidate operations. Since its dedication in 1981, the JLEC has undergone a 
number of renovations. Modifications have primarily occurred to accommodate new programs such 
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as Juvenile Probation, Alternative Sentencing, and to incorporate new technology within the Courts,
Sheriff’s Department, and District Attorney’s Office. Spaces that were originally designed to be open 
daylight lobbies or Sheriff Department exercise areas have been converted to additional storage 
rooms, small offices, copy areas, and security scanners.

In 2011, the jail facility was expanded by 35,000 sq. ft. to include additional housing units bringing 
the jail total to 100,500/ s.f. Also, in 2011, an addition was made that included a new jail kitchen 
structure. The most recent facility addition in 2017 provided an emergency generator for the facility.

Currently, the JLEC houses the Sheriff's Department (including the jail and former Constable 
functions), Alternative Sentencing, Building Security, two District Courtrooms, one East Fork Justice 
Courtroom, the District Attorney, Juvenile Probation, and Court Administration. The building was 
designed to meet needs for 20 years. Now, 40 years later, it has exceeded its design capacity, is 
inadequate to meet the existing needs of these services, and will be unable to accommodate growth in 
the future. The following represents the immediate deficiencies of all agencies in the JLEC building:

 The District Attorney's Office has inadequate office space on-site for its support and 
professional staff and inadequate conference areas for conferences, meetings, witness 
preparation, and victim support and preparation.

 There is no secure access to the facility for judicial officers.
 There is no separation for victims and perpetrators of criminal offenses. There are no private 

meeting spaces for attorneys and clients. The courtrooms, hallways, and clerk's offices are 
overcrowded.

 The Sheriff's Department has inadequate space for the patrol, administration, records, and 
investigations divisions. The street enforcement team is off-site. The Investigations Division 
does not have adequate working space or interview facilities.

 The Alternative Sentencing Department does not have a secure waiting area, adequate space, 
or adequate separation between offices and laboratory facilities.

 Building security has a design bottleneck at the entrance to the facility.
 The Constable's Office, administered by the Sheriff’s Department, has minimal, inadequate 

office space.
 An additional courtroom and space for associated support staff is needed. This facility would 

provide room for an additional Justice of the Peace or for support staffing by the Tahoe 
Justice of the Peace. It would also provide space for specialty courts, child support 
enforcement, and other quasi-judicial and administrative proceedings.

III. BACKGROUND AND HISTORY OF THE PROJECT
An assessment for the future needs of the entire facility was undertaken to evaluate expansion on the 
existing JLEC site, if possible. In the Fall of 2014, the professional services of TSK Architects were 
engaged, as the firm’s past and current projects involve the same type of facilities.  Douglas County 
contracted with TSK in November 2014 for phase one of the studies, a needs assessment. As a part of 
that process, interviews with departments were held in December 2014.

At a November 19, 2015, work session, a presentation was provided to the Board including the status 
of the assessment and the preliminary findings. The assessment recommended phased renovations 
and expansion of the JLEC complex. At that meeting, the Board provided direction to staff to work 
with the Justice of the Peace, Tom Perkins, and others of the Law Enforcement community to further 
develop a plan and explore funding alternatives for the project. 
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In 2016, a second phase of the TSK study was initiated with the goal of identifying additional 
opportunities within the current JLEC site to expand court and public safety operations. The study 
determined the size of the facility needed at specific Douglas County population milestones: 55,000, 
65,000, and 75,000. It was noted that with strategically planned on-site additions, a new multilevel 
parking structure of approximately 220 spaces with an adjacent 3-story public safety building could 
accommodate a number of departments and allow the existing JLEC building to be renovated to 
include additional court space, expanded court services, and renovated District Attorney Criminal and
Civil Divisions. TSK continued its work to determine the current and future square footage needs for 
the building at different population and caseload levels and developed site recommendations to meet 
projected needs. 

On March 2, 2017, an update was provided to the Board regarding the needs assessment and a rough
conceptual layout and cost estimate to expand and remodel JLEC was presented to the Board at the 
December 7, 2017, meeting. The cost estimate for this rough conceptual design was $31.6 million at 
that time. The Board requested further information on possible funding options for the project prior to 
proceeding with a more detailed 10% design. 

Funding options for the project were presented to the Board on January 4, 2018, and direction was 
provided to staff at that time to place an advisory question on the General Election ballot in 
November 2018 asking the public whether to impose a quarter-cent sales tax to fund the Judicial & 
Law Enforcement Center expansion project. 

On March 1, 2018, staff provided a presentation to the Board regarding alternative options to address 
building deficiencies and space constraints at the JLEC and discussed the status of a possible 
advisory ballot question regarding the funding of the JLEC expansion project. Based on the 
presentation, the Board withdrew its previous direction to initiate the ballot question process and 
instructed the County Manager to work with staff to bring forward “practical alternatives to the 
situation.” 

On November 15, 2018, the Board approved a lease for professional office space between Douglas 
County and Peapeg, LLC, at an initial rate of $2,175 per month for five years, for the District 
Attorney's Office Civil Division.

On April 18, 2019, the Board heard a presentation regarding the possibility of leasing the Wool 
Building and relocating the Sheriff’s Department into the leased space for ten years. It was believed 
the additional time would allow staff to phase in the construction contemplated by the JLEC 
Expansion Project. The estimated cost to pursue the Wool Building Option was between 
approximately $4 million and $5 million in lease payments and tenant improvements that would not 
be recovered by the County once the lease term expired. It was estimated pursuing the Wool Building 
Option would increase the cost of the project by approximately 15% from $32 million to $36 million 
or $37 million. The Board continued the discussion to May 16, 2019. The Chief Civil Deputy District 
Attorney, Doug Ritchie, indicated he would bring back a lease agreement to that meeting for 
consideration and he continued to work with legal counsel for the property owner. However, prior to 
the May 16, 2019, Board meeting, the property owner indicated he was no longer interested in 
pursuing a lease agreement with the County.

On October 17, 2019, staff brought forward a request to approve a $259,300 contract with TSK 
Architects for a 10% design and cost estimate for the proposed Judicial Law Enforcement Center 
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Expansion, Remodel, and Parking Structure Improvements project. The 10% percent design would 
provide sufficient details to ensure project success and provide the public and the County 
Commissioners with a better idea of the scope of the project. Additionally, the cost estimate based on 
this more detailed design would provide the County with a more accurate assessment of the probable 
cost.

In 2020, the 10% design was produced by TSK Architects which included renovating the existing 
square footage of approximately 40,000 sq. ft, adding new construction for an additional 46,000 sq. 
ft, plus a parking garage to compensate for the loss of existing parking. The total cost estimate at that 
time was $47,351,986.  

Based on his experience with the State Public Works Board, County Manager Patrick Cates 
expressed concern about the cost of constructing a parking garage, as well as ongoing disruption to 
operations during construction. Mr. Cates noted conducting business, including court hearings, in the 
same facility while construction was underway would likely drive costs higher than estimated. 
Working with the stakeholders, an alternative plan was proposed to secure land offsite and construct 
a separate judicial building. It was proposed the County would subsequently renovate the existing 
JLEC for use by the Sheriff and other related programs. The cost estimate for the construction of the 
new Justice Center was estimated to be $41,484,541 in July 2021. The purchase of land was 
estimated at $5 million. The cost estimate for renovating the current judicial building was estimated 
to be between $3 and $4 million at that time. 

An added benefit of purchasing the land was that it could also be used for future County facilities to 
meet the evolving needs of the organization. When the alternative option was presented to the Board 
in 2021, the Board approved the new project, added it to the County Capital Improvement Plan, and 
budgeted funds for the purchase of land as a part of the Fiscal Year 2021-22 Adopted budget.

On May 19, 2022, the Board received an overview of the history of the plans to remodel the existing 
JLEC building to meet the needs of the judicial branch and associated executive branch offices versus 
the current alternative plan to construct a separate Justice Center and subsequent renovation of the 
existing JLEC for the Sheriff's Department and other executive branch offices (agenda item 5). At 
that meeting, Mr. Cates again reiterated to the Board his concerns regarding the cost of a remodel vs.
building on the new site and reminded the Board why the purchase of land was preferable. Mr. Cates 
advised the Board the 10% design created in 2020 was $47.3 million and the alternate preliminary 
design to construct on a new site using the same design parameters used in 2021 was approximately 
$41.5 million or an estimated savings of nearly six million dollars. 

The Board subsequently approved the purchase of 57 acres located on the north side of Buckeye 
Road east of the Minden Town Maintenance Facility, Assessor’s Parcel Number 1320- 28-000-033, 
for the purpose of constructing a new Justice Center and future County facilities for $5 million on 
May 19, 2022 (agenda item 6). 

Also, on May 19, 2022 (agenda item 8), the Board received a presentation on potential financing 
options for the construction of the Justice Center by CFO Terri Willoughby and Holman Capital. 
Although no action was taken at the time, staff made it clear to the Board that this was one of many 
funding options that could be considered by the Board. The intent of the agenda item was to present 
an option and to provide the County Commissioners with a status update regarding rising 
construction costs and interest rates impacting potential funding options for the project.
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On November 3, 2022, the Board adopted Resolution 2022R-110 to allow the reimbursement of 
Douglas County expenditures incurred for the Judicial Center Project from the proceeds of any future 
tax-exempt financing issued for the project. By adopting Resolution 2022R-110, Douglas County 
indicated it expected to incur certain initial costs related to the Judicial Center Project, including 
architect design costs and Construction Manager-at-Risk (CMAR) pre-construction services costs, 
among possible other related expenses, prior to the issuance of tax-exempt financing for the Judicial 
Center Project. For the County to recoup these initial costs from the proceeds of any future tax-
exempt financing issuance, applicable law requires that the Board of County Commissioners adopt a 
resolution stating its intention to do so. Resolution 2022R-110 memorialized Douglas County's 
intention to recoup these initial Judicial Center Project costs from any future tax-exempt financing 
issued to construct the Judicial Center.

On April 20, 2023, the Board approved a $145,000 Construction Manager-at-Risk (CMAR) contract 
with CORE Construction for Pre-Construction Services for the Douglas County Courthouse Project. 
The County selected the CMAR method for the project because this method is collaborative in nature 
and brings the designer (Tate Snyder Kimsey Architects), the potential builder, and the owner
(Douglas County) together to find the best value approach to meet the project objectives. The County 
advertised a Request for Proposals in accordance with NRS 338.1685, et. seq. beginning in December 
2022. Two proposals were received, one from CORE Construction, and one from Plenium Builders. 
The CMAR contractors were evaluated on five criteria: staff qualifications, project experience, 
project management and quality control, compensation, and eligibility based on State Contractors 
Board certification. Both companies were exceptional and had delivered projects via the CMAR 
delivery method locally, regionally, and nationally. Ultimately, the five-person interview panel 
recommended awarding a contract for Pre-Construction Services to CORE Construction for the 
Douglas County Courthouse Project. CORE Construction had successfully assisted the County with 
the construction of the Douglas County Community & Senior Center.

Once the CMAR contract was awarded, CORE Construction quickly went to work with TSK to meet 
with project stakeholders to further refine the 10% design. The team knew they would need to 
address many of the challenges facing the project since the last design was put together in 2020/2021.

On July 20, 2023, the Board received a presentation including a discussion of the proposed financing 
plan, procedure, and timeline for the Douglas County Judicial Center project. Immediately following 
the presentation, the Board adopted Resolution 2023R-071, a resolution concerning the financing of a 
building project for Douglas County; directing the Clerk-Treasurer to notify the Douglas County 
Debt Management Commission of the County's proposal to issue general obligations therefore; 
providing certain details in connection therewith; and providing the effective date hereof relating to 
the Judicial Center project. The anticipated amount of the proposed general obligation bonds portion 
of the Judicial Center financing was up to $43,300,000.

On August 23, 2023, the Debt Management Commission was advised the Douglas County Board of 
Commissioners adopted Resolution 2023R-071 to initiate the statutorily mandated process to issue 
the bonds. The Debt Management Commission was obligated to consider the proposed bond issuance 
for approval based upon the specific criteria stated in Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 350.015. The 
Commission was provided a memorandum entitled "Financial Information Presented to the Debt 
Management Commission of Douglas County, Nevada" in support of the proposed bond issuance that 
discussed the criteria stated in NRS 350.015 and information relevant thereto. Approval of the 
proposed bond issuance by adoption of Resolution 2023R-080 required a 2/3 affirmative vote of the 
five members of the Debt Management Commission. Three members of the Debt Management 
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Commission declined to adopt the Resolution citing concerns about the overall cost of the Justice 
Center project and the proposed method of financing. 

On September 21, 2023, the Board approved an engagement letter with JNA Consulting Group to 
provide financial advisor services for the future financing of the Justice Center project and authorized 
the County Manager to sign the engagement letter on behalf of Douglas County. JNA Consulting 
Group, LLC has served as the County's financial advisor for many years and over various financing 
transactions, including the successful Community Center financing and several utility financings. The 
services to be provided include: development of a funding model; preparation of an amortization 
schedule for both the medium-term and Consolidated Tax bond issuances; preparation and 
presentation of financial information to the Debt Management Commission; preparation of a 
document for Department of Taxation approval; preparation of an issuance schedule and oversight of 
the issuance process; development of the various terms and conditions of the financings; assistance in 
developing various financing documents; development of rating presentation and assistance with 
acquiring a bond rating; assistance in the bond pricing process; preparation of final numbers; 
preparation of closing instructions and attendance at meetings of staff and the Board of County 
Commission, as requested.

On November 2, 2023, the Douglas County Board of Commissioners heard a presentation detailing 
the history, progress, and proposed financing of the Justice Center project. The proposed financing 
presented at that meeting included the issuance of up to $37,000,000 in general obligation debt 
payable from 15% of Douglas County's annual consolidated tax receipts, coupled with the issuance of 
up to $14,000,000 in medium-term obligations anticipated to be repaid from legally available funds 
of Douglas County, including, without limitation, monies in Douglas County's Ad Valorem Capital 
Projects Fund in the estimated annual amount of $1,770.625 for a period of not more than 10 years. 
The total proposed debt for the Justice Center project was $51,000,000. After careful consideration, 
the County Commission directed County staff to proceed with the required legal processes to issue 
the proposed debt necessary to construct the Justice Center project.

On December 13, 2023, in response to direction received from the Douglas County Board of 
Commissioners, staff again submitted a resolution (Resolution 2023R-107) to the Debt Management
Commission (DMC) concerning the County’s proposal to issue general obligation limited tax 
(additionally secured by pledged revenues) bonds to finance a building project for the County, 
approving the issuance of such general obligation bonds, and approving certain details in connection 
therewith; related to the Douglas County Justice Center construction project. The DMC was advised 
the anticipated amount of the proposed general obligation bonds portion of the Justice Center 
financing would be up to $37,000,000. In response to the concerns, initially raised by the DMC staff 
provided additional background information and justification for the project. After thoughtful 
consideration, the DMC voted unanimously to adopt Resolution 2023R-107 as presented. 

On December 21, 2023, the Board adopted Resolution 2023R-122 to continue the legal process to 
issue the proposed general obligation debt portion of the financing of up to $37,000,00 for the Justice 
Center project. The Resolution directed public notification of Douglas County's intent to issue the 
proposed bonds and this February 1, 2024, public hearing on the proposed bond issuance. The 
Resolution further stated that the bonds shall be issued by subsequent ordinance(s) adopted by the 
Commission unless a Petition requesting an election on the bond proposal that complies with the 
requirements of NRS 350.020 is presented to the Board by 5:00 p.m. on March 26, 2024.
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This agenda item is the February 1, 2024 public hearing on the proposed issuance of up to 
$37,000,000 in general obligation debt payable from 15% of Douglas County's annual consolidated 
tax receipts required to be held under Nevada law. This public hearing is a continuation of the legal 
process for Douglas County to issue general obligation revenue-supported bonds for the project. If 
issued by Douglas County pursuant to a subsequent bond ordinance, the proposed $37,000,000 bond 
issuance would constitute a general obligation debt of Douglas County anticipated to be paid from 
pledged revenues derived from 15 percent of Douglas County's annual Consolidated Tax receipts.

IV. CURRENT AND FUTURE COST ESTIMATES 
With the Court and Public Safety Operation building requirements of 50,000 square feet in 
2020/2021, the cost estimate for construction of a new building on the Buckeye parcel was estimated 
to be approximately $41.5 million. Without modifications to the design to account for changes in 
building codes, legal requirements, and department operations, the rising costs of construction since 
2021 resulted in a cost increase of nearly $10 million. This significant increase in projected cost can 
be attributed to:

 Increase in building material prices. This is due to several factors, including tariffs on 
imported goods and the impact of COVID-19 on global supply chains.

 Inflation due to an increased money supply chasing the same productivity and output which 
has resulted in some of the highest inflation in 40 years.

 Rising cost of labor as workers demand higher wages in response to the increased cost of 
living and lack of skilled laborers in the workforce.

The pandemic adversely impacted the construction industry and as a result, the industry as a whole is 
still experiencing significant challenges. In the short term, many building projects were delayed by 
the pandemic and are back on track, but that delay caused a major reduction in human capital and 
significant delays across the board.

This in turn means that the Justice Center project is projected to have a significant increase in cost 
from the initial cost estimates as a result of three years of delays. Furthermore, the cost of 
construction materials normally increases annually due to inflation (an issue that contractors faced 
even prior to the pandemic). However, the inflation that accompanied the pandemic has been 
significantly different and has largely impacted construction costs on a much bigger scale. The U.S. 
construction industry is heavily dependent on foreign construction materials such as steel and stone. 
Because COVID-19 is a global pandemic, it caused closures and delays at international factories that 
produce these materials. These impacts on both materials and labor will continue to drive costs for 
the foreseeable future.

The Construction delivery method that Douglas County has selected and the selection of CORE 
Construction for preconstruction services utilizing the Construction Manager at Risk (CMAR) 
program has positioned Douglas County to capture as much cost savings and implement innovative 
construction techniques to reduce cost impacts. Because we are not bound by a standard set of plans 
and specifications Douglas County has been able to modify its building program to respond to the 
changing needs of the County and evolving market conditions.

It is important to remember that throughout the process Douglas County has based its estimate on a 
high-level analysis and based cost on the following parameters: 4.5- acre site development, 50,000 
gross square foot 2-story building, and a 20-month construction duration. These projected costs are 
based on these high-level estimations and conceptual drawings and are not intended to be taken as 
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final contract values. Industry-standard ranges for accuracy of this level of analysis is between 
<10%> and +15%.

Considering the updated requirements and based on the operational needs of each affected 
department the cost of constructing the new Justice Center is now estimated to be approximately $50 
million. Each year the project is delayed and if economic conditions stay the same it is anticipated to 
cost Douglas County an additional $3 million or approximately 6% annually based on estimated 
construction projections prepared by CORE Construction. 

If we compare the previously proposed remodel of the existing Judicial Center building and new 
parking structure which was estimated to cost $47,351,986 in 2020 and if we apply the same 
escalation percentages that we’ve experienced with the proposed new building on Buckeye, it is 
estimated that those costs would be greater than $60 million in today’s dollars by comparison.

V. PROJECT BUDGET AND SUMMARY OF CURRENT EXPENSES
The current budget for the Justice Center totals $5,658,195 with outstanding encumbrances due to 
contractual obligations for Design and Construction Manager-at-Risk (CMAR) of $3,309,528 and 
total actual costs of $557,717. This leaves a current available budget of $1,791,151. 

Additionally, funding for the purchase of the Buckeye Land Parcel ($5,007,758) was budgeted during 
Fiscal Year 2022-22 with the purchase finalized on July 1, 2022.  The cost of construction for the 
Justice Center is not currently budgeted and will be appropriated at the time of final bond issuance.

The total proposed debt for the Justice Center project is $51,000,000. The county’s project team is 
currently working with the architect and CORE Construction utilizing the CMAR process to finalize 
the building design. Once complete, the design and final project budget will be presented to the 
Douglas County Board of County Commissioners for approval. 

VI. SUMMARY OF FINANCING OPTIONS PREVIOUSLY CONSIDERED
As allowed in NRS Chapter 244A, the County may borrow money to acquire, construct, improve, 
equip, operate, and maintain public facilities and improvements. Funding options that have been 
considered by staff in consultation with JNA consulting have also been presented to the Douglas 
County Board of Commissioners for discussion. These options included:

General Obligation Bonds
NRS 350.0045 “General obligation debt” defined. “General obligation debt” means debt that is legally payable 
from general revenues, as a primary or secondary source of repayment, and is backed by the full faith and credit of a 
governmental entity, and if the governmental entity is authorized to levy taxes, by those taxes. The term includes, without 
limitation, debt represented by local government securities issued pursuant to this chapter and installment-purchase 
agreements described in subsection 1 of NRS 350.0055. The term does not include, without limitation:
     1. Installment-purchase agreements described in subsection 2 of NRS 350.0055;
     2. Special obligations; and
     3. Obligations with a term of less than 1 year that are payable in full from money appropriated for the same fiscal 
year in which the obligations are incurred.
     (Added to NRS by 2001, 2303)

General Obligation - Property Tax Paid

 Bonds are secured by the full faith and credit of the County.
 Must be approved by the County, Debt Management Commission and voters.
 The next available election is November 2024 unless an emergency exists.
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 Repaid from the revenues of a specific property tax levy.
 The tax rate must fit within $3.64 overlapping tax rate limit.
 Term limited to 30 years.
 Provides the lowest rate of interest compared to other options.
 Election is a year away, causing project delays and increases in costs.
 The County is at $3.64 cap, so no additional tax rate is available.  The County would need to 

redirect the existing operating rate to a debt rate.

General Obligation – Revenue Supported

 Bonds are secured by the full faith and credit of the County and Pledged Revenues.
o Finding must be made that pledged revenues will be sufficient to pay debt service.
o Covenant to maintain Pledged Revenues at a level sufficient to pay debt service.
o If Pledged Revenues are insufficient a tax rate can be levied to repay the bonds
o Tax rate can be exempt from abatement but not the $3.64 cap.

 Bonds must be approved by the County Commission and Debt Management Commission.
 Revenue sources that could be pledged:

o 15% of C-Tax
o Court Fees
o ¼% Sales Tax (377B)

 Term limited to 30 years.
 Provides the lowest rate of interest compared to other options.
 Coupled with Medium Term-General Obligations provide the least expensive option for 

financing.

Revenue Bonds

 Bonds are secured solely by the Pledged Revenues.
 Debt Service Coverage (1.25x’s, 1.50x’s or higher) is required.
 Depending on the stability of the pledged revenue a reserve fund may be required.
 Bonds are approved by the County Commission.
 Revenue sources that could be pledged:

o 15% of C-Tax
o Court Fees
o ¼% Sales Tax (377B)

 Term limited to 40 years.
 Interest rate is typically higher than GO-backed bonds.
 Due to coverage requirements, the same amount of revenue generates less proceeds for the 

project.
 Higher interest rate decreases available funding.

Medium Term Obligations

NRS 350.007 “Medium-term obligation” defined. “Medium-term obligation” means an obligation to repay 
borrowed money evidenced by a note or bond which is authorized to be issued pursuant to NRS 350.087 to 350.095, 
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inclusive, and which has a term of 10 years or less. The term does not include an obligation which has a term of less than 
1 year and which is payable in full from money appropriated for the same fiscal year that the obligation is incurred.
     (Added to NRS by 2001, 2304)

Medium Term Obligation-General Obligation

 Medium Term Obligations (“MTO”) can be issued as General Obligations.
o Secured by the full faith and credit of the County and payable from all legally 

available funds.
 No ability to levy specific tax rates other than the County’s operating rate.
 Repayment term is limited to 10 years.
 Provides the lowest rate of interest compared to other options.

 Bonds must be approved by the County Commission and Department of Taxation.
 Potential repayment sources (not pledged to MTO):

o The County’s share of the $.05 Capital Projects Tax.
o CPT Revenues are not currently used to support any bond issue.
o Other available resources as determined by the County.

 When combined with General Obligation-revenue-supported bonds, provide the least 
expensive options for project financing.

Medium Term Obligation-Lease

NRS 350.0055 “Installment-purchase agreement” defined. “Installment-purchase agreement” means an agreement 
for the purchase of real or personal property by installment or lease or another transaction that is described in NRS 
350.800 which:

     1. Is required to be counted against any limit upon the debt of a local government pursuant to subsection 1 of NRS 
350.800; or
     2. Is not required to be counted against any limit upon the debt of a local government and:
     (a) Exceeds $100,000 for a local government in a county whose population is 100,000 or more; or
     (b) Exceeds $50,000 for a local government in a county whose population is less than 100,000.
 The term “installment-purchase agreement” does not include an obligation to pay rent pursuant to a lease which 
contains no option or right to purchase or which contains only an option or right to purchase the property without any 
credit towards the purchase price for lease or rental payments.
     (Added to NRS by 2001, 2303)

 The “Lease” form of a Medium-Term Obligation is referred to as an Installment Purchase 
Agreement (NRS 350.091)

 Certificates of Participation (“COPS”) are a form of this financing type.
 The lease is secured by a lien on the property securing the financing.
 Lease approved by County Commission, Taxation, and if the term is longer than 10 years, the 

Debt Management Commission.
 Financing documents allow for non-appropriation of payment.
 Term limited to 30 years.
 Interest rate higher than GO-backed bonds.
 Potential repayment sources (not pledged to MTO)

o County’s share of the $.05 Capital Projects Tax.
o CPT Revenues are not currently used to support any bond issue.
o Other available resources as determined by the County.

 A higher interest rate decreases the amount of proceeds available for the project.
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Other Financing Options Considered

Public Private Partnership (P3)

 Private entity builds facility and leases it to County.
 Typically involves private financing which has a higher rate than tax-exempt financing.
 If structured to be financed tax-exempt, done as a lease/COP with similar interest rates.
 Question of if property taxes are due.
 Potential loss of direct control of the asset.
 Need strong contracts to ensure roles and responsibilities are clear.

Rent/Lease Private Building

 County rents/leases space in a private building.
 Rental agreement determined by mutual consent.
 Property taxes are likely due in this scenario, increasing the cost.

Based on the prior direction of the Board of County Commissioners, it is the County's intent to issue 
general obligation revenue-supported bonds to finance the construction of the Judicial Center as well 
as reimburse the County for funds previously expended for the Judicial Center project (pursuant to 
prior Board action on November 3, 2022, which adopted Reimbursement Resolution 2022R-110). 

Although there are many ways to finance the construction of the Justice Center, the issuance of 
general obligation bonds will result in the lowest financing costs, and it is recommended that the 
County proceed with securing funding as soon as possible. The County has used this financing 
method previously for the construction of the Community & Senior Center.

Since July 2023, when the Board first initiated the financing process, interest rates have increased,
and the County’s bonding capacity has decreased. Simply stated, as time passes the cost to construct 
and finance the Justice Center increases which requires compromises and cuts in the design and 
construction of the future Justice Center.

The County’s general obligation bonds will be secured by a pledge of the revenues derived from 
fifteen (15) percent of the proceeds from the various consolidated taxes received by the County 
(liquor, tobacco, real property transfer, government services, and basic and supplemental sales taxes).  
The general revenues of the County will also be used to ensure repayment of the bonds, which will 
lower the County’s borrowing costs.

VII. RECOMMENDED ACTION 

This is a legally required public hearing on the proposed general obligation bonds (additionally 
secured by pledged revenues) issuance. The Board will read the agenda item, open the public hearing 
for public comment, take all relevant public comment, close the public hearing and public comment 
period, and conclude the agenda item. No further action is recommended at this time. 
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA

AGENDA ITEM NO. 5.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to approve Douglas County's Budget Compliance response to the State
of Nevada Department of Taxation for Fiscal Year 2022-2023. (Kathy Lewis)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Approve Douglas County's Budget Compliance response to the State of Nevada Department of
Taxation for Fiscal Year 2022-2023, as presented.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
None 
 
BACKGROUND:
The Nevada Department of Taxation has reviewed the County's annual audit to determine compliance
with statues and/or regulations in accordance with NRS 354.6245. This agenda item presents the
response to the Department's non-compliance letter. Both the letter and proposed County response are
attached. NRS 354.6245 states that after the Department of Taxation has issued a corrective action
letter, the local government must advise the Department of its plan of action to correct any violations
within 60 days of the delivery of the audit. The Department will then review the plan to ensure that it is
satisfactory.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
State_of_NV_Dept_of_Taxation_Compliance_Letter_FY22-23 (2).pdf
Compliance Letter County Response FY22-23.pdf
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FINANCE DEPARTMENT 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 218, Minden, NV 89423 

KATHY LEWIS 
Chief Financial Officer 

www.douglascountynv.gov 
775-782-6202

1594 Esmeralda Avenue 
Minden, Nevada 89423 

PO Box 218 
Minden, NV 89423 

February 1, 2024 

Ande Thorpe 
State of Nevada Department of Taxation 
3850 Arrowhead Dr 
Carson City, NV  89706-7937 

RE:  Annual Audit Report – Fiscal Year 2022-2023 
Douglas County 

Dear Ms. Thorpe: 

In response to the violation of NRS 354.626 noted in our audit, we offer the following explanation 
and corrective action. 

General Fund, Debt Service $439,287 
This fund had unbudgeted lease principal and interest charged in FY23 due to the implementation of GASB 87 
and unbudgeted subscription principal and interest due to the implementation of GASB 96.  Lease and 
subscription principal and interest will be evaluated in FY24 and incorporated into the operating budget. 

Nevada Cooperative Extension Fund $61,941 
This budgetary overage was realized and presented to the Board of County Commissioners at the July 26, 
2023 meeting. The Background information from the agenda item reads, “Douglas County's cooperative 
extension program is facilitated by University of Nevada, Reno employees through a cooperative arrangement 
with Douglas County, as outlined in NRS Chapter 549. As outlined in this chapter, Douglas County levies a 
property tax that is earmarked for the funding of the County's share of the agricultural extension work. The 
annual budget establishes an expenditure budget based on the annual levy amount. For Fiscal Year 2022-23, 
the adopted expenditure budget for the Cooperative Extension program was $189,027. As of today, current 
expenditures total $209,137, with additional unpaid invoices totaling $45,945.63. The projected total 
expenditures, including the unpaid invoices, is $255,082.67. The amount is $66,055.67 over the adopted 
budget, which represents a 35% deficit for Fiscal Year 2022-23. This was an unintended oversight which will 
be corrected in order to avoid this situation in the future. 

Solid Waste Management Fund $27,917 
Several FY23 capital outlay invoices were received after June 30th, 2023 when it was too late to augment the 
budget.  The responsible department has been coached on the importance of proper capital budgeting, timely 
augments, and timely submittal of invoices for capital projects. 
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Road Operating Fund 
Debt Service $1,557 
This fund had unbudgeted lease principal and interest charged in FY23 due to the implementation of GASB 87.  
Lease principal and interest will be evaluated in FY24 and incorporated into the operating budget. 
China Spring Youth Camp Fund $990 
This fund had unbudgeted lease principal and interest charged in FY23 due to the implementation of GASB 87.  
Lease principal and interest will be evaluated in FY24 and incorporated into the operating budget. 
 
Technology Services (911) Fund $2,297 
This fund had unbudgeted lease principal and interest charged in FY23 due to the implementation of GASB 87.  
Lease principal and interest will be evaluated in FY24 and incorporated into the operating budget. 
 
911 Surcharge $49,668 
This fund had unbudgeted subscription principal and interest charged in FY23 due to the implementation of 
GASB 96.  Lease principal and interest will be evaluated in FY24 and incorporated into the operating budget. 
 
Extraordinary Maintenance Fund $76,422 
The year-end adjustment of investments to fair market value (FMV) resulted in an overall downwards 
adjustment of $76,422.  During financial statement preparation this amount was reclassified to an expense 
(rather than a negative revenue).  While this book entry is necessary for financial statement purposes, it 
occurs after June 30th of each year making it too late to process a valid budget augment for any budgetary 
shortfall.  
 
County Construction Fund $57,412 
Software was budgeted as Capital Outlay.  During year-end fixed asset work, the expense was moved to 
Services and Supplies because it did not meet the GASB requirements for capitalization.  The corresponding 
budgetary authority was not transferred when the expense was transferred.  Going forward, budgetary 
authority will be closely monitored when making journal entries to move expenses. 
 
Motor Pool Fund $23,707 
The Motor Pool Vehicle Maintenance department performed more vehicle maintenance work than 
anticipated.  They collected $130,974 of additional revenue to cover the additional work. However, a budget 
augment for greater than anticipated revenue was not processed timely.  Staff will closely monitor budgets 
for this type of situation going forward. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Kathy Lewis 
Chief Financial Officer 
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA

AGENDA ITEM NO. 6.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion of an application for a Major Modification (DP23-0237), modifying the
development schedule for Rancho Sierra PD (DP19-0504). This modification changes the completion
date and the construction of all roadways and improvements of Phase 1 (20 lots) from December 31,
2024, to December 31, 2026, Phase 2 (49 lots) from December 31, 2026 to December 31, 2028, Phase 3
(99 lots) from December 31, 2028 to December 31, 2030, Phase 4 (43 lots) from December 31, 2030 to
December 31, 2032, Phase 5 (28 lots) from December 31, 2032 to December 31, 2034. The subject site
is located in the Gardnerville Ranchos Community Plan at the terminus of Tillman Lane at the south-
western periphery of the Gardnerville Ranchos. The owner is Rancho Sierra Group, LLC. Steve
Ryckebosch is the applicant's representative. (APN 1220-28-000-005). (Lucille Rao) 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Approve Major Modification Application DP23-0237, changing the completion date of Rancho Sierra
Planned Development phasing plan as proposed based on the applicant's ability to meet the required
findings, the recommendation found in the staff report, public comment during the meeting, and the
discussion of the County Commissioners.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
No financial impact. The request is to extend a phasing plan. 
 
BACKGROUND:
This request is to permit additional time to record all phases and construction of roadways and
improvement of this approved Planned Development (DP19-0504). The tentative subdivision map and
planned development were approved by the Board of County Commissioners on March 5, 2020. Per the
current approved development schedule, this first phase is to be recorded by December 31, 2024. Under
the proposed development schedule, the first phase would have to be recorded by December 31, 2026,
the project completion date is December 31, 2034.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
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Rancho Sierra Staff Report BOCC Feb 1_2024 (AJH Edits).pdf
Vicinity Map.pdf
Rancho Sierra Noticing Radius Map.pdf
PROJECT DESCRIPTION-JUSTIFICATION RANCHO SIERRA 11-22-23.pdf
RANCHO SIERRA TSM 8.5 x11.pdf
Rancho Sierra PD Development Schedule-Phasing 11-22-23.pdf
TENTATIVE MAP APPROVAL LETTER - RANCHO SIERRA DP19-0504.pdf
Zoning Map.pdf
Master Plan Designation.pdf
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MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. Box 218, Minden, Nevada 89423 
 

 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

1594 Esmeralda Avenue, Minden, Nevada 89423 
 

Tom Dallaire, P.E. 
DIRECTOR 

 
775-782-6201 

FAX:  775-782-6297 
website: www.douglascountynv.gov  

 
        

DATE: February 1, 2024 
 

TO: Douglas County Board of Commissioners  

FROM: Lucille Rao, Senior Planner  

SUBJECT: DP23-0237 Major Modification to the development schedule for Rancho Sierra PD 
 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 

I. REQUEST 
 

For possible action. Discussion of an application for a Major Modification (DP23-0237), modifying 
the development schedule for Rancho Sierra PD (DP19-0504). This modification changes the 
completion date and the construction of all roadways and improvements of Phase 1 (20 lots) from 
December 31, 2024, to December 31, 2026, Phase 2 (49 lots) from December 31, 2026 to 
December 31, 2028, Phase 3 (99 lots) from December 31, 2028 to December 31, 2030, Phase 4 (43 
lots) from December 31, 2030 to December 31, 2032, Phase 5 (28 lots) from December 31, 2032 to 
December 31, 2034. The subject site is located in the Gardnerville Ranchos Community Plan at the 
terminus of Tillman Lane at the south-western periphery of the Gardnerville Ranchos. The owner is 
Rancho Sierra Group, LLC, Steve Ryckebosch is the applicant's representative. (APN 1220-28-
000-005). (Lucille Rao) 

 
II. PROJECT INFORMATION 

 
Owner: Randal Kuckenmeister / Rancho 

Sierra Group, LLC  
 
Applicant: Steve Ryckebosch / TRC Communities 
  
Representative: Ryan T. Sims, PE 
 
Site Location: The 80-acre site is located at the southern 

terminus of Tillman Lane in the Gardnerville 
Ranchos. 

 
Existing Land Use: Vacant / Unofficial USFS-land access   

Building Division 
Engineering Division 

Planning Division 
Code Enforcement 
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Proposed Land Use: 257 lots with 239 single family residential 

lots averaging 9,173 square-feet in size and 
18 lots for open space, utilities and public 
facilities.  

 
Master Plan Designation:  Receiving Area  

 
Zoning Designation: SFR-8,000 / PD overlay 

 
Flood Zone: X-unshaded (Above FEMA-designated 500-year 
 flood level) 

 
III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
The project area is located at the southern terminus of Tillman Lane, in the Gardnerville 
Ranchos (See maps on following page). The site is bordered by single family residential uses to 
the north, vacant land to the east (Also “Receiving Area” - owned by Ranchos, LLC), vacant 
United States Forest Service (USFS) land to the south, and productive agriculture fields to the 
west (Bently-owned). The site is located within the designated Urban Service Area and the 
Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvement District (GRGID) service area.  

 
The property was re-zoned from FR-19 (Forest and Ranch -19-acre minimum net parcel size) 
to SFR-8,000 (Single Family Residential- 8000 sf minimum net parcel size) with a PD (Planned 
Development) overlay in 2006.  The site is within a Master Plan-designated “Receiving Area” 
and, accordingly, the applicant would be required to acquire transferred development rights 
(TDR’s) in order to increase the density beyond the four units previously allowed according to 
the FR-19 zoning. A total of 235 TDR’s would be required to be dedicated to the property.  
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Note:  North is to the right on this site plan 
 
 

 
The project site is indicated by the arrow – Hwy 88 is approximately 2 miles to the west 
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The 80-acre project site is zoned SFR-8,000 
 

In addition to the 239 single family residential lots, the proposal included new roadways, storm 
water retention facilities, drainage channels, and open space/landscaping parcels within the 
development.  The 2.4-acre parcel at the north-west area of the development would function as 
a retention pond and a turfed (passive-recreation) public park.  The applicant would also pave 
and improve a 1.3-mile extension of Dressler/Heritage Lane from the south-western corner of 
the project site to the bridge at the West Fork of the Carson River, thereby providing a secondary 
access point directly to Highway 88. A dedicated trailhead parcel would provide access to the 
USFS land located to the south of the subdivision.    
 
The project was reviewed by the Planning Commission at their January 14, 2020 meeting and 
referred to the Board with an “approval” recommendation by a 6-1 vote.  The dissenting vote, 
from Commissioner Akola, was based largely on concerns about sustainable long-term water 
supply and the need for a hydrogeological study to establish the availability, or unavailability, 
of said supply. The ordinance for the Planned Development overlay zoning was introduced to 
the Board at the February 6, 2020 meeting and adoption and approval of the request was 
approved at the March 5, 2020 Board meeting.    

 
IV. EVALUATION  

 
A “Planned Development” (“PD” overlay) may be permitted pursuant to the requirements of 
DCC 20.676 (Findings in section V). A Planned Development is typically sought to allow 
more flexibility in project design, and to allow projects located within a Master Plan-
designated Receiving Area to increase the density above the base zoning district maximum 
through the utilization of transferred development rights.   The PD overlay is sought herein to 
allow for TDR’s to be utilized, but not for additional density. Staff has evaluated the proposed 
request and offers the following analysis:  

 
Master Plan and Zoning 
The Master Plan designation for the project site is Receiving Area. The zoning for the project 
site is SFR-8,000, with a PD overlay. Residential development is the intended use for this 
zoning and this land use designation according to Douglas County Code and the Master Plan.   

 
Density 
The Master Plan states that Receiving Areas are intended to provide urban expansion 
opportunities at densities ranging from 2-16 units per acre. Douglas County Code sets a 
maximum density for projects with the base zoning of SFR-8,000 at 5.45 dwelling units per 
acre. The proposed density for Rancho Sierra is 3.0 units per acre (239 units/~80-acre site).  
 
This parcel was designated as Receiving Area on the 1996 County Land Use Map.  DCC 
20.676.010 requires that Planned Development overlay be submitted when a project considers 
utilizing the transfer of development rights (TDR’s) within a designated receiving area. A Planned 
Development could conceivably allow for an increase over the allowed density through acquisition 
of additional TDR’s, however, no additional density is sought in this proposal. 

 
Access 
The proposed development plan includes two collector streets; one, the southward extension of 
Tillman Lane and the other the westward connection from Heritage Lane to Hwy 88 (See 
graphic on following page).   
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The primary access to the site would be by way of Tillman Lane.  Secondary access would be 
provided by the paved (2-lane) connection to Heritage Lane from the southwest corner of the 
subdivision. Heritage Lane is identified in the 2017 Transportation Plan as the planned location 
for a two-lane major collector, connecting Heritage Lane (and by extension, Hwy 88 via 
Dressler Lane) to the west.  

 
Bently Family LLC owns the property to the west of the project site, including an access 
easement through existing center-pivot irrigated fields. A long-established dirt road traverses 
this property and this is the sought-after alignment of the proposed secondary access to Heritage 
Lane (See graphic on following page). The applicants have been in correspondence with Bently 
LLC who have indicated their willingness to amend the access easement to re-align it with the 
existing dirt road.  
 

 
Proposed secondary access and potential USFS land access – Heritage Lane to Hwy 88 
The existing dirt road, and proposed paved roadway, is indicated by the solid blue line  

 
Project Phasing  
Pursuant to DCC 20.676.150.A ([PD] Development schedule, modification, or revocation): 
 

A. An application for planned development approval must be accompanied 
by a development schedule, including a phasing plan, indicating the 
dates when applications for final approval of all sections of the plan are 
to be filed and, in the case of tentative maps, dates that the final map or 
series of final maps must be recorded by.  The development schedule, if 
approved by the board, shall be set forth in a minute action and become 
a part of the development plan…  
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The proposed revised development schedule would have the subdivision constructed in five 
phases. Each phase requires civil improvements including utilities, roadways, drainage 
facilities, and landscaping.   
 
 Phase 1:  20 residential lots - Final Map to be recorded by 12/31/2024 12/31/26 
 Phase 2:  49 residential lots and Heritage Lane extension improvements - Final Map to 

be recorded by 12/31/2026 12/31/28 
 Phase 3:  99 residential lots - Final Map to be recorded by 12/31/2028 12/31/30 
 Phase 4:  43 residential lots - Final Map to be recorded by 12/31/2030 12/31/32 
 Phase 5:  28 residential lots - Final Map to be recorded by 12/31/2032 12/31/34 

 
 
 
 
 
 

re  
V. REQUIRED FINDINGS  

 
1. DCC 20.676.150(A) states: “The board may approve a modification, as allowed under NRS 
Chapter 278A, to the development schedule, including a phasing plan, unless a different timeframe is 
set by a development agreement.”  

 
Applicant’s Response: In accordance with the above, the owner is requesting to modify the 
development schedule approved with the Rancho Sierra Tentative Map/Variance/PD 
Overlay extending each of the timeframes for recordation of Final maps by two (2) years. 
Due to current housing market and economic conditions, the applicant would like to delay 
the start of final design, site improvement permit submittal, processing, and construction of 
improvements that enable the recordation of a final map within the timeframe/development 
schedule contained within the approved PD Overlay. The extension will allow the housing 
market to improve, and allow the developer to properly design, permit, and construct the 
project, which includes extensive offsite improvements, and avoid having an unfinished 
project sitting for an extended period of time; i.e. open grading, utilities and streets with no 
accompanying house construction. Additionally, the project cannot be successful without 
home sales immediately following infrastructure construction, both for the developer and 
the County, as the streets and infrastructure are proposed to be publicly owned and 
maintained. We feel that the 2-year extension is appropriate to allow for the market to 
improve, and to allow for proper design, review, and construction. We do not expect any 
changes to building codes or design standards within the 2-year extension that would put 
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the project, as currently approved, out of compliance with codes or standards at the time of 
commencement. 
 
Staff Response:  This finding has been met. County Code allows for the extension of time 
and staff is in agreement with the applicant’s justification for extending the phasing plan. 
 

2. DCC 20.676.150(A) also states: “The board may add, delete, and/or modify the conditions of 
approval for a planned development when approving a modification to a development schedule.” 
 

Applicant’s Response: There are no other requested changes to the approval, plans, or 
conditions. 
 
Staff Response:  This finding has been met. No changes to the approved plans are being 
requested.  

 
3. NRS 278A.380 states: “The enforcement and modification of the plan must not impair the 
reasonable reliance of the residents and owners upon the plan or result in changes that would adversely 
affect the public interest.   

 
Applicant’s Response: The applicant, as owner of the site, does not claim that their 
reasonable reliance upon the plan would be impaired or that they would be adversely 
affected if the development schedule is modified. To the contrary, they are seeking the 
modification. 
 
Staff Response:  This finding has been met. Modification to the development schedule will 
not adversely affect the public interest. 

 
 
Applicant’s Response: In conclusion, the applicant, in accordance with Section 20.676.150 of the 
Douglas County Code and NRS 278A, requests to modify the development schedule approved with 
DP19-0504, Tentative Subdivision Map, Variance and PD Overlay for the Rancho Sierra Subdivision, 
adding two (2) years to the timeframe dates listed within that approval. 

 
VI. CONDITIONS 

 
If approved, the project would be subject to the following original conditions of approval along 
with modifying original conditions.  Removed conditions are stricken through and new 
conditions are underlined. 
 
A. THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE MET PRIOR TO FINAL MAP 
SUBMITTAL:  
 
Engineering Division Condition(s) 

Prior to the submittal of any final map, completion of all following improvements shall be 
completed under a Site Improvement Permit application. The option to secure for 
improvements is also available in accordance with Chapter 20.720.030. The following list, 
under A1, represents the items that must be included with the submittal. Scheduling an initial 
Site Improvement Permit submittal with the Case Engineer is required to ensure a complete 
submittal and promote productive review time: 
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A 1. The applicant must submit plans and supporting documents for review and approval.  Plans and 

documentation must be in conformance with the Douglas County Design Criteria and 
Improvement Standards (DCDCIS) including the following project specific items: 
a. The applicant must submit civil improvement plans in conformance with Division 2 

Improvement Plans. 
b. Phase 1 improvements shall include: 

i. All civil improvements required for the development of the 20 lots proposed for 
Phase 1;  

ii. Provide drainage and landscaping improvements at Lot A and Lot B retention 
basins; 

iii. All public utilities required to make each phase functional or when roadway is 
required than the public utilities must be installed with the roadway 
improvements; 

iv. Street #1 (Tillman Lane) shall be constructed to the Urban “Arterial/Collector 
Typical Road Section” Standard Detail A01; 

v. Internal roads within the subdivision must be improved to the Urban “Local 
Road Section” Standard Detail A02 as a Residential Local Road Section that has 
approved by Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvement District letter dated 
July 23, 2019; 

vi. The cul-de-sac shall be designed to meet the requirements for minimum 50-foot 
radius per Douglas County Code Chapter 20.100.090.N; 

vii. The roundabout shall be constructed in accordance with Division 3 Streets and 
Traffic and specifically “Roundabouts: An Informational Guide” by the National 
Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) in cooperation with U.S. 
Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Authority, along with any 
subsequent NCHRP reports, such as NCHRP Report 672. The Street #1 (Tillman 
Lane) and Street #3 intersection shall be constructed as a four-leg roundabout with 
single entry lanes, single exit lanes and yield control at each approach; 

viii. Roadway, utility, drainage, and landscaping improvements through first 
roundabout at Street #1 (Tillman Lane) intersecting with Street #3;  

c. Phase 2 improvements shall include: 
i. A recorded copy of a minimum 80’ public access easement over the entire 

Heritage Lane alignment that crosses APNs 1220-28-000-004, 1220-28-000-007, 
1220-29-002-005, 1220-29-002-008, and 1220-29-002-007 must be provided at 
the time of the Site Improvement Permit submittal for Phase 2; 

ii. All civil improvements required for the development of the 49 lots proposed for 
Phase 2; 

iii. All public utilities required to make each phase functional or when roadway is 
required than the public utilities must be installed with the roadway 
improvements; 

iv.  Street #1 (Tillman Lane) and Street #2 onsite (Heritage Lane) shall both be 
constructed to the Urban “Arterial/Collector Typical Road Section” Standard 
Detail A01; 

v. Internal roads within the subdivision must be improved to the Urban “Local 
Road Section” Standard Detail A02 as a Residential Local Road Section that has 
approved by Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvement District letter dated 
July 23, 2019; 

vi. The roundabout shall be constructed in accordance with Division 3 Streets and 
Traffic and specifically “Roundabouts: An Informational Guide” by the National 
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Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) in cooperation with U.S. 
Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Authority, along with any 
subsequent NCHRP reports, such as NCHRP Report 672. The Street #1 (Tillman 
Lane) and Street #2 onsite (Heritage Lane) intersection shall be constructed as a 
four-leg roundabout with single entry lanes, single exit lanes and yield control at 
each approach; 

vii. The intersection of Street #1 (Tillman Lane) and Street #6 shall be constructed 
as a four-leg intersection with stop sign control at the east and west approaches 
and exclusive left turn lanes at the north and south approaches; 

viii. Roadway, utility, drainage, and landscaping improvements on Street #1 (Tillman 
Lane) from Street #6 to Street #2, and on Street #2 from roundabout to the 
westerly property line, as shown on the Tentative Map; 

ix. Provide drainage channel improvements to east of Lots 25-29, and Lot H, as 
shown on Tentative Map. The actual drainage improvements shall be in 
accordance with Division 6 of the DCDCIS and conform to the “Typical 
Perimeter Channel & Wildland Buffer Section” as shown on Sheet 1 of the 
Tentative Subdivision Map; 

x. Heritage Lane offsite shall be constructed to the Rural “Arterial/Collector Typical 
Road Section Standard Detail A01 and as shown on Sheet 6 of the Tentative Map 
and must be constructed before the recordation of the Phase 2 final map. The 
centerline of roadway and centerline of public access easement shall match. The 
improvements along this roadway shall also include drainage improvements from 
west property line across Bently properties to current pavement edge at Dressler 
Lane; 

xi. An access road shall be constructed between Lots 29 and 113 within the “50-
foot Roadway Reserve Lot F” as shown on the Tentative Map. This access road 
shall have a minimum 20-foot paved section from the edge of pavement on 
Street #4 and then continue with an Unpaved Road Section per Standard Detail 
A03-A. The minimum road section may be 20 feet wide with drainage swale 
dimensions adjusted to fit the 50-foot width as long as drainage mitigation is 
met. 

d. Phase 3 improvements shall include: 
i. All civil improvements required for the development of the 99 lots proposed for 

Phase 3; 
ii. All public utilities required to make each phase functional or when roadway is 

required than the public utilities must be installed with the roadway 
improvements; 

iii. Internal roads within the subdivision must be improved to the Urban “Local 
Road Section” Standard Detail A02 as a Residential Local Road Section that has 
approved by Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvement District letter dated 
July 23, 2019; 

iv. The cul-de-sac shall be designed to meet the requirements for minimum 50-foot 
radius per Douglas County Code Chapter 20.100.090.N;  

v. An access road shall be constructed between Lots 96 and 211 within the “50-
foot Roadway Reserve Lot G” as shown on the Tentative Map. This access road 
shall have a minimum 20-foot paved section from the edge of pavement on 
Street #3 and then continue with an Unpaved Road Section per Standard Detail 
A03-A. The minimum road section may be 20 feet wide with drainage swale 
dimensions adjusted to fit the 50-foot width as long as drainage mitigation is 
met. 
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e. Phase 4 improvements shall include: 
i. All civil improvements required for the development of the 43 lots proposed for 

Phase 4; 
ii. All public utilities required to make each phase functional or when roadway is 

required than the public utilities must be installed with the roadway 
improvements; 

iii. Internal roads within the subdivision must be improved to the Urban “Local Road 
Section” Standard Detail A02 as a Residential Local Road Section that has 
approved by Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvement District letter dated July 
23, 2019; 

iv. The cul-de-sac shall be designed to meet the requirements for minimum 50-foot 
radius per Douglas County Code Chapter 20.100.090.N;  

v. Provide drainage channel improvements to east of Lots 113-121, and Lot I, as 
shown on Tentative Map. The actual drainage improvements shall be in 
accordance with Division 6 of the DCDCIS and conform to the “Typical 
Perimeter Channel & Wildland Buffer Section” as shown on Sheet 1 of the 
Tentative Subdivision Map; 

vi. Street #2 onsite (Heritage Lane) shall both be constructed to the Urban 
“Arterial/Collector Typical Road Section” Standard Detail A01; 

f. Phase 5 improvements shall include: 
i. All civil improvements required for the development of the 28 lots proposed for 

Phase 5; 
ii. All public utilities required to make each phase functional or when roadway is 

required than the public utilities must be installed with the roadway 
improvements; 

iii. Internal roads within the subdivision must be improved to the Urban “Local Road 
Section” Standard Detail A02 as a Residential Local Road Section that has 
approved by Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvement District letter dated July 
23, 2019, this includes Street #1 (Tillman Lane south of the roundabout at Street 
#2 Heritage Lane); 

iv. The cul-de-sac shall be designed to meet the requirements for minimum 50-foot 
radius per Douglas County Code Chapter 20.100.090.N;  

v. Provide drainage improvements to east of Lots 222-225 and south of Lots 226-
239 and Lot K as shown on the Tentative Map. The actual drainage 
improvements shall be in accordance with Division 6 of the DCDCIS and 
conform to the “Typical Perimeter Channel & Wildland Buffer Section” as 
shown on Sheet 1 of the Tentative Subdivision Map; 

g. The applicant shall provide speed limit signs throughout the development, by phase, 
meeting all current requirements of the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD) and Division 3.9.16 from the DCDCIS. Tillman Lane and Heritage Lane shall 
be posted at 25 mph within the development and the local roads shall be posted at 25 mph. 

h. The applicant shall dedicate a minimum of 80-feet of public right of way for collector roads 
within the development. The collector road section shall be in conformance with standard 
detail A01; 

i. The applicant shall dedicate a minimum of 50 feet of public right of way for residential 
local roads within the development. The residential local road section shall be in 
conformance with standard detail A02;  

j. The applicant shall provide signing, striping, and or traffic control improvements in 
compliance with Division 3 Streets and Traffic. 
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k. Monolithic curb, gutter, and sidewalk are not allowed in any of the phases. The curb and 
gutter are located within the public right-of-way and the sidewalk within a public access 
easement to be maintained privately (by Homeowner’s Association) these improvements 
must be separated and cannot be a monolithic pour. 

l. The applicant must submit a final technical drainage report and plans meeting the 
requirements of Division 6 Storm Drainage and Appendix D Storm Drainage Details. 

m. The plans must show all necessary drainage easements and identify them as private. 
n. The applicant must submit a final soils (geotechnical) report and plans meeting the 

requirements of Division 3 Soils Engineering Report.  
 

A 2. The development will be served by a public water system, and the following conditions apply: 
a. The applicant must meet the requirements of the “Water Will Serve” letter or other letter 

of intent to serve. 
b. Water lines must meet the requirements of Division 4 Water Systems and Appendix B 

Water System Details, or standards of other applicable agencies. 
 

A 3. The development will be served by a public sewer system, and the following conditions apply: 
a. The applicant must meet the requirements of the “Sewer Will Serve” letter or other letter 

of intent to serve. 
b. Sewer lines must meet the requirements of Division 5 Sewer Systems and Appendix C 

Sewer System Details or standards of other applicable agencies. 
 
A 4. The applicant must provide evidence that conditions placed on the project by the Water 

Conveyance Advisory Committee (WCAC), pursuant to the meeting on May 1, 2006, have 
been met.  

 
A 5. The applicant must provide a paved pullout for a new cluster mailbox location.  If a new cluster 

mailbox location is not required, then the applicant must be responsible for providing 
documentation to that effect from the U.S. Postal Service. (See Condition B1. a) 

 
A 6. On-site and off-site improvements must be constructed or secured.  If the applicant proposes 

to secure for any of the required improvements, the applicant must enter into a security and 
improvement agreement with Douglas County.  The security improvement agreement and the 
security deposit shall comply with Douglas County Code Sections 20.720.020 and 20.720.030.   
 

A 7. The applicant must provide documentation that all required improvements, including utilities 
are installed, constructed or secured. 

 
A 8. The applicant must pay for future traffic improvement costs at the intersections of State Route 

88 and Kimmerling Road. The Traffic Engineer shall provide a preliminary cost estimate for 
the future traffic improvements for this intersection to be reviewed and approved by 
Community Development Engineering Division staff. Per the Solaegui report the applicant 
shall contribute 11.8% towards the intersection of State Route 88 and Kimmerling Road. The 
preliminary cost estimate shall be based on the costs for the improvements as follows: 1. State 
Route 88 and Kimmerling Road shall have both left and right turn lanes on the west bound 
approach on Kimmerling, and then an acceleration lane on State Route 88 for the northbound 
lane. 

 
Planning Division Condition(s) 
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A9.  The applicant shall obtain approval (adoption of Ordinance) from the Board of 
Commissioners for PD 19-0504, to establish a Planned Development (PD) Overlay zone 
on the subject parcel, APN 1220-28-000-005. The applicant shall obtain approval of the 
modification to the phasing plan. 

 
A10. The applicant shall submit revised site plans for review and approval. The plans must be 

in conformance with the Douglas County Code (DCC), Title 20, and the Douglas County 
Design Criteria and Improvement Standards (DCDCIS) including the following project 
specific items: 

a. The applicant must submit final landscape and irrigation plans stamped by a 
licensed architect, landscape architect, or civil engineer. Landscape and irrigation 
plans are to be consistent with the DCDCIS and Douglas County Code, Chapter 
20.694 Landscape Standards, Section 20.692.080 (D) Parking lot landscape 
standards. Landscaping and irrigation shall be installed with each respective 
phase. 

b. The applicant must submit a final lighting plan consistent with both the DCDCIS 
and Douglas County Code, Chapter 20.690.030 (M) General Standards. 

 
A11. The applicant shall provide evidence that the GIS Department has approved all new street 

names. Any easement or road (public or private) providing access to two or more parcels 
must be named and street signs erected per Douglas County Code, Chapter 20.900 
Numbering Structures and Naming Streets.  

 
A12. This project is in a Receiving Area and requires the acquisition of 235 development rights. 

The applicant shall provide documentation that the development rights to be transferred 
to support the residential uses have been certified and are eligible for transfer as outlined 
in Douglas County Code Chapter 20.500. The transfer must be completed and recorded 
prior to recordation of the final map for the phase or phases in which they are to be 
applied, pursuant to Douglas County Code Section 20.676.090(A). The transfer will be 
considered complete upon the recordation of an Assignment of Development Rights 
Separate from Certificate, assigning the appropriate number of development rights to 
the subject property for each phase. 

 
A13. The final map shall include a note stating that all open space, landscaping reserve parcels, 

drainage easement parcels, recreational vehicle parking areas, and all other common 
areas must be maintained by a home owner’s association, landscape maintenance 
association, or other maintenance instrument acceptable to the County. 

 
B. THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE MET WITH THE SUBMITTAL OF 
A FINAL MAP 
 
Engineering Division Condition(s) 
 
B 1. The Final Map must show the following: 

a. An easement for any new cluster mailbox location. (See Condition A5)  
b. Drainage easements necessary to mitigate onsite, offsite, and cross-lot drainage impacts.  

All drainage easements not accepting flow from a public right-of-way must be shown as 
private. 

c. Each Phase of the final maps shall address the portion of abandonment of the “Existing 60’ 
Roadway & P.U.E.” that falls within the phase.  These abandonments are in relation to 
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Documents 262359, 262360, and a Deed recorded on January 19, 1917 in Book P of Deeds, 
page 387. 

d. The existing 20’ wide water line easement granted to GRGID per Document number 
304608 shall be abandoned from Street 1 to the west with Phase 2, 3, and 5 final maps, and 
the other portion to the east of Street 1 shall remain. 

e. All easements required with each phase of improvements shall be provided with its 
applicable final map. 

f. All public rights-of-way required with each phase of improvements shall be provided with 
its applicable final map and in accordance with Standard Details A01 and A02, as minimum 
widths. 

g. In conformance with Division 3.10.5 Chamfered Edge at Street Intersections, at each right-
angle street intersection the right-of-way line at each block corner shall be a chamfered 
edge that is a minimum of 2 feet behind any public improvements. 

h. All parcels fronting both a local and collector road will only be allowed to access on the 
local road side. A reserve strip shall be provided along the collector road side of the parcels 
in accordance with Chapter 20.100.090.F from Title 20.  In lieu of a reserve strip the 
applicant may provide a 1-foot vehicular non-access easement. Additionally, the property 
line and right-of-way lines shall match and the 1-foot vehicular non-access easement shall 
be recorded on the residential Lots. 

i. The “50’ Roadway Reserve Lot(s)” shall be provided with Phase 2 (Lot F) and 3 (Lot G) 
final maps. 

j. Utility Lots D and E shall be dedicated and conveyed to the Gardnerville Ranchos General 
Improvement District (GRGID) in consideration of the existing water main. Documentation 
shall be provided demonstrating that it will be conveyed to GRGID after Lot D is created 
with Phase 2 final map. 

k. Open Space Lot C shall be dedicated and conveyed to the Gardnerville Ranchos General 
Improvement District (GRGID).  Documentation shall be provided demonstrating that it 
will be conveyed to GRGID after Lot C is created with Phase 2 final map. 

l. The USFS Trailhead Lot K shall be dedicated and conveyed to the USFS with the recording 
of the final map for Phase 5.  Documentation shall be provided demonstrating that it will 
be conveyed to USFS after Lot K is created with Phase 5 final map. 

m. A minimum 45’ private drainage and wildland fire buffer easement shall be recorded with 
Phase 2 (Lot H), Phase 4 (Lot I), and Phase 5 (Lot J) to be maintained by the homeowner’s 
association. 

 
B 2. The Final Map must provide notes that read as follows: 

a. Any further division of these parcels may be subject to subdivision improvements as 
provided under NRS 278.462(3). 

b. The Community Development Certificate must state, “The County rejects the offer of 
dedication of public roads with the reservation to accept an offer at a later date. The County 
accepts the offer for dedication for the public utility easement(s).” 

c. Maintenance of all private drainage lots, drainage facilities and easements must be the 
responsibility of a homeowner’s association.  Douglas County rejects any offer of 
dedication of drainage facilities or drainage easements.    

d. All runoff from a public right-of-way shall be conveyed to a facility (Lots A and B) 
proposed to be maintained by homeowner’s association or the Gardnerville Ranchos 
General Improvement District. Access shall be provided to the drainage facility in 
accordance with The Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards Division 
2.12.15.  The drainage facility and access shall be located either within a parcel to be 
dedicated to the Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvement District or to the HOA for 
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ownership.  The final map shall callout the purposes for the parcel as Drainage and Open 
Space. Douglas County rejects any offer of dedication of drainage facilities or drainage 
easements at this time.  

e. Obstructing the flow or altering the course of a drainage channel is prohibited, unless 
permitted by authorizing agency. 

 
Planning Division Condition(s) 
 
B 3. The applicant must submit a copy of a recorded deed restriction stating the following in 

regard to the subject parcel: 
 

“Douglas County has declared it a policy to protect and encourage agricultural 
operations. If your property is located near an agricultural operation, you may at some 
time be subject to inconvenience or discomfort arising from agricultural operations. If 
conducted in a manner consistent with proper and accepted standards, these 
inconveniences and discomforts do not constitute a nuisance for purposes of the 
Douglas County Code.” 

 
B 4. The applicant must submit documentation that all property taxes and any agricultural 

liens of the property have been paid in full for the current fiscal year. 
 

B 5. The applicant must comply with the Final Map requirements as prescribed by NRS 278 
and Douglas County Code, Section 20.708 Subdivision Maps. 

 

B 6. The applicant must submit an affidavit stating that the person proposing to divide the land, 
or any successor in interest, will make provision for the payment of the tax imposed by 
chapter 375 of NRS and for compliance with the disclosure and recording requirements 
of subsection 5 of NRS 598.0923. 

 
B 7. A note shall be added to the final map stating that no two-story homes shall be allowed 

within the subdivision. 
 

C. THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS ARE APPLICABLE THROUGHOUT THE 
LIFE OF THE PROJECT 

 
Planning Division Condition(s) 

 

C1. The application for final approval of the Planned Development and final map(s) must be 
recorded in compliance with Douglas County Code Section 20.676.220 and the 
Planned Development adopted phasing schedule as summarized below (And detailed 
in Condition A1). 
 
1) Phase 1 shall include: 

• Twenty (20) residential lots with associated grading, drainage, utility and street 
improvements. 

• Drainage and landscape improvements at Lot A and Lot B retention basins 
Timeframe: Final Map to be recorded by 12/31/2024 12/31/2026 

 
2) Phase 2 shall include: 
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• Forty-nine (49) residential lots with associated grading, drainage, utility and 
street improvements. 

• Street #1 (Tillman Lane) and Street #2 onsite (Heritage Lane) shall both be 
constructed to the Urban “Arterial/Collector Typical Road Section” Standard 
Detail A01; 

Timeframe: Final Map to be recorded by 12/31/2026 12/31/2028 
 

3) Phase 3 shall include:  
• Ninety-nine (99) residential lots with associated grading, drainage, utility and street 

improvements. 
Timeframe: Final Map to be recorded by 12/31/2028 12/31/2030 

 

4) Phase 4 shall include:   
• Forty-three (43) residential lots with associated grading, drainage, utility and street 

improvements. 
• Drainage channel improvements to east of Lots 113-121, and Lot I, as shown on 

Tentative Map. 
Timeframe: Final Map to be recorded by 12/31/2030 12/31/32 

 

5) Phase 5 shall include:   
• Twenty-eight (28) residential lots with associated grading, drainage, utility and 

street improvements 
• Drainage channel improvements to east of Lots 222-225 and to south of Lots 

226-239 and Lot 316 
Timeframe: Final Map to be recorded by 12/31/2032 12/31/34 

 

C2. The design of the single-family residences shall be in substantial conformance with the 
building elevations and footprints submitted for the Planned Development (PD)19-0504 
respectively, of this staff report as originally approved by the Board on March 5, 2020.  
The design and construction of the homes shall maintain consistency with Douglas 
County Code (DCC) 20.676.070 as well as all other applicable sections of DCC and the 
Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards. Site details shall be 
provided at the time of submittal of Site Improvement Plans demonstrating compliance 
with all applicable aspects of DCC 20.676.070. 

 
C3.   All single-family dwellings in the subdivision shall be of single-story design. 
 
C4.    Utilities lines shall be installed underground to the greatest extent feasible. 

 
C5.   To the greatest extent feasible, construction-related vehicles, including “standard-sized” 

vehicles, shall access the project site from the Dressler/Heritage Lane entrance to the 
project’s southern entrance and not the Tillman Lane entrance from the north. 

 
C6.      Prior to issuance of a Site Improvement Permit, a County inspector shall document the 

condition of Tillman Lane and Dressler Lane through photographs and field notes.  
Developer(s) shall be responsible for any significant damage caused by construction 
traffic and shall bear financial responsibility for all repairs necessitated by the use of 
these roads by its contractors and/or sub-contractors.  
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C7. The applicant may submit two copies of the draft final maps to the Engineering Division 
for a Technical Map Review, prior to the final map submittal.  This expedites the final 
map submittal process by allowing both the Engineering and Planning Divisions to 
review the final map to the Conditions of Approval.  There is no fee associated with a 
Technical Map Review and the applicant shall submit to the public counter with a Letter 
of Transmittal to the Case Engineer and the subject line indicating for Technical Map 
Review and the Land Division Application project number provided. 

 
C8. The 2.4-acre park/recreation area (“Detention/Retention Basin #1 - Lot A) shall be 

maintained by a homeowners’ association and/or a landscape maintenance association 
to be coordinated by the applicant and all subsequent owners. 

 
C9. Throughout the construction phases of the project:  A sign shall be maintained at the 

project site listing a public access telephone number to a designated contact person 
whereby concerns regarding traffic, dust mitigation and related concerns may be 
directed. 

 
 
 

 
IV. RECOMMENDATION 
 
Approve Major Modification Application DP23-0237, changing the completion date of 
Rancho Sierra Planned Development phasing plan as proposed based on the applicant's ability 
to meet the required findings, the recommendation found in the staff report, public comment 
during the meeting, and the discussion of the County Commissioners. 
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683 Edison Way     Reno, NV 89502    775-771-7983c     775-357-8421f    ryan@axionengineering.net 

 
683 Edison Way, Reno, NV 89502 

775.771.7983 – ryan@axionengineering.net 
 

 
November 22, 2023 
 
Douglas County Planning Division 
1594 Esmeralda Avenue  
Minden, Nevada 89423 
 
Modification to Existing Ranch Sierra Permit DP19-0504 
Project Description/Justification 
 
Background: 
 
A Tentative Subdivision Map, Variance and PD Overlay for the Rancho Sierra Subdivision was previously 
conditionally approved on March 5, 2020 by the Board of County Commissioners. With the submittal and included 
within the conditions of approval is a Planned development phasing schedule. 
 
With this letter, the owner is requesting a modification to the existing approval by extending the planned 
development phasing schedule.  
 
Douglas County Code Section 20.676.150 (PD) Development schedule, modification, or revocation.  
 

A. An application for planned development approval must be accompanied by a development schedule, 
including a phasing plan, indicating the dates when applications for final approval of all sections of the 
plan are to be filed and, in the case of tentative maps, dates that the final map or series of final maps 
must be recorded by. The development schedule, if approved by the board, shall be set forth in a minute 
action and become a part of the development plan. The board may approve a modification, as allowed 
under NRS Chapter 278A, to the development schedule, including a phasing plan, unless a different 
timeframe is set by a development agreement. The board may add, delete, and/or modify the conditions of 
approval for a planned development when approving a modification to a development schedule. 
 

B. Tentative approval shall be revoked for areas included in the plan for which final approval has not been 
given if: 

1. The landowner elects to abandon the plan or any part thereof, and so notifies the director in 
writing; or 
2. The landowner fails to file application for the final approval within the required time. 

 
Request: 
 
In accordance with the above, the owner is requesting to modify the development schedule approved with the 
Rancho Sierra Tentative Map/Variance/PD Overlay extending each of the timeframes for recordation of Final maps 
by two (2) years. 
 
Due to current housing market and economic conditions, the applicant would like to delay the start of final design, 
site improvement permit submittal, processing, and construction of improvements that enable the recordation of a 
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final map within the timeframe/development schedule contained within the approved PD Overlay.  The extension 
will allow the housing market to improve, and allow the developer to properly design, permit, and construct the 
project, which includes extensive offsite improvements, and avoid having an unfinished project sitting for an 
extended period of time; i.e. open grading, utilities and streets with no accompanying house construction. 
Additionally the project cannot be successful without home sales immediately following infrastructure construction, 
both for the developer and the County, as the streets and infrastructure are proposed to be publicly owned and 
maintained. 
 
We feel that the 2-year extension is appropriate to allow for the market to improve, and to allow for proper design, 
review, and construction.  We do not expect any changes to building codes or design standards within the 2 year 
extension that would put the project, as currently approved, out of compliance with codes or standards at the time of 
commencement. 
 
There are no other requested changes to the approval, plans, or conditions.  
 
Below is approved condition C1 stating the phasing schedule, with proposed changes:  
 
C1. The application for final approval of the Planned Development and final map(s) must be recorded in  

compliance with Douglas County Code Section 20.676.220 and the Planned Development adopted phasing 
schedule as summarized below (And detailed in Condition A1). 
 
1) Phase 1 shall include: 

• Twenty (20) Residential lots with associated grading, drainage, utility, and street 
improvements. 

• Drainage and landscaping improvements at Lot A and Lot B retention basins 
Timeframe: Final Map to be recorded by 12/31/2024 (12/31/2026) 
 

2) Phase 2 Shall include: 
• Forty-nine (49) residential lots with associated grading, drainage, utility, and street 

improvements. 
• Street #1 (Tillman Lane) and Street #2 onsite (Heritage Lane) shall both be constructed to the 

Urban “Arterial/Collector Typical Road Section” Standard Detail A01; USFS Trailhead – “Lot 
K” 

Timeframe: Final Map to be recorded by 12/31/2026 (12/31/2028) 
 

3) Phase 3 shall include: 
• Ninety-nine (99) residential lots with associated grading, drainage, utility, and street 

improvements. 
Timeframe: Final Map to be recorded by 12/31/2028 (12/31/2030) 

 
4) Phase 4 shall include: 

• Forty-three (43) residential lots with associated grading, drainage, utility, and street 
improvements. 

• Drainage channel improvements to east of Lots 113-121, and Lot I, as shown on Tentative 
Map. 

Timeframe: Final Map to be recorded by 12/31/2030 (12/31/2032) 
 

5) Phase 5 shall include: 
• Twenty-eight (28) residential lots with associated grading, drainage, utility, and street 

improvements 
• Drainage channel improvements to east of Lots 222-225 and to south of Lots 226-239 and Lot 

316 
Timeframe: Final Map to be recorded by 12/31/2032 (12/31/2034) 
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In conclusion, the applicant, in accordance with Section 20.676.150 of the Douglas County Code and NRS 278A, 
requests to modify the development schedule approved with DP19-0504, Tentative Subdivision Map, Variance and 
PD Overlay for the Rancho Sierra Subdivision, adding two (2) years to the timeframe dates listed within that 
approval.  
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me at ryan@axionengineering.net.  
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Axion Engineering 
 
Ryan T. Sims, P.E. 

 

423

mailto:ryan@axionengineering.net
mailto:ryan@axionengineering.net


424



425



426



427



428



429



430



RANCHO SIERRA PLANNED DEVELOPMENT

PAGE 11

maintenance, street lighting and stormwater drainage. The district shall provide such services upon 
satisfactory compliance with all conditions of approval of a tentative map(s) and/or a final map(s) for all 
or a portion of the property.” 

and; the Developer… 

“…shall provide and construct infrastructure for each phase of the project, at its sole expense, and will 
construct and provide to District standards, and as operational, a water distribution system with 
improvements, which may include without limitation a well(s), distribution lines from an outside source, 
water treatment facilities and/or water storage tank(s) necessary to connect to GRGID’s existing system 
and to provide water service to the property or a portion of the property being developed.” 

The Intent to Serve letter goes on to state that in addition to meeting District standards, any infrastructure 
improvements/expansions must meet the requirements of the Nevada Department of Environmental Protection’s 
Bureau of Safe Drinking Water as well as the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act. 

NV Energy, Southwest Gas, Frontier Communications and Charter Communications have also indicated willingness 
and availability to serve the Rancho Sierra project. Intent to serve letters from all applicable utility companies, as 
well as the preliminary approval letter from the Nevada Department of Environmental Protection, are provided in 
this report as Appendix J.  

Development Schedule and Phasing Plan 

The Rancho Sierra project is proposed to be constructed in five phases as identified in the Phasing Plan as Figure 
9 (below) and the Phasing Schedule in Table 5 (Page 12). Final map recordation and associated improvement 
construction are proposed to follow the standard tentative map schedule outlined in the Nevada Revised 
Statutes for timeframes in which to record final maps after a Tentative Subdivision Map has been approved, 
with possible modifications per Douglas County Code 20.676.150.

Figure 9 – Rancho Sierra Phasing Plan 

N
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Table 5: Phasing Schedule 

Phase # of Lots Improvements Timeframe

Phase 1 20  20 single family lots with associated
grading, drainage, utility and street
improvements

 Drainage and landscape improvements
at Lot A and Lot B retention basins 

 Tillman Lane (Street 1) roadway, utility,
drainage and landscape improvements
through first roundabout

Within six years after the approval of 
the Planned Development and 
Tentative Subdivision Map. Estimated 
not later than the end of 2026. 

Phase 2 49  49 single family lots with associated
grading, drainage, utility and street
improvements

 Tillman Lane (Street 1) roadway, utility,
drainage and landscape improvements
through roundabout at Heritage Lane
(Street 2)

 Heritage Lane (Street 2) roadway, utility,
drainage and landscape improvements
from roundabout to west property line

 Heritage Lane (Street 2) offsite paved
rural roadway and drainage
improvements from project’s western
property line along new Heritage Lane
alignment across Bently property to
current pavement edge at Dressler Lane
(approximately 1.4 miles from edge of
project)

On or before the second anniversary 
of the date on which the previous final 
map was recorded, an extension of 
not more than one year may be 
approved. Estimated not later than 
the end of 2028. 

Phase 3 99  99 single family lots with associated
grading, drainage, utility and street
improvements

On or before the second anniversary 
of the date on which the previous final 
map was recorded, an extension of 
not more than one year may be 
approved. Estimated not later than 
the end of 2030. 

Phase 4 43  43 single family lots with associated
grading, drainage, utility and street
improvements

 Heritage Lane (Street 2) roadway, utility,
drainage and landscape improvements
from roundabout to east property line

On or before the second anniversary 
of the date on which the previous final 
map was recorded, an extension of 
not more than one year may be 
approved. Estimated not later than 
the end of 2032. 

Phase 5 28  28 single family lots with associated
grading, drainage, utility and street
improvements

On or before the second anniversary 
of the date on which the previous final 
map was recorded, an extension of 
not more than one year may be 
approved. Estimated not later than 
the end of 2034. 
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA

AGENDA ITEM NO. 7.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For presentation only. Introduction of Ordinance 2024-1633, an ordinance approving a zoning map
amendment and planned development overlay district for APN 1220-15-701-001, by: (1) repealing
Ordinance No. 2002-1022 – which changed the zoning on the same parcel from FR-19 (forest and
range, 19-acre minimum lot size) to SFR-8,000 (single-family residential, 8,000 square foot minimum
lot size) with a PD (planned development) overlay (PD 02-06) – because the associated development
was never inaugurated and the tentative map expired; and (2) reclassifying the same parcel as SFR
12,000 (single-family residential, 12,000 square foot minimum lot size) with a PD (planned
development) overlay. First Reading. The Board may also discuss the associated Tentative Subdivision
Map. (Lucille Rao)
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
This item is for presentation only. Pursuant to NRS 244.100, the proposed ordinance is only required to
be read by title to the Board of County Commissioners for introduction.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:

Property tax revenue from 85 new homes. Currently the land's assessed value is $35,000. Each of the
new parcels will be assessed around $38,000 once improved for construction of homes, providing
around $3.23 million in increased assessed value for the vacant land. Homes will be constructed, and
the assessed value will increase more at that time. Roads will be dedicated to the County, maintained by
GRGID along with the extension of public water and sewer systems to serve the property.  

 
BACKGROUND:
The subject site is a 33.20-acre parcel which is located within the Gardnerville Ranchos Community
Plan and within the Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvement District. The site is located on the
corner of Dresslerville Road and Main River Road. The applicant is requesting approval of a Zoning
Map Amendment to change the zoning of the site from SFR8,000 with a PD Overlay to SFR 12,000
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with a PD Overlay that would include approval of a subdivision map to create 85 single family
residential parcels and 2 open space parcels.
 
On November 7, 2002, the Douglas County Board of Commissioners approved PD 02-06 a request to
subdivide parcel 1220-15-701-001 into 98 parcels with the smallest parcel proposed at 6,695 square feet
and an average lot size of 8,100 square feet. The request included a zoning map amendment to change
the land use from FR-19 to SFR 8,000 with a PD Overlay, with 3 parcels (7.7 acres) dedicated to open
space (PD 02-06 board minutes are attached). 
 
The current request arises out of two applications: (1) Planned Development (PD)/Tentative
Subdivision Map (TSM) Application DP23-0090, requesting to (a) establish a new PD Overlay Zone for
a 33.20-acre residential subdivision site allowing for the reduction in lot size, width, and setbacks, and
(b) subdivide 33.20 acres into 85 single family residential lots, the smallest being 8,000 square feet with
7.86 acres of open space; and (2) Zoning Map Amendment (ZMA) Application DP23-0091, requesting
to change the zoning designation from SFR-8,000 with a PD Overlay to SFR 12,000 with a PD
Overlay. The subject property is located at the northeast corner of Main River and Dresslerville Roads
in the SFR-8,000/PD zoning district in the Gardnerville Ranchos Community Plan and is designated as
receiving area. The applicant is Ranchos, LLC (Keith Serpa and Sam Landis) and the applicant’s
representative is Karen Downs, Manhard Consulting. (APN:1220-15-701-001).
 
On January 9, 2024, the Planning Commission recommended approval (3 ayes, 2 nays) of the
applications.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
BOCC Staff Report Ranchos LLC February 1 2024 Meeting (AJH Edits).pdf
Ordinance_2024-1633_with_Minute_Order_and_Exhibits.pdf
09 Vicinity Map.jpg
Noticing.pdf
Gardnerville Ranchos-Project Description and Justification REV_January 2024.pdf
Ranchos LLC Subivision Map.pdf
8 x 11 Site Plan Plan Set.pdf
Site 8.5x11 Development Schedule and Phasing Plan.pdf
8 x 11 Conceptual Grading Drainage Plan Set.pdf
17 Traffic Impact Study Update 10 23.pdf
17 Traffic Study Update w Pro Rata.pdf
Traffic Engineering Study.pdf
Floor plans and elevations.pdf
BOCC Minutes November 7 2002.pdf
PC Public Comment prior to posting.pdf
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MEMORANDUM 
 

Date: February 1, 2024  
 
To: Douglas County Board of County Commissioners   
 
From: Lucille Rao, Senior Planner 
  
Subject: Introduction of Ordinance 2024-1633, an ordinance approving a zoning map 

amendment and planned development overlay district for APN 1220-15-701-001, by: 
(1) repealing Ordinance No. 2002-1022 – which changed the zoning on the same 
parcel from FR-19 (forest and range, 19-acre minimum lot size) to SFR-8,000 (single-
family residential, 8,000 square foot minimum lot size) with a PD (planned 
development) overlay (PD 02-06) – because the associated development was never 
inaugurated and the tentative map expired; and (2) reclassifying the same parcel as 
SFR 12,000 (single-family residential, 12,000 square foot minimum lot size) with a 
PD (planned development) overlay. The Board may also discuss the associated 
Tentative Subdivision Map.  

 
 
I.   REQUEST 
 
For discussion only.  Introduction of Ordinance 2024-1633, an ordinance approving a zoning map 
amendment and planned development overlay district for APN 1220-15-701-001, by: (1) 
repealing Ordinance No. 2002-1022 – which changed the zoning on the same parcel from FR-19 
(forest and range, 19-acre minimum lot size) to SFR-8,000 (single-family residential, 8,000 
square foot minimum lot size) with a PD (planned development) overlay (PD 02-06) – because 
the associated development was never inaugurated and the tentative map expired; and (2) 
reclassifying the same parcel as SFR 12,000 (single-family residential, 12,000 square foot 
minimum lot size) with a PD (planned development) overlay. The Board may also discuss the 
associated Tentative Subdivision Map.  
  
The request arises out of two applications: (1) Planned Development (PD)/Tentative Subdivision 
Map (TSM) Application DP23-0090, requesting to (a) establish a new PD Overlay Zone for a 
33.20-acre residential subdivision site allowing for the reduction in lot size, width, and setbacks, 
and (b) subdivide 33.20 acres into 85 single family residential lots, the smallest being 8,000 
square feet with 7.86 acres of open space; and (2) Zoning Map Amendment (ZMA) Application 
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DP23-0091, requesting to change the zoning designation from SFR-8,000 to SFR 12,000. The 
subject property is located at the northeast corner of Main River and Dresslerville Roads in the 
SFR-8,000/PD zoning district in the Gardnerville Ranchos Community Plan and is designated as 
receiving area. The applicant is Ranchos, LLC (Keith Serpa and Sam Landis) and the applicant’s 
representative is Karen Downs, Manhard Consulting. (APN:1220-15-701-001). 
 
II.   RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends introduction of Ordinance 2024-1633, a Zoning Map Amendment, Planned 
Development Overlay, and repeal of existing Planned Development Overlay for Ranchos, LLC.   

III.  SUMMARY 

Applicant/Owner:   Ranchos, LLC (Keith Serpa and Sam Landis) 
  
APN:      1220-15-701-001 
 
Master Plan Designation:  Receiving Area  
 
Zoning Designation:  SFR-8,000 (single-family residential, 8,000 square foot net 

minimum parcel size) / PD (planned development) Overlay 
 
Surrounding Land Use/ Zoning:  North – Single Family Residential/SFR-1  

West – Single Family Residential/SFR-1/2 
East – Washoe Tribe Land  
South – Receiving Area/FR-19 

 
Floodzone:     X-unshaded 
 
IV.  BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 
 
The subject site (APN 1220-15-701-001) is a 33.20-acre parcel which is located within the 
Gardnerville Ranchos Community Plan and within the Gardnerville Ranchos General 
Improvement District. The site is located on the corner of Dresslerville Road and Main River 
Road.  
 
On November 7, 2002, the Douglas County Board of Commissioners passed Ordinance 2002-
1022, which reclassified the subject site from FR-19 (Forest and Range, 19-acre minimum lot 
size) to SFR-8,000 with a PD Overlay. The Board also approved a tentative subdivision map to 
subdivide the parcel into 98 parcels with the smallest parcel proposed at 6,695 square feet and an 
average lot size of 8,100 square feet.  Three parcels (7.7 acres) were dedicated to open space. The 
original PD (PD 02-06) staff report and board minutes are attached.  
 
The project approved for the PD Overlay was not inaugurated within the time-frame established 
by the approved development schedule, as required by DCC 20.676.020(G), and the tentative map 
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expired. However, no proceedings were ever initiated to revoke the approval or reclassify the 
property, as contemplated by DCC 20.676.170.  
 

20.676.020 (PD) General provisions. 
 G. The planned development project must be inaugurated within the time-frame as 

established by a development schedule pursuant to section 20.676.150. 
 
20.676.170 (PD) Development schedule, revocation or amendment. 
If, in the opinion of the commission, the owner or owners are failing or have failed 
to meet the approved schedule, the commission may initiate proceedings to reclassify 
the property and revoke the approval of the development plan, or to amend the 
development plan. 

 
The applicant now is requesting approval of a new Zoning Map Amendment to change the zoning 
of the site from SFR 8,000 with a Planned Development (PD) Overlay to SFR 12,000 with a PD 
Overlay and concurrent approval of a subdivision map to create 85 single family residential 
parcels and two open space parcels. 
 
On January 9, 2024, the Planning Commission moved to recommend approval of DP23-0090 and 
DP23-0091 to the Board.  
 
The project site is highlighted below: 
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From the Douglas County 2020 Master Plan:  

VISION STATEMENT The future vision for the Gardnerville Ranchos Community 
Plan area is to retain the community’s rural character and aesthetics. The 
Gardnerville Ranchos residents share a strong sense of community. Passive and 
recreational open spaces are identified as fundamental features in all new 
development projects to serve both new and existing residents. Bicycle, 
pedestrian, and equestrian nature corridors can connect the Ranchos to the 
Douglas County Community Center and adjacent communities. Particular 
attention is given to prevent overdevelopment of the designated receiving area in 
the plan area while providing housing opportunities that meet the needs of the 
Gardnerville Ranchos Community. Roadway designs should improve traffic 
circulation patterns, and proactive roadway maintenance programs will assure 
safe and smooth conditions. Low-impact development practices are employed to 
protect and ensure the District’s low-cost, superior quality and quantity of ground 
water today and into the future. 

 
V.  EVALUATION OF MASTER PLAN AND ZONING 
 
Master Plan Designation 
 
The current Master Plan Future Land Use of the property (Receiving Area) is shown below: 
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The Master Plan Future Land Use designation of “Receiving Area” is defined in the Douglas 
County Master Plan as:  
 

There are Future Development and Receiving Areas in several Community Plans, 
including Agricultural, Airport, Gardnerville Ranchos, Genoa, Indian Hills/Jacks 
Valley, Johnson Lane, Minden/Gardnerville, and Topaz Ranch Estates/Holbrook 
Junction. The Receiving Areas provide opportunities for expansion of each 
Community Plan area at urban densities.  It is anticipated that the density 
permitted by current zoning will be increased through the acquisition and transfer 
of development rights from Resource Lands to these areas in order to allow and 
to provide for the increased density.  Therefore, existing zoning densities will 
remain and development may occur consistent with the zoning designation.  
Additionally, each Receiving Area will be defined further by specific detailed 
planning in order to accommodate the proposed increases in density.  Specific 
densities and uses, including commercial or industrial land uses, will be 
established through specific planning processes.  Residential densities are 
anticipated to be urban in nature, ranging from 2.01 to 16 units per acre.   
 
Within each Community Plan, the future development and Receiving Areas are 
described in more detail and the general intent for land use density is provided 
along with policy direction for establishment of the uses.  The establishment of 
additional Receiving Areas may be designated through the Master Plan 
Amendment process. 
 

Zoning  
 
The current base zoning of the property (SFR-8,000) is shown below: 
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The current zoning of SFR 8,000 is defined in Douglas County Code 20.650.010(B)(5) as:  
 

“SFR-8,000” (Single-family residential - 8,000 square foot minimum net parcel 
size). This district is intended for the development of single-family detached units 
in a suburban setting with a minimum lot size of 8,000 square feet, and a 
maximum density of 5.45 units per gross acre. Unless otherwise specified in this 
development code, no more than one home per parcel is permitted in this land use 
district. 
 

The proposed zoning of SFR, 12,000 is defined in Douglas County Code 20.650.010(B)(6) as:  
 

“SFR-12,000” (Single-family residential - 12,000 square foot minimum net parcel 
size). This district is intended for the development of single-family detached units 
in a suburban setting with a minimum lot size of 12,000 square feet, and a 
maximum density of 3.63 units per gross acre. Unless otherwise specified in this 
development code, no more than one home per parcel is permitted in this land use 
district.  

 
Overlay districts are defined in Douglas County Code 20.650.010(D) as: 
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“Overlay districts”. The purpose of the overlay district is to superimpose special 
standards over the base zoning district, which serve to complement and enhance 
the character of the community and to provide compatibility with surrounding 
uses consistent with the master plan. The individual purpose statement for each 
overlay district is found within the respective district chapter of this development 
code. 

 
The purpose of a PD Overlay is set forth in Douglas County Code 20.676.010: 
 

A. The Planned Development (PD) overlay is intended to provide a method of 
comprehensive planning for smaller, less complex development projects than are 
typically processed with a specific plan, and which meets one or more of the 
following criteria: 

1. The project site contains topographic constraints, environmental 
resources, or other features which require special planning consideration; 
2. A more efficient and desirable design can be achieved through flexible 
design standards or mixed land use patterns than can be attained through 
the strict adherence to zoning standards; 
3. Adequate public facilities and infrastructure exist or can be provided to 
the project site to serve the proposed type and intensity of development; 
4. Detailed development plans are known at the time the comprehensive 
development plan is prepared, allowing combined review and approval; 
5. Buildout of the planned development project area is contemplated 
within the scope and duration of the plan. 
6. The project is located within a receiving area as shown on the master 
plan land use maps, and is proposing to utilize transfer development 
rights. 
 

The applicant is proposing that the prior zoning designation and PD overlay district be repealed 
and replaced by the proposed zoning designation and PD overlay district. 
 
VI.  KEY ISSUES 
 
Density 
 
The project as submitted has a density of 2.56 units per acre. The SFR 12,000 zoning allows a 
density up to 3.61 units per acre. Lots within the development will vary from a minimum size of 
8,000 square feet to a maximum of 14,615 square feet and will meet the planned development and 
single-family residential development standards of Douglas County Code.   
 
As noted the site is located within a Receiving Area Future Land Use designation. Any increase in 
density in this area requires Transfer of Development Rights to be acquired and dedicated. As 
stated earlier the original approvals changing the zoning from FR-19 to SFR 8,000 occurred in 
2002 but the project was never inaugurated and the TDR’s were never provided to Douglas 
County, therefore, the calculation for the required Transfer of Development rights should still be 
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1 unit per 19 acres, consistent with the prior zoning of FR-19.  The proposed project includes 85 
units which would be an increase in density of 84 units.  
 
Open Space, Recreational Amenities, Landscaping 
 
Douglas County Code requires 25% open space for Planned Developments, but DCC 
20.676.100(A)(1)(a) provides that property “may be exempted from the common open space 
requirement if it utilizes transfer development rights for at least 50% of the project density.” The 
project will meet this requirement and therefore may be exempted from the 25% open space 
requirement. The applicant has provided some open space by way of a buffer zone and pedestrian 
walkway/trail around the subject parcel, with a proposed connection to future planned on-street 
trails along Dresslerville Road and Main River Road.   
 
Refer to the Development Plan below: 

 
Development Plan 
 
Floodplain 
 
The parcel is located outside the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) and is in the X-unshaded or 
500-year floodplain per FEMA FIRM panel no. 0265G, dated January 20, 2010. To the east of the 
property is the Carson River that is in the unnumbered A Zone and AE floodway. 
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Phasing 
 
The development plan submitted proposes 3 phases with final completion by December 31, 2030. 
Douglas County Code and Nevada Revised Statues do allow for extensions of time. The 
submitted phasing plan is shown on the plan below:  
 

 
Phasing Plan 
 
Roadway Facilities. 
 
Recommendations from Traffic Report  
 
The Traffic Impact Study (TIS) for Gardnerville Ranchos was prepared by Headway 
Transportation. The study made the following key findings and recommendations: 

1. The proposed project includes 85 single family housing units and is anticipated to generate 
approximately 802 Daily, 59 AM peak hour, and 80 PM peak hour trips to the external 
roadway network. 

2. Under Existing Plus Project and Future Year Plus Project conditions, the study 
intersections are expected to operate within policy level of service thresholds. The 
addition of project traffic does not have any significant impact on the study area 
intersection operations. 
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3. No improvements are recommended at the study intersections. The project access 
connections and frontage improvements should be in accordance with Douglas County 
code. 

 
County staff had concerns with this report. Jon Erb, Douglas County Traffic Engineer Manager 
sent the report to a traffic engineer from C-A Group who was a former NDOT engineer, to review 
and comment on the study. From their review it was determined that the traffic study shows that 
the US Highway 395 and Riverview Drive southbound left turn lane is at a level “F” and the 
Eastbound Left degrades from a “D” to an “E”.  As a result, the applicant is required to participate 
in mitigation to rectify the issues at the intersection. 
 
To date Douglas County has not received a response from NDOT regarding this project. The 
applicant is required to submit documentation that the mitigation fee of $45,000 has been paid 
prior to the phase 1 final map.  
 
Level of Service for streets impacted provided within traffic report   
 
The level of service (LOS) is within the County’s standard which allows for a traffic LOS C or 
better. NDOT’s LOS is D or better. The exception to this is at the US Highway 395 and 
Riverview Drive intersection. The applicant has submitted a Traffic Impact Study and a Traffic 
Study update with the pro-rata share for improvements at Riverview and Highway 395 (see 
attachment). The project has been conditioned to pay the pro-rata share. 
 
The following is an excerpt from the Traffic Study update:  
 

To mitigate the project’s minor impacts at the US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller 
Parkway intersection, the project should contribute a 3% pro rata share (the 
project’s percentage of traffic in the subject intersection) to the future 
improvements identified above, which equates to $45,000 based on the 
preliminary cost estimate of $1,500,000.    No physical improvements by the 
project are recommended at the study intersections with this project.  

 
Water Facilities. 
 
Water Service Area:  The property is within the Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvement 
District (GRGID) Water Service Area as recognized on Diagram PF5 – Water Systems in the 
Carson Valley from the Douglas County 2020 Master Plan. From said diagram it is evident that 
parcels are also inside of the Urban Service Area boundary.  
 
The applicant has included an Initial Will Serve Letter dated December 9, 2022 from GRGID 
stating that they shall provide water service with 3 stipulations listed in the letter. (See 
attachment). 
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VII. REQUIRED FINDINGS  
 

Findings for a Zoning Map Amendment (20.610.050) 
 
When approving a zoning text or map amendment the planning commission and the board must 
make the following findings:  
 

A. That the proposed amendment is consistent with the policies embodied in the 
adopted master plan and the underlying land use designation contained in the land 
use plan.  

 
Applicant Response: The site is within the Gardnerville Ranchos Community and the Ranchos 
Urban Service Area. The property has a Master Plan designation of Receiving Area, which allows 
for a potential density increase with the use of the Transfer Development Rights. The Master Plan 
(Land Use Policy L7) supports new residential development within designated urban service areas 
that can be served by municipal water and sewer and paved roadways, such as this location, 
provided they are developed in accordance with the Development Code. The proposed 
amendment from SFR-8,000 to SR-12,000 will allow for less development potential while still 
being consistent with the Master Plan. 
 
Staff Response: The proposed amendment is consistent with the following Master Plan Goals 
and Policies and the dedication of Transfer of Development Rights. 
 
LU (Land Use) Policy 7 - Designate Urban Service Areas, where development of an urban 
character exists or is developing, within identified urban communities. New development in these 
areas may be approved by Douglas County if it is consistent with the land use designations shown 
on the Land Use Map, if services are available at the appropriate urban levels, if applicable 
policies of the Community Plan and Master Plan have been met, and if it is developed in 
accordance with the Development Code. 
 
LU (Land use) Policy 22 Maintain Community Plans and Regions to establish the policies 
necessary to reflect and enhance each community’s desired character. 
 
GM (Growth Management) Goal 2 - To direct new development to locations within or adjacent to 
existing communities where public services and facilities can be provided and a sense of 
community can be created or enhanced.  
 

B. That the proposed amendment will not be inconsistent with the adequate public 
facilities policies contained in this title.  

 
Applicant’s Response: As detailed in the project description, the proposed subdivision has 
adequate access and availability of public facilities and services such as water, sewer, schools, 
police protection, transportation, recreation, and parks. 
 
Staff Response: This finding can be met. 
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C. That the proposed amendment is compatible with the actual and master planned use 
of the adjacent properties.  

 
Applicant’s Response: The proposed change from SFR-8,000 to SR-12,000 zoning allows for a 
more logical continuation of the residential development in the area by being more 
complementary to the existing single-family residential neighborhoods adjacent to the west and 
north. The property adjacent to the south is also in the receiving area and could potentially see 
additional residential development in accordance with the Master Plan policies. 
 
Staff Response: The proposed zoning designation of SFR 12,000 is compatible with the adjacent 
subdivisions to the west and to the south of the site. While the proposed zoning appears 
incompatible with the property to the South, these lands are also designated as “Receiving Area” 
future land use which will allow a future zone change to an increased density.  
 

D. If the amendment is in a receiving area and changes land to any industrial, 
commercial, or residential district, or otherwise increases the density or intensity of 
use, that the amendment is being requested in the context of a specific plan or a 
planned development, and utilizes transfer development rights.  

 
Applicant’s Response:  The amendment is in a Receiving Area and decreases the residential 
density allowed to be more consistent with surrounding development. Transfer of development 
rights will be utilized for the project and the project is designed in accordance with the planned 
development requirements of the Consolidated Development Code. 
 
Staff Response:  This finding can be met.   
 
 

Findings for a Planned Development (20.676.040(A)) 
 
When approving a Planned Development, the planning commission and the board must make the 
following findings:  
 

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

 
Applicant’s Response: The planned development is consistent with the objectives of the planned 
development overlay to provide a method of comprehensive planning for a project area; it has 
been designed to preserve open space and provide logical transition to the existing residential 
development adjacent to the west and north. A more efficient and desirable design, specifically 
related to the open space, can be achieved through the proposed design standards than through 
strict adherence to zoning standards. Adequate public facilities can be provided to the project site. 
Detailed development plans have been provided through this application which will allow for 
combined review and approval. 
 
Staff Response: The stated purpose of a Planned Development, per DCC 20.676.010, is “…to 
provide a method of comprehensive planning for smaller, less complex development projects than 
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are typically processed with a specific plan, and which meets one or more of the following 
criteria:   
 

1. The project site contains topographic constraints, environmental resources, or other 
features which require special planning consideration. 

2. A more efficient and desirable design can be achieved through flexible design standards or 
mixed land use patterns than can be attained through the strict adherence to zoning 
standards. 

3. Adequate public facilities and infrastructure exist or can be provided to the project site to 
serve the proposed type and intensity of development. 

4. Detailed development plans are known at the time the comprehensive development plan is 
prepared, allowing combined review and approval. 

5. Build out of the planned development project area is contemplated within the scope and 
duration of the plan. 

6. The project is located within a receiving area as shown on the master plan land use maps, 
and is proposing to utilize transfer development rights.” 

 
The proposed project meets criteria 3, 4, 5, and 6 above. The application for a PD is within a 
Receiving Area and will utilize TDRs and the project includes: 

  
• Appropriate will serve and comment letters from utility providers; 
• Detailed development plans; 
• Detailed development plans proposing development of the entire parcel in the Phasing 

Plan;  
 
Staff has found no obvious inconsistencies with the Master Plan or Title 20, and finds the project 
is notably compliant with the following Master Plan policies:   
 

LU (Land Use) Policy 3 - Consider issues of community character, environmental impact, 
resident security and safety, aesthetics, and efficient service delivery when reviewing 
development proposals. 
 
LU Goal 1 – Retain the beauty, the natural setting/resources, and rural/agricultural character 
of the County while providing opportunities for managed growth and development. 
 
GM (Growth Management) Goal 2 - To direct new development to locations within or 
adjacent to existing communities where public services and facilities can be provided and a 
sense of community can be created or enhanced.  
 
2. The extent that the plan departs from zoning and subdivision regulations otherwise 

applicable to the property, including but not limited to density, bulk and use, are 
deemed to be in the public interest.  

 
Applicant’s Response: Although a zoning map amendment is being proposed to limit density on 
the project site, the plan’s design standards are consistent with the current SFR-8,000 underlying 
zoning designation in relation to the lot size, lot width and side and rear setbacks. The front yard 
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setback is proposed to be reduced to allow for a house-forward design and sideload garages. The 
overall density of the proposed subdivision is lower than the maximum allowed in the SFR-12000 
zoning district. The use itself and the remaining aspects of the development are in conformance 
with the accordance with the Development Code. 
 
Staff Response: This finding can be met.  The use of the Planned Development Overlay allows 
for the reduction of setbacks and lot sizes.  
 

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

 
Applicant’s Response: The PD Overlay area only contains residential use and associated Open 
Space and is consistent with the Receiving Area Master Plan designation. 
 
Staff Response: The project is consistent with the Master Plan which indicates that Receiving 
Areas are intended to provide expansion opportunities to existing communities at urban densities 
ranging from 2-16 units per acre. 
 

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

 
Applicant’s Response: Open space, in accordance with DCC Section 20.676.100, has been 
designed as a primary feature of the PD Overlay, however the project is exempt from PD Overlay 
open space requirements because it is utilizing transfer development rights for at least 50% of the 
project density (DCC Section 20.676.100). Common open space has been provided around the 
entire perimeter of the project site to (i) provide a buffer for the existing residential 
neighborhoods adjacent to the north and (ii) accommodate active recreational amenities in a form 
of walking/bicycle trail. Pedestrian amenities will be incorporated into - the final design in 
accordance with the DCC. Open space areas, including the trail, is shown on the Preliminary 
Landscape Plan. Multi-use pathway system has been designed to connect the open space areas 
throughout the PD Overlay area with the future-planned trails along Dresslerville Road and Main 
River Road. The trail system is intended to enhance pedestrian access (in addition to sidewalks). 
 
Staff Response: As previously noted, the project may be exempted from the 25% open space 
requirement because the applicant will be utilizing TDRs for over 50% of the proposed density.   
 

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

 
Applicant’s Response: The physical design of the plan related to adequate public facilities has 
been designed in accordance with the DCC. 
 
Staff Response: The public facilities policies are contained in Chapter 20.100 of Douglas County 
Code. No development application shall be approved unless the development is served by 
adequate water facilities, wastewater facilities, drainage facilities, and transportation facilities, or 
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provisions have been made for these services in a manner consistent with County regulations 
(DCC 20.100.020). The proposed Planned Development is consistent with the public facilities 
policies. The project will require phased development and, as conditioned, adequate facilities will 
be required for each phase.   
 

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

 
Applicant’s Response: The development plan combined with the modification in zoning to allow 
for a decrease in density is specifically designed to provide an adequate buffer between existing 
land uses and the proposed project to ensure preservation of the character and integrity of adjacent 
development and neighborhoods. 
 
Staff Response: This finding has been met. 
 

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.  

 
Applicant’s Response: The proposed project has been designed in accordance with the required 
development regulations to mitigate adverse effects related to traffic, noise, odors, visual 
nuisances, or other similar adverse effects. Specific mitigation measures related to traffic are 
outlined in the Traffic Study. Conformance with DCC regulations regarding open space, multi-
use pathways/trails, buffer zones and screening, zoning, and landscaping is intended to mitigate 
other adverse impacts. 
 
Staff Response: This finding has been met. 
 

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.   

 
Applicant’s Response: The project will be developed in three phases. A phasing plan is included 
in the Project Description which includes unit counts, road, and other infrastructure included in 
each phase, and is in accordance with NRS 278. 
 
Staff Response: A development phasing plan and schedule has been included in this application 
which details improvements and dwelling units per phase, as well as a timeframe consistent with 
Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) for the recordation of final maps. Development will be conducted 
in a total of three phases with each phase capable of standing alone if a future phase of the project 
were to not be recorded.  
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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 total 
development.  

 
Applicant’s Response: The proposed project has been designed so that each individual phase of 
the 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 total development. 
 
Staff Response: The phasing of the development has been designed to ensure that each phase can 
exist independent of the subsequent phases without sacrificing the functionality of the 
development as a whole.  
 

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. 

 
Applicant’s Response: The single-family residential use proposed in the planned development is 
proposed in accordance with the DCC standards and, as such, will not be a detriment to the 
present and proposed surrounding land uses and will enhance the desirability of the area and have 
a beneficial effect. 
 
Staff Response: This finding has been met. 
 

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. 
   

Applicant’s Response: The planned development has been designed in accordance with the DCC 
standards, as fully described in the project description. The proposed reduced lot size, width and 
setback would allow to provide quality open space that would create a buffer for the existing 
adjacent residential neighborhoods as well as accommodate recreational amenity in a form of a 
trail. 
 
Staff Response: This finding has been met.  
 

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 
community.   

 
Applicant’s Response: The planned development has been designed in accordance with the DCC 
and, as such, will not result in material prejudice or diminution in value of surrounding properties, 
and will not endanger the health, safety and welfare of the community. 
 
Staff Response: This finding has been met.   
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13. The subdivision of land proposed in the planned development meets the 
requirements of the Nevada Revised Statutes and this code.  

 
Applicant’s Response: The subdivision of land in the planned development has been designed to 
meet the requirements of NRS and DCC. 
 
Staff Response: This finding has been met.    
 

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.  

 
Applicant’s Response: The proposed project conforms to the density requirements of the SFR-
12,000, lot dimension standards for the SFR-8,000, and other regulations established in the DCC 
as applicable to planned developments, and the project site in particular. 
 
Staff Response: This finding has been met. 
 

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

 
Applicant’s Response: The proposed project has been designed in conformance with the 
regulations of the DCC and DCIS. 
 
Staff Response: The project is conditioned to comply with Douglas County Code and the Design 
Criteria and Improvement Standards (DCDIS).  
 

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

 
Applicant’s Response: Adequate transfer development rights will be established for the proposed 
development. 
 
Staff Response: Transferred development rights would be mandatory. Staff has conditioned the 
project to ensure that said transfer is completed before any phase of the project may be recorded 
pursuant to conditions of approval.  
 

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

 
Applicant’s Response: The proposed project has been designed in accordance with the DCC and, 
as such, will provide logical transition and enhance the surrounding neighborhood. 
 
Staff Response: This finding has been met. 
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Findings for a Tentative Subdivision Map (20.708.030(A)) 
 
When approving a Tentative Subdivision Map, the planning commission and the board must 
make the following findings:  
 

1. The property to be subdivided is zoned for the intended uses and the density and 
design of the subdivision conforms to the requirements of the zoning regulations 
contained in this code. 
 

Applicant’s Response: The property is in the Receiving Area as designated in by the Master 
Plan, which anticipates the increase in the density permitted by a current zoning through transfer 
of development rights. A Zoning Map Amendment and Planned Development Overlay 
applications have been submitted to run concurrently with this application. This Tentative Map is 
consistent with the proposed SFR-12,000 zoning designation with a Planned Development 
overlay, specifically regarding the density and design. The SFR-12,000 zoning allows for a 
maximum density of 3.63 units per acre. The project proposes 85 single family units which equals 
to 2.56 units per acre (85 units/33.2 acres) and 7.86 acres of common area open space. 
 
Staff response: This finding can be met. As more fully described earlier in this report, the 
proposed tentative subdivision map is consistent with the Master Plan and Zoning Map 
designations as well as Douglas County Code with respect to uses, density, and design.   
 

2. If planned development is proposed, the tentative subdivision map conforms to the 
density requirements, lot dimension standards and other regulations applicable to 
planned developments. 
 

Applicant’s Response: A Planned Development Overlay application has is included with this 
Tentative Map application. The tentative subdivision map conforms to the density requirements of 
the requested SFR-12,000 zoning with the PD Overlay. Although the development standards 
proposed are consistent with the existing underlying zoning designation of SFR-8,000 due to the 
down zone request to SFR-12,000, variations to the lot size, width and setbacks are requested as 
part of the Planned Development Overlay in accordance with DCC Section 20.676.070. 
 
Staff response: This finding can be met.  The Planned Development conforms to all density and 
dimension standards applicable to Planned Developments.  
 

3. The tentative subdivision map conforms to public facilities and improvement 
standards contained in the development code. 
 

Applicant’s Response: The tentative subdivision map conforms to public facilities and 
improvement standards contained in the development code, as described in this Project 
Description. The public facilities policies are contained in Chapter 20.100 of Douglas County 
Code. By providing will serve letters, preliminary storm drainage study, and a traffic study, it has 
been shown that the development has, or provisions have been made for, adequate water facilities, 
wastewater facilities, drainage facilities, and transportation facilities consistent with County 
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regulations (DCC Section 20.100.020). The project would be constructed in three phases as 
outlined in this document. 
 
Staff response: This finding has been met. 
 

4. The tentative subdivision map conforms to the improvement and design standards 
contained in the development code and adopted design criteria and improvement 
standards. 

  
Applicant’s Response: With the exception of lot size, width and setbacks as included in the 
Planned Development Overlay application submitted to run concurrently with this application, the 
tentative subdivision map conforms to improvement and design standards contained in the 
Consolidated Development Code. 
 
Staff response: This finding has been met. 
 

5. If applicable, that a phasing plan has been submitted and is deemed acceptable. 
 

Applicant’s Response: The project will be constructed in three phases as outlined in this 
document. Detailed phasing plan has been submitted. 

 
Staff response: A development phasing plan and schedule has been included in this application 
which details improvements and dwelling units per phase, as well as a timeframe consistent with 
Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) for the recordation of final maps. Development will be conducted 
in a total of three phases with each phase capable of standing alone if a future phase of the project 
were to not be recorded.  

 
6. The approval contains terms that plan for the possibility of abandonment or 

termination of the project.      
 

Applicant’s Response: The Applicant will comply with conditions related to the possibility of 
abandonment or termination of the project. 
 
Staff response: The applicant must comply with conditions related to the possibility of 
abandonment or termination of the project. As conditioned “On-site and off-site improvements 
must be constructed or secured”. This condition will ensure site improvements are secure.  
 

7. There are no delinquent taxes or assessments on the land to be subdivided, as 
certified by the county treasurer. 

  
Applicant’s Response: Documentation is provided in this application package that shows there 
are no delinquent taxes or assessments on the land to be subdivided. 
 
Staff response: The applicant provided documentation with the application package that shows 
there are no delinquent taxes or assessments on the land to be subdivided. 
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8. The project is not located within an identified archeological or cultural study area, as 
recognized by the county. If the project is located in a study area, an archeological 
resource reconnaissance has been performed on the site by a qualified archeologist 
and any identified resources have been avoided or mitigated to the extent possible 
per the findings in the report.    

  
Applicant’s Response: There are no known cultural or archaeological resources within the 
development footprint of this project. 
 
Staff response: The project is not located in an identified cultural study area. 
 
VIII. CONCLUSION 
Based on the applicant and staff’s responses, the findings for each request have been met in the 
affirmative. Any change proposed to a community will always have effects to the residents of that 
community, but the extent of those effects is what is to be considered, and if the applicant and 
staff addressed those concerns effectively. Staff believes the project has met the standards of DCC 
and DCDCIS and the intent of the Master Plan. 
 
IX. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
Douglas County Code (DCC), Title 20 
Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards (DCDCIS) 
 
THE APPLICANT/OWNER SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL THE FOLLOWING 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL LISTED BELOW. 
 
THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE MET PRIOR TO FINAL MAP 
SUBMITTAL 
 
1. Submit improvement plans and supporting documents for review and approval using a 

Site Improvement Permit Application, submitted electronically to 
Engineering@douglasnv.us. All improvement plans shall have the road names labelled on 
the plans in accordance with the Road Name Reservation Approval from GIS. Phases shall 
be constructed in order of 1, 2, and 3 and also recorded in same order and are not allowed 
to go out of order.  Plans and documentation must be in conformance with the applicable 
section(s) of the Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards (DCDCIS) 
including the following project specific items: 
 

Phase 1: 
a. Plans and reports shall comply with all local, state, and federal standards, including 

but not limited to the standards set forth in Chapters 20.04, and 20.800 to 20.840 of 
the Douglas County Code. 

b. Civil improvement plans must be submitted in conformance with Division 2. 

466



Page 21 of 25 
 

c. Construct portions of Streets A, B, C, and D (as recognized on the Preliminary Site 
Plan) to Standard Detail A02 to the Phase 1 limit shown on said Site Plan. 

d. Construct an Improved Maintenance Access in accordance with Division 3.9.14 to 
the proposed detention basin on the north side of the property.  

e. Provide Street Lighting in accordance with Division 10.3.A. 
f. Applicant shall include all non-county utility plans applicable to the project with the 

site improvement permit application 
g. Final technical drainage report and plans meeting the requirements of Division 6, 

this report shall address all three phases.  The plans must show all necessary 
drainage easements and identify them as private.  
i. Stormwater retention ponds shall be sized to contain 1.5 times the entire 25-

Year design storm in accordance with DCDCIS Part II Section 6.5.7.1.1. 
ii. The technical drainage report shall demonstrate that off-site stormwater flows 

are conveyed through the site and downstream points of discharge have 
adequate capacity to accept these flows. 

iii. The technical drainage report shall justify a post-developed run-off coefficient 
of 0.53 via either a reference to a publication or by calculation of a weighted 
run-off coefficient accounting for the specific land cover (pavement, roof, 
landscape) within each post-developed watershed sub-area. 

h. Demonstrate ability to drain across Washoe Tribe Land (APN 1220-15-701-002) if 
that is where the development elects to discharge runoff. 

i. Final soils (geotechnical) report and plans meeting the requirements of Division 8 
and refer to Division 3.9.10 for Asphalt Concrete Structural Sections, this report 
shall address all three phases. 

 
Phase 2: 

a. Plans and reports shall comply with all local, state, and federal standards, including 
but not limited to the standards set forth in Chapters 20.04, and 20.800 to 20.840 of 
the Douglas County Code. 

b. Civil improvement plans must be submitted in conformance with Division 2. 
c. Construct portions of Streets A, C, and D (as recognized on the Preliminary Site 

Plan) to Standard Detail A02 to the Phase 2 limit shown on said Site Plan. 
d. Provide Street Lighting in accordance with Division 10.3.A. 
e. Applicant shall include all non-county utility plans applicable to the project with the 

site improvement permit application 
 
Phase 3: 

a. Plans and reports shall comply with all local, state, and federal standards, including 
but not limited to the standards set forth in Chapters 20.04, and 20.800 to 20.840 of 
the Douglas County Code. 

b. Civil improvement plans must be submitted in conformance with Division 2. 
c. Construct portions of Streets A and B (as recognized on the Preliminary Site Plan) to 

Standard Detail A02 to the Phase 3 limit shown on said Site Plan. 
d. Provide Street Lighting in accordance with Division 10.3.A. 
e. Applicant shall include all non-county utility plans applicable to the project with the 

site improvement permit application 
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2. The development will be served by a public water system, and the following conditions 

apply: 
a. Meet the requirements of the Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvement District 

(GRGID) “Water Will Serve” letter. 
b. Water lines must meet the requirements of Division 4, or standards of other 

applicable agencies. 
c. Ensure the water system is looped for each phase. 
d. Provide approval letter from Nevada Division of Environmental Protection Bureau 

of Safe Drinking Water. 
 

3. The development will be served by a public sewer system, and the following conditions 
apply: 

a. Meet the requirements of the GRGID “Sewer Will Serve” letter or other letter of 
intent to serve. 

b. Sewer lines must meet the requirements of Division 5 or standards from other 
applicable agencies. 

c. Provide approval letter from Nevada Division of Environmental Protection Bureau 
of Water Pollution Control. 

 
4. Provide a paved pullout for a new cluster mailbox location per Detail A17.  If a new 

cluster mailbox location is not required provide documentation to that effect from the U.S. 
Postal Service. Ensure cluster mailbox is located either within the public right-of-way or a 
public access easement. 

5. On-site and off-site improvements must be constructed or secured. If the applicant 
proposes to secure for any of the required improvements, they must enter into a security 
and improvement agreement with Douglas County.  The security improvement agreement 
and the security deposit shall comply with DCC Title 20.720.020 and 20.720.030.   
 

6. Provide documentation that all required improvements, including utilities are installed, 
constructed or secured. 
 

7. Provide evidence that the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) has reviewed 
and approved development within their jurisdiction, or impacts to US 395 from this 
development. 
 

8. Pay $45,000 for traffic improvements to the intersection of US 395 and Riverview Drive 
as determined by the Traffic Impact Analysis with the recording of the first map. 

a. Submit a final Traffic Impact Analysis that includes the intersection of Riverview 
Drive and Dresslerville Road.  Demonstrate a minimum Level of Service (LOS) of 
“C” is maintained at the 20-year build-out plus project condition.  If necessary, 
prepare a cost estimate of the improvements required to maintain a minimum LOS of 
“C” and pay a pro-rata share of the required improvements with Phase 1. 
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9. Submit a draft final map electronically with preliminary title report and closure 
calculations to the Planning Division (Planning@douglasnv.us) for a Technical Map 
Review, prior to final map submittal. The draft final map must reflect all the Conditions of 
Approval prior to submitting and also include a response letter to the Conditions of 
Approval.  This expedites the final map submittal process by allowing both the 
Engineering and Planning Divisions to review the final map to the Conditions of 
Approval, Nevada Revised Statutes 278, and County Code. 
 

10. Submit revised site plans for review and approval.  The plans must be in conformance 
with the DCC, Title 20, and the DCDCIS including the following project specific items: 

a. Submit final landscape and irrigation plans stamped by a licensed architect, 
landscape architect, or civil engineer.  Landscape and irrigation plans are to be 
consistent with both the DCDCIS and DCC, Title 20.694 Landscape Standards.  

 
11. Provide evidence that the GIS Department has approved all new street names.  Any 

easement or road (public or private) providing access to two or more parcels must be 
named and street signs erected per DCC, Title 20.900 Numbering Structures and Naming 
Streets. 

 
THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE MET WITH THE SUBMITTAL OF A 
FINAL MAP: 
 
12. The Final Map must show/address the following: 

a. Dedicate a minimum sixty feet (60’) public right-of-way on all interior roads.  
b. Dedicate sixty-five feet (65’) public right-of-way at the two entrance roads with a 

maximum depth of one lot as shown on Preliminary Site Plan. 
c. Dedicate a chamfered edge at each street intersection in accordance with Division 

3.10.5. 
d. Drainage easements necessary to mitigate onsite, offsite, and cross-lot drainage 

impacts.   
e. The detention pond is to be maintained by a Homeowner’s Association. Dedicate an 

easement over the pond that allows runoff from public roads/right-of-way. 
 
13. The Final Map must provide notes that read as follows: 

a. A seven and one-half (7.5) foot wide, for residential, public utility easement along 
all road frontages and a five (5) foot wide public utility easement along the side and 
rear lot lines. 

b. Any further division of these parcels may be subject to subdivision improvements as 
provided under NRS 278.462(3). 

c. The Community Development Certificate must state, “In addition all offers of 
dedication for public rights-of-way were rejected with the reservation to accept said 
offers at a later date. The County accepts the offer for dedication for the public 
utility easement(s).” 

d. Maintenance of all drainage facilities and easements must be the responsibility of the 
individual property owners or other private entity, including a Homeowner’s 
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Association.  Douglas County rejects any offer of dedication of drainage facilities or 
drainage easements.    

e. Obstructing the flow or altering the course of a drainage channel is prohibited, unless 
permitted by authorizing agency. 

 
14. The applicant must submit a copy of a recorded deed restriction stating the following: 

 
Douglas County has declared it a policy to protect and encourage agricultural 
operations.  If your property is located near an agricultural operation, you may 
at some time be subject to inconvenience or discomfort arising from 
agricultural operations.  If conducted in a manner consistent with proper and 
accepted standards, these inconveniences and discomforts do not constitute a 
nuisance for purposes of the Douglas County Code. 

 
15. The proposed project includes 85 units which would be an increase in density of 84 units 

on the project site. Therefore 84 Transfer of Development Rights are required to be 
dedicated to the subject parcel.  

 
16. Documentation that a Homeowner’s Association (HOA) has been formed and the 

Covenant’s Codes and Restrictions have been recorded. 
 

17. Submit documentation that all property taxes and any agricultural liens of the property 
have been paid in full for the current fiscal year. 

 
18. Comply with the Final Map requirements as prescribed by NRS 278 and DCC, Title 

20.708 Subdivision Maps. 
 
19. Submit an affidavit stating that the person proposing to divide the land, or any successor 

in interest, will make provision for the payment of the tax imposed by chapter 375 of NRS 
and for compliance with the disclosure and recording requirements of subsection 5 of NRS 
598.0923. 

 
THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS ARE APPLICABLE THROUGHOUT THE LIFE OF 
THE PROJECT: 
 
20. A minimum of 25 percent of the garages along a street must have setbacks which are five 

feet greater than the minimum front-yard setback and setback a minimum of five feet 
behind the main residence. Garages on interior lots which are accessed from the side and 
incorporate architectural features, such as windows, along the street frontage may also be 
considered for meeting this requirement.  
 

21. Where three-car garages are proposed, the three-car garages along a street with the 
standard 20-foot setback must have recessed and off-set doors. 
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22. No three-car garages are allowed on lots 6,000 square feet or smaller, except on lots with 
alley access or lots exceeding 60 feet in width. At a minimum, the same elevations must 
not be repeated for adjacent houses. Varied front setbacks, some two-story houses, front 
porches, bays and balconies are encouraged as ways of achieving variety.  
 

23. Windows, doors, and garage doors (except recessed garage doors) on the front elevation 
must have raised trim in order to provide visual interest and relief.  
 

24. The commission shall consider the relationship of second-story windows, doors, and 
balconies with the privacy of neighbors, and may require that these features be redesigned 
or omitted from second-story rear walls, or may exclude two-story structures from parcels 
along the exterior boundary of the development.  
 

25. Front yards must contain landscaping, including street trees, lawn or other type of 
groundcover, shrubs, and an irrigation system. Front yard landscaping for single family 
residential development must be installed prior to occupancy, or a private agreement (i.e. 
CC&R’s) must be recorded establishing that a homeowner’s association or other private 
organization will require completion of front-yard landscaping within one year of 
occupancy. All required common area and open space landscaping must be completed 
prior to occupancy. 
 

26. Present to the director a final subdivision map within four years after the date of tentative 
map approval.  If the applicant elects to present a successive map in a series of final maps, 
the applicant shall present, on or before the second anniversary of the date on which the 
applicant presented to community development the first in the series of final maps.  
Extensions of time may be granted in accordance with DCC, Title 20.708.050.  
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PROJECT LOCATION 

The project site is a +/- 33.2-acre parcel (APN 1220-15-701-001) located at the northeast corner of 

Dresslerville Road and Main River Road.  

 

Figure 1: Project Location 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The project site is undeveloped, with existing single-family residences to the north and west, Washoe 

Tribe property to the east, and undeveloped land to the south. The site is within the Gardnerville Ranchos 

Community Plan and the Ranchos Urban Service Area. 

 

Figure 2: Surrounding Property Designations 

Direction Master Plan  Current Zoning Current Land Use 

North Single Family Estates Single Family Residential, 

1 Acre (SFR-1) 

Single Family Residential & 

Undeveloped 

East Washoe Tribe Land Washoe Tribe Land Tribe Health Clinic & 

Undeveloped 

South Receiving Area Forest and Range 19 Acre 

(FR-19) 

Undeveloped 

West Single Family Residential Single Family Residential, 

1/2 Acre (SFR-1/2) 

Single Family Residential 

 

Figure 3: Existing Conditions 

 
 

View from Main River Road to the north 
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Figure 3: Existing Conditions- continued 

 
 

  

View from Dresslerville Road to the east 
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EXISTING MASTER PLAN AND ZONING DESIGNATIONS 

The property has a Master Plan designation of Receiving Area within the Gardnerville Ranchos Community 

Plan. The existing zoning designation is SFR-8,000 (Single-Family Residential – 8,000 sq. ft. minimum parcel 

size).  

 

Figure 4: Existing Master Plan Designation 
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Figure 5: Existing Zoning Designation 
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BACKGROUND 

On November 7, 2002, the Douglas County Board of County Commissioners approved with conditions a 

Planned Development Application (PD 02-06) to allow the establishment of a SFR (Single-Family 

Residential) Planned Development Overlay zone on a 32.7 acre parcel, including a tentative subdivision 

map (identified as Skyridge) to divide one parcel into 98 parcels, including 95 single family residential 

home lots, the smallest being 6,695 sq. ft. and an approximately 7.7 acre central plaza- mini park/ 

peripheral open space / recreational vehicle storage area comprising of 3 parcels. As of December 2023, 

the tentative subdivision map has expired but the SFR-8,000 zoning, and PD Overlay designations remain 

in place. It is our intent to remove and replace these designations with a revised development plan which 

includes less units, larger lots, and more open space. 

APPLICATION REQUEST 

The enclosed application is a request for the following: 

1) Zoning Map Amendment to change the zoning designation from SFR-8,000 to SFR-12,000; 

2) Planned Development Overlay to provide for a comprehensive plan of the 33.2 acre site and 

allow for a reduction in lot size, lot width, and setbacks; and 

3) Tentative Subdivision Map to create an 85 lot single-family residential subdivision. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Gardnerville Ranchos subdivision is a proposed 85 lot single family residential development located 

in the Gardnerville Ranchos.  The lots range in size from 8,005 sq. ft. to 14,615 sq. ft., with an average lot 

size of +/- 9,461 sq. ft. There is a landscaped common open space area around the perimeter of the 

residential lots that will include a trail system and stormwater detention/retention facilities, and provide 

a buffer between the existing uses. The project density is 2.56 units per acre (85 units/33.2 acres), with 

+/- 7.86 acres of common open space. 

 

The project will be designed in accordance with the applicable Planned Development Overlay 

requirements and provide the following: 

• Provide extensive common open space along the perimeter of the development, allowing for 

extensive landscaping to serve as a buffer between the existing and proposed developments. 

• Expand active recreational opportunities by constructing a new trail embedded in the common 

open space around the site’s perimeter, fit with amenities. 

• Implement the Receiving Area Master Plan designation, which designates the project site for 

future urban development. 

• Complement the existing residential development to the west and north. 
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• Expand housing options by adding new single-family homes with a variety of floor plans and 

distinct architecture. 

• Provide optional Recreational Vehicle storage as a part of units, as opposed to a RV Storage area, 

such as the one included in the approved Skyridge tentative map of 2004. 

• Contribute a 3% pro rata share to the future US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway 

intersection improvements as identified in the Traffic Study. 

 

The proposed trail system throughout the open space will be designed in accordance with the Douglas 

County Trails Plan and will provide trail connections to the future-planned on-street trails along both 

Dresslerville Road and Main River Road. 

 

As required by Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvement District, the project will provide xeriscape 

landscaping within common areas and along the roadways. Common areas will be maintained by a 

Homeowners Association. 

 

Public water and sanitary sewer systems will be provided for all housing units within the subdivision. 

Roads will be designed in accordance with Douglas County requirements and dedicated to the public upon 

construction and acceptance. 

 

As shown on the attached conceptual floor plans and elevations, the homes are anticipated to have 3 or 

4 bedrooms with living areas ranging from 2,406 to 2,788 sq. ft. Each house will have 2 or 3-car garage 

and an option for RV parking. The attached floor plans and elevations illustrate 3 floor plans with 

complementary exteriors, and at least two alternative elevations with additional options.  

 

Figure 6: Project Summary 

Project Summary  

Total Area +/- 33.2 acres 

Total Number of Residential Lots 85 

Residential Development Envelope 33.2 acres (pursuant to DCC Section 20.676.080(C)) 

Smallest Lot Size 8,005 square feet 

Largest Lot Size 14,615 square feet 

Average Lot Size 9,461 square feet 

Project Density 2.56 units per acre (85 units/33.2 acres) 

Total Common Area/Open Space 7.86 acres  
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Figure 7: Site Plan 
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Zoning Map Amendment 

To accommodate the proposed density, a zoning map amendment to change the property’s zoning 

designation from SFR-8,000 to SFR-12,000 is requested. The proposed SFR-12,000 zoning designation 

provides for more appropriate residential density than the current SFR -8,000 while still being consistent 

with the Receiving Area Master Plan designation which requires a minimum density of 2.01 dwelling units 

per acre.  

 

The Receiving Area designation allows for a density increase with the use of the Transfer Development 

Rights (TDRs). The Master Plan (Land Use Policy L7) supports new residential development within 

designated urban service areas that can be served by municipal water and sewer and paved roadways, 

such as this location.  

 

The proposed zoning map amendment from SFR-8,000 to SFR-12,000 is consistent with the Receiving Area 

Master Plan designation, Master Plan policies, and is suitable and appropriate for the site. 
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Figure 8: Proposed Zoning Designation 
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PD OVERLAY DEVELOPMENT SITE DETAILS 

There are a variety of home plans designed to fit on the proposed residential lots, ranging from 2,406 sq. 

ft. to 2,788 sq. ft., 3 to 4 bedrooms, and two-car or three-car garages. The architecture will have a 

consistent exterior design in each neighborhood.  

 

The proposed PD Overlay establishes alternative lot size, width, and setbacks for the proposed project. 

These standards are proposed to maximize the use of open space, to create a quality, landscaped buffer 

around the perimeter of the project, including adjacent to existing residential subdivision to the north, 

and assures the suitable integration of the planned development into the surrounding developments. As 

included in the PD Overlay application, the proposed design standards meet the SFR-8,000 standards, 

while proposed a reduced front setback to allow for a house-forward design and sideload garage, and are 

as follows: 

 

Figure 9: PD Overlay Development Standards 

 

PD Overlay Development Standard  

Minimum Lot Size 8,000 sq. ft. 

Minimum Lot Depth 110 ft. 

Minimum Lot Width 75 ft. 

Front Yard Setback 15 ft. to house or sideload garage 

20 ft. to front-entry garage 

Rear Yard Setback 15 ft. 

Side Yard Setback 5 ft. 

Street Side Setback 15 ft. 

Minimum Distance Between Buildings 10 ft. 

 

Density 

The SFR-12,000 zoning designation allows for a density of 3.61 units per acre. At this density, a total of 

120 homes would be allowed on the 33.2 acre site (33.2 acres / 12,000 sq. ft./lot). The proposed project 

is for 85 homes; a density of 2.56 units per acre (85 units/33.2 acres), which is significantly less than the 

current SFR 8,000 designation which allows for upwards of 182 allowable units. 

 

Architecture 

The architecture has been designed with a variety of distinct floor plans and unique elevations per plan, 

ranging from 2,406 sq. ft. to 2,788 sq. ft.. Each of the three house plans offers at least two alternatives 

with additional options available based on lot constraints and customer preference. The proposed 

selection of exterior elevations and options, together with façade articulation and high-quality building 

materials, will ensure a varied streetscape and provide visual interest to the community. The homes will 

have 2 or 3-car garages (anticipated 3 car garages) in accordance with DCC requirements, with plans for 

sideload garages that will provide for a more “house forward” concept and minimize the appearance of 

the garage. Each plan provides an option to include RV parking. 
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The floor plans and elevations have been designed to comply with the PD Overlay requirements of DCC 

20.676.070 (PD) Standards including the following: 

• At least 25% of the garages will have setbacks which are five feet greater than the minimum front-

yard setback and setback a minimum of five feet behind the main residence. Garages on interior 

lots which are accessed from the site and incorporate architectural features, such as windows, 

along the street frontage may also be considered for meeting this requirement. 

• Where 3-car (front-entry) garages are proposed, garage will have a 20 ft. setback and recessed 

and off-set doors. 

• The same elevations will not be repeated for adjacent houses. 

• Windows, doors, and garage doors (except recessed garage doors) on the front elevation will have 

raised trim to provide interest and relief. 
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Figure 10: Conceptual Floor Plans and Elevations - Plan 2 
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Figure 10: Conceptual Floor Plans and Elevations - Plan 2, cont. 
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Figure 10: Conceptual Floor Plans and Elevations - Plan 3, cont. 
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Figure 10: Conceptual Floor Plans and Elevations - Plan 3, cont. 
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Figure 10: Conceptual Floor Plans and Elevations - Plan 4, cont. 
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Figure 10: Conceptual Floor Plans and Elevations - Plan 4, cont. 
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Figure 11: Building Envelopes 

 
 

 

 

Building Height 

All homes will be in conformance with Douglas County maximum residential structure height of 35 feet 

(DCC 20.656.010 Residential district development standards). 

 

Maximum Lot Coverage  

There is no maximum lot coverage standard identified in Douglas County Code and no proposed maximum 

lot coverage with this PD Overlay, as long as the setbacks and lot sizes are met. 

 

Fencing 

Fences will comply with DCC Section 20.690.030(F) as applicable. 

Fencing can be located within the street side setback as long as it can be demonstrated that the view 

triangle is provided. 

LANDSCAPING 

An extensive landscaped buffer (common open space) is proposed with the project. In addition, there will 

be landscaped front yards for the residential lots, in compliance with DCC Chapter 20.694 and GRGID 

approvals. A Preliminary Landscape Plan has been submitted as part of this application to identify the 

proposed common area open space, front yard landscaping, and landscape parkways, all to include 
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xeriscape design with drought-resistant plants. This type of landscaping is intended to conserve water and 

minimize or eliminate the need for pesticides and fertilizers and was required by GRGID with their 

approval. Front yards will contain landscaping, including street trees, lawn, or other type of groundcover, 

shrubs, and an irrigation system pursuant to Section 20.676.070, PD Standards.   

 

The landscaping within common open space along the site perimeter will provide for a buffer between 

the existing and proposed residential communities, as well as open space and an area for active 

recreation. The trail proposed within the open space area would be landscaped to enhance the aesthetics 

and enjoyment of the recreational trail users.  

 

514



 

Gardnerville Ranchos 
ZMA, TSM, PD Overlay 

 21  

Figure 12: Preliminary Landscape Plan 
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OPEN SPACE 

The project provides 7.86 acres (23.7%) of common open space. Although the project is exempt from PD 

open space requirements because it is utilizing transfer development rights for at least 50% of the project 

density (DCC Section 20.676.100), the project has been designed to focus on the expansive perimeter 

open space, in addition to front and rear yards and landscaped parkways. 

 

The proposed open space is strategically located along the perimeter of the entire subdivision to provide 

buffer to/from the adjacent roads as well as the existing residential neighborhoods adjacent along the 

north property line and across Dresslerville Road to the west. 

 

The open space will be improved with a stormwater detention basin, a trail system, and will be landscaped 

to enhance the aesthetics of the site. It will also provide natural habitat and help mitigate sound and glare. 

Xeriscape landscaping design is proposed to minimize the use of the water and chemicals. The common 

open space will be maintained by the Homeowners Association. 

VEHICLE ACCESS AND PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS 

Roads and Access 

Two vehicular access points will be provided to the site: one from Dresslerville Road and one from Main 

River Road. Both Dresslerville Road and Main River Road are existing, improved public roads that will be 

further improved along the project side of the right-of-way in accordance with Douglas County standards. 

 

Internal circulation though the subdivision will be provided by a typical 60-foot street section that includes 

two 16-foot wide travel lanes, curb and gutter, and 5-foot wide sidewalks and 6-foot wide landscape strips 

on each side of the street. All proposed roads will be designed in accordance with Douglas County 

standards and dedicated to the public. 

 

Road names will be selected with final design. 

 

Figure 13: Typical Street Section 
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Sidewalks 

In general, pedestrian circulation and access will be accommodated by the sidewalk provided along both 

sides of the public streets. Five-foot sidewalks will be constructed on both sides of the street, separated 

from the street by a 6-foot landscape strip.  

 

Landscape strips are located within the right-of-way, however it is proposed that they be maintained by 

either the individual homeowners adjacent to the landscape strip, a Homeowners Association, or similar 

entity. Douglas County will not be responsible for maintaining the landscape strip in the public right-of-

way. 

 

Trails 

This project provides a 10-foot wide path around the subdivision within the proposed, perimeter open 

space. This path has been designed to provide both internal connectivity for the development and will 

ultimately connect to the future-planned trails along Dresslerville Road and Main River Road in 

accordance with the Douglas County Comprehensive Trails Plan. 

 

Figure 14: Douglas County Trails Plan 

 

 
 

OFF-STREET PARKING 

Off-street parking is provided for the proposed single-family subdivision in accordance with DCC Section 

20.692.010. At least two covered parking spaces will be provided per unit through either attached two or 

Subject Site 
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three-car garages (minimum 170 garage spaces). Driveway parking will also be available but is not counted 

towards required parking (minimum 170 driveway spaces). 

 

Figure 15: Off-Street Parking Calculations 

Land Use # of 

Units 

Spaces Required per 

Unit 

Total Required Spaces Total Spaces Provided 

(at a minimum) 

 

Single Family 

Detached 
85 2 170 

170 garage spaces 

170 driveway spaces 

340 TOTAL 

PROJECT SIGNAGE AND EXTERIOR LIGHTING 

Signage for residential areas will comply with DCC Chapter 20.696. Typical residential numbering will be 

used on individual units. Residential exterior lighting will be in conformance with DCC Chapter 

20.690.030(M).  

UTILITIES AND PUBLIC SERVICES 

Water  

The property is located within the Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvements District (GRGID). The 

project will connect to the existing 12” water main located within Dresslerville Road through a series of 

8” water mains located within the proposed internal public rights-of-way. 

 

Sewer  

Sanitary sewer service will also be provided by the GRGID. The project will consist of 85 residential lots 

with sanitary sewer laterals connecting into 8” sanitary sewer mains located in the proposed internal 

rights-of-way. All proposed sanitary sewer mains flow to the intersection of Dresslerville Road and Street 

“A” and connect into the existing 12” sanitary sewer main located within the Dresslerville Road right-of-

way. From there, the sanitary sewer flows north along Dresslerville Road. Only one connection into the 

existing 12” sanitary sewer main is proposed. 

 

Other Public Services  

Douglas County Sheriff’s Department provides police protection for the area, with several substations 

throughout the County. The closest substation is located in Gardnerville Ranchos, approximately 1.5 miles 

from the project site. 

 

Fire protection services are provided by the East Fork Fire Protection District (EFFPD). The closest station 

is Station #7, located on 940 Mitch Drive. Gardnerville, NV 89460, northwest of the project area. 

 

518



 

Gardnerville Ranchos 
ZMA, TSM, PD Overlay 

 25  

Three neighborhood public parks (Ranchos Aspen Park, Bluerock Park and Mitch Park) are located within 

a half-mile distance from the site. Area residents also use the CC Meneley Elementary School facilities for 

recreational purposes.  

 

There are three elementary schools serving the area including CC Meneley Elementary School, Gene L. 

Scarselli Elementary School, and Gardnerville Elementary School. There is also a Pau Wa Lu Middle School 

to the south and Douglas High School to the north of the project site. Additionally, the Mount Sierra 

Christian School facility provides additional nearby private education facilities.  

 

Existing library facilities in Douglas County consist of the main library in Minden and the branch library in 

Lake Tahoe. No additional facilities are proposed with this project. 

TRAFFIC 

The project is anticipated to generate approximately 802 Daily, 59 AM peak hour, and 80 PM peak hour 

trips to the external roadway network. The Traffic Study (dated October 24, 2023) includes an analysis of 

both the weekday AM and PM peak hours as these are the periods of time in which peak traffic is 

anticipated to occur. The Traffic Study concludes that the US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway 

intersection is expected to operate at LOS D or better overall, but some individual movements would 

operate at LOS E or F unless long‐term improvements are made. To mitigate the project’s minor impacts 

at the US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway intersection, the project will contribute a 3% pro rata 

share (the project’s percentage of traffic in the subject intersection) to the future improvements identified 

above, which equates to $45,000 based on the preliminary cost estimate of $1,500,000. The access 

connections and frontage improvements for this project will be constructed in accordance with Douglas 

County code. 

 

Figure 16: Trip Generation 

Land Use ADT AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

ITE Land Use Code 210  

Single Family Detached Housing 

802 59 80 

HYDROLOGY 

The property slopes from south to north at a slope of approximately 1.0%. The proposed storm drain 

network includes 1 off-site basin, 1 existing drainage basin, and 14 new drainage basins. A retention basin 

is proposed at the lowest area of the site along the north property line. The project site will be graded so 

that stormwater will end up at one discharge point out letting into a retention basin. 

 

The retention basin will be designed in accordance with the requirements set forth in the Douglas County 

Design Criteria and Improvement Standards. Discharge leaving the retention pond will outlet in the 

northwest corner of the pond and enter the existing roadside ditch along Dresslerville Road and continue 
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in its historic pathway eventually ending up in the Carson River. The proposed retention pond will retain 

the required amount of discharge during all storm events with no adverse impact to downstream facilities. 

 

Alternatively, the applicant may obtain an easement across Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) property for the 

storm drain to discharge in to the Carson River. This will be explored at final design stage. 

 

A complete Hydrology Report is included with this application package. 

PHASING 

This project will be developed in three phases as depicted in the Development Schedule and Phasing Plan. 

This detailed Phasing Schedule, which includes phasing, number of lots, record date, and anticipated 

infrastructure improvements, has been provided per Douglas County’s request. It is intended to support 

the Tentative Map and demonstrate that the project is in conformance with the Douglas County Code and 

Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards. The Phasing Schedule may be modified 

depending on actual development conditions; each phase, if modified, shall conform to Douglas County 

Code. 

 

Development Schedule: 

Phase 1:  In accordance with NRS 278.360, unless a longer time is provided in an agreement pursuant to 

NRS 278.0201 or 278.350: The applicant shall present a final map for Phase 1 to the governing body, or 

the planning commission or the director of planning or other authorized person or agency if authorized 

to take final action by the governing body, within 4 years after the approval of a tentative map. 

 

Phase 2: In accordance with NRS 278.360, unless a longer time is provided in an agreement pursuant to 

NRS 278.0201 or 278.350: The subdivider shall present a final map for Phase 2 to the governing body, or 

the planning commission or the director of planning or other authorized person or agency if authorized 

to take final action by the governing body, on or before the second anniversary of the date on which the 

subdivider recorded the Phase 1 final map. 

 

Phase 3: In accordance with NRS 278.360, unless a longer time is provided in an agreement pursuant to 

NRS 278.0201 or 278.350: The applicant shall present a final map for Phase 3 to the governing body, or 

the planning commission or the director of planning or other authorized person or agency if authorized 

to take final action by the governing body,  on or before the second anniversary of the date on which the 

subdivider recorded the Phase 2 final map.  

 

The subdivider reserves the right to request for an extension of not more than 2 years for the presentation 

of any final map after the 2-year period for presenting a successive final map has expired. 
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Figure 17: Phasing Schedule 

Phase Number 

of Lots 

Recorded by Infrastructure Improvements 

1 30 In accordance with 

NRS 278.360 
- Construct North detention/retention pond 

- Construct west V-channel 

- Install associated landscape improvements 

- Construct roads per phase with turnarounds as needed 

- Sewer and water improvements to be built out with 

stubs for future phase connections 

- Sanitary sewer manhole to tap into existing sewer main 

- Water main improvements necessary to provide a 

looped system and be connected to the existing main 

- Temporary flush valves to be installed 

2 32 In accordance with 

NRS 278.360 
- Install associated landscape improvements 

- Construct roads per phase with turnarounds as needed 

- Sewer and water improvements to be built out with 

stubs for future phase connections 

- Water main improvements necessary to provide a 

looped system  

- Temporary flush valves to be installed 

3 23 In accordance with 

NRS 278.360 
- Install associated landscape improvements 

- Construct roads per phase with turnarounds as needed 

- Sewer and water improvements to be built out with 

stubs for future phase connections 

- Water main improvements necessary to provide a 

looped system 
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Figure 18: Development Schedule and Phasing Plan (full size in application package)  

 

 
The developer reserves the right to record maps in accordance with NRS 278 and to modify phasing, including the 

number of units recorded with each phase. Each phase, if modified, will conform to Douglas County Code relating to 

access and fire management. 
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ZONING MAP AMENDMENT FINDINGS  

Pursuant to DCC Section 20.610.050: 

A. That the proposed amendment is consistent with the policies embodied in the adopted master plan 

and the underlying land use designation contained in the land use plan. 

The site is within the Gardnerville Ranchos Community and the Ranchos Urban Service Area. The property 

has a Master Plan designation of Receiving Area, which allows for a potential density increase with the 

use of the Transfer Development Rights. The Master Plan (Land Use Policy L7) supports new residential 

development within designated urban service areas that can be served by municipal water and sewer and 

paved roadways, such as this location, provided they are developed in accordance with the Development 

Code. The proposed amendment from SFR-8,000 to SR-12,000 will allow for less development potential 

while still being consistent with the Master Plan.  

B. That the proposed amendment will not be inconsistent with the adequate public facilities policies 

contained in this title. 

As detailed in the project description, the proposed subdivision has adequate access and availability of 

public facilities and services such as water, sewer, schools, police protection, transportation, recreation, 

and parks. 

C. That the proposed amendment is compatible with the actual and master planned use of the adjacent 

properties. 

The proposed change from SFR-8,000 to SR-12,000 zoning allows for a more logical continuation of the 

residential development in the area by being more complementary to the existing single family residential 

neighborhoods adjacent to the west and north. The property adjacent to the south is also in the receiving 

area and could potentially see additional residential development in accordance with the Master Plan 

policies. 

D. If the amendment is in a receiving area and changes land to any industrial, commercial, or residential 

district, or otherwise increases the density or intensity of use, that the amendment is being requested 

in the context of a specific plan or a planned development, and utilizes transfer development rights. 

The amendment is in a Receiving Area and decreases the residential density allowed to be more consistent 

with surrounding development. Transfer development rights will be utilized for the project and the project 

is designed in accordance with the planned development requirements of the Consolidated Development 

Code. 

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY FINDINGS  

Pursuant to DCC Section 20.676.040: 
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1. The plan is consistent with the statement of objectives of a planned development contained in the 

master plan and in this chapter.   

The planned development is consistent with the objectives of the planned development overlay to 

provide a method of comprehensive planning for a project area; it has been designed to preserve open 

space and provide logical transition to the existing residential development adjacent to the west and 

north. A more efficient and desirable design, specifically related to the open space, can be achieved 

through the proposed design standards than through strict adherence to zoning standards. Adequate 

public facilities can be provided to the project site. Detailed development plans have been provided 

through this application which will allow for combined review and approval. 

2. The extent that the plan departs from zoning and subdivision regulations otherwise applicable to the 

property, including but not limited to density, bulk and use, are deemed to be in the public interest.  

Although a zoning map amendment is being proposed to limit density on the project site, the plan’s design 

standards are consistent with the current SFR-8,000 underlying zoning designation in relation to the lot 

size, lot width and side and rear setbacks.  The front yard setback is proposed to be reduced to allow for 

a house-forward design and sideload garages. The overall density of the proposed subdivision is lower 

than the maximum allowed in the SFR-12000 zoning district. The use itself and the remaining aspects of 

the development are in conformance with the accordance with the Development Code.  

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

master plan.   

The PD Overlay area only contains residential use and associated Open Space and is consistent with the 

Receiving Area Master Plan designation.  

4. The purpose, location and amount of the common open space in the planned development, the 

reliability of the proposals for maintenance and conservation of the common open spaces are adequate 

as related to the proposed density and type of residential development.  

Open space, in accordance with DCC Section 20.676.100, has been designed as a primary feature of the 

PD Overlay, however the project is exempt from PD Overlay open space requirements because it is 

utilizing transfer development rights for at least 50% of the project density (DCC Section 20.676.100). 

Common open space has been provided around the entire perimeter of the project site to (i) provide a 

buffer for the existing residential neighborhoods adjacent to the north and (ii) accommodate active 

recreational amenities in a form of walking/bicycle trail. Pedestrian amenities will be incorporated into -

the final design in accordance with the DCC. Open space areas, including the trail, is shown on the 

Preliminary Landscape Plan. 

Multi-use pathway system has been designed to connect the open space areas throughout the PD Overlay 

area with the future-planned trails along Dresslerville Road and Main River Road. The trail system is 

intended to enhance pedestrian access (in addition to sidewalks).  
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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.   

The physical design of the plan related to adequate public facilities has been designed in accordance with 

the DCC.  

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

development and neighborhoods.  

The development plan combined with the modification in zoning to allow for a decrease in density is 

specifically designed to provide an adequate buffer between existing land uses and the proposed project 

to ensure preservation of the character and integrity of adjacent development and neighborhoods. 

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.   

The proposed project has been designed in accordance with the required development regulations to 

mitigate adverse effects related to traffic, noise, odors, visual nuisances, or other similar adverse effects. 

Specific mitigation measures related to traffic are outlined in the Traffic Study. Conformance with DCC 

regulations regarding open space, multi-use pathways/trails, buffer zones and screening, zoning, and 

landscaping is intended to mitigate other adverse impacts. 

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.   

The project will be developed in three phases. A phasing plan is included in the Project Description which 

includes unit counts, road, and other infrastructure included in each phase, and is in accordance with NRS 

278. 

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 total development.  

The proposed project has been designed so that each individual phase of the 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 total development. 

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.   
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The single family residential use proposed in the planned development is proposed in accordance with 

the DCC standards and, as such, will not be a detriment to the present and proposed surrounding land 

uses and will enhance the desirability of the area and have a beneficial effect.  

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.   

The planned development has been designed in accordance with the DCC standards, as fully described in 

the project description. The proposed reduced lot size, width and setback would allow to provide quality 

open space that would create a buffer for the existing adjacent residential neighborhoods as well as 

accommodate recreational amenity in a form of a trail.  

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 community.  

The planned development has been designed in accordance with the DCC and, as such, will not result in 

material prejudice or diminution in value of surrounding properties, and will not endanger the health, 

safety and welfare of the community. 

13. The subdivision of land proposed in the planned development meets the requirements of the 

Nevada Revised Statutes and this code.   

The subdivision of land in the planned development has been designed to meet the requirements of NRS 

and DCC. 

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.   

The proposed project conforms to the density requirements of the SFR-12,000, lot dimension standards 

for the SFR-8,000, and other regulations established in the DCC as applicable to planned developments, 

and the project site in particular. 

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.   

The proposed project has been designed in conformance with the regulations of the DCC and DCIS. 

16. Where applicable, adequate transfer development rights have been established consistent with the 

number of proposed units within the planned development. 

Adequate transfer development rights will be established for the proposed development. 
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17. The planned development has a beneficial relationship to the neighborhood in which it is proposed 

to be established. 

The proposed project has been designed in accordance with the DCC and, as such, will provide logical 

transition and enhance the surrounding neighborhood.  

TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP FINDINGS  

Pursuant to DCC Section 20.708.030: 

 

1. The property to be subdivided is zoned for the intended uses and the density and design of the 

subdivision conforms to the requirements of the zoning regulations contained in this code 

 

The property is in the Receiving Area as designated in by the Master Plan, which anticipates the increase 

in the density permitted by a current zoning through transfer of development rights. A Zoning Map 

Amendment and Planned Development Overlay applications have been submitted to run concurrently 

with this application. This Tentative Map is consistent with the proposed SFR-12,000 zoning designation 

with a Planned Development overlay, specifically regarding the density and design. The SFR-12,000 zoning 

allows for a maximum density of 3.63 units per acre. The project proposes 85 single family units which 

equals to 2.56 units per acre (85 units/33.2 acres) and 7.86 acres of common area open space.  

 

2. If planned development is proposed, the tentative subdivision map conforms to the density 

requirements, lot dimension standards and other regulations applicable to planned developments  

 

A Planned Development Overlay application has is included with this Tentative Map application. The 

tentative subdivision map conforms to the density requirements of the requested SFR-12,000 zoning with 

the PD Overlay. Although the development standards proposed are consistent with the existing underlying 

zoning designation of SFR-8,000 due to the down zone request to SFR-12,000, variations to the lot size, 

width and setbacks are requested as part of the Planned Development Overlay in accordance with DCC 

Section 20.676.070.  

 

3. The tentative subdivision map conforms to public facilities and improvement standards contained  

in the development code 

 

The tentative subdivision map conforms to public facilities and improvement standards contained in the 

development code, as described in this Project Description. The public facilities policies are contained in 

Chapter 20.100 of Douglas County Code. By providing will serve letters, preliminary storm drainage study, 

and a traffic study, it has been shown that the development has, or provisions have been made for, 

adequate water facilities, wastewater facilities, drainage facilities, and transportation facilities consistent 

with County regulations (DCC Section 20.100.020). The project would be constructed in three phases as 

outlined in this document.  

 

527



 

Gardnerville Ranchos 
ZMA, TSM, PD Overlay 

 34  

4. The tentative subdivision map conforms to the improvement and design standards contained in the  

development code and adopted design criteria and improvement standards 

 

With the exception of lot size, width and setbacks as included in the Planned Development Overlay 

application submitted to run concurrently with this application, the tentative subdivision map conforms 

to improvement and design standards contained in the Consolidated Development Code.  

 

5. If applicable, that a phasing plan has been submitted and is deemed acceptable 

 

The project will be constructed in three phases as outlined in this document. Detailed phasing plan has 

been submitted. 

 

6. The approval contains terms that plan for the possibility of abandonment or termination of the 

project 

 

The Applicant will comply with conditions related to the possibility of abandonment or termination of the 

project.     

 

7. There are no delinquent taxes or assessments on the land to be subdivided, as certified by the county 

treasurer 

 

Documentation is provided in this application package that shows there are no delinquent taxes or 

assessments on the land to be subdivided.  

 

8. The project is not located within an identified archeological or cultural study area, as recognized by 

the county. If the project is located in a study area, an archeological resource reconnaissance has been 

performed on the site by a qualified archeologist and any identified resources have been avoided or 

mitigated to the extent possible per the findings in the report.  

 

There are no known cultural or archaeological resources within the development footprint of this project. 
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i\mâk�l�"g]\̂��\ka

_̂h\��̀[Ỳ\\̂k�l�"g
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YOUR QUESTIONS ANSWERED QUICKLY 

Why did you perform this study?  

This Traffic Impact Study evaluates the potential traffic impacts associated with the Gardnerville Ranchos 
residential project in Douglas County, NV. This study of potential transportation impacts was undertaken 
for planning purposes and to assist in determining what traffic controls or mitigations may be needed to 
reduce potential impacts, if any are found. 

What does the project consist of? 

The project consists of 85 detached single-family homes. The project site is located in the northeast 
quadrant of the Dresslerville Road/ Main River Road intersection as shown on Figure 1. Two access points 
are proposed – one as the fourth leg of the Dresslerville Road/ Muir Drive intersection, and one on Main 
River Road. 

How much traffic will the project generate? 

The project is anticipated to generate approximately 802 Daily, 59 AM peak hour, and 80 PM peak hour 
trips to the external roadway network. 

How will project traffic affect the roadway network? 

Under all scenarios (Existing and Future, with or without the Project), the US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller 
Parkway intersection is expected to operate at LOS D or better overall, but some individual movements 
would operate at LOS E or F unless long-term improvements are made. The addition of project traffic 
would have only a minor impact on the US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway intersection.  

The other study intersections are projected to operate within the policy level of service in the Existing 
Plus Project and Future Plus Project conditions.  
  
Are any improvements recommended? 

 Long term, as a regional level improvement, it is recommended that the US 395 / Riverview 
Drive / Muller Parkway intersection be improved as follows: 

» Convert the northbound (US 395) right-turn lane to a shared through/right-turn lane. 
This improvement is practical since two northbound through lanes exist downstream. 

» Convert the existing southbound (US 395) right-turn lane to a shared through/right-
turn lane and construct a separate right turn lane. This improvement is consistent 
with future plans to widen US 395 to 4 lanes south of Riverview Drive (see Exhibit 1). 
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Two lanes downstream should continue at least 500 feet beyond the signalized 
intersection before merging to one lane. 

» Provide a right turn overlap phase for US 395 southbound right-turn movements.  
» The cost of these improvements is preliminarily estimated at $1,500,000. 

 To mitigate the project’s minor impacts at the US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway 
intersection, the project should contribute a 3% pro rata share (the project’s percentage of 
traffic in the subject intersection) to the future improvements identified above, which 
equates to $45,000 based on the preliminary cost estimate of $1,500,000.  No physical 
improvements by the project are recommended at the study intersections with this project. 

 The project access connections and frontage improvements should be designed in accordance 
with Douglas County code.  
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INTRODUCTION 

This report presents the findings of a Traffic Impact Study completed to assess the potential traffic impacts 
on local intersections associated with the Gardnerville Ranchos residential project in Douglas County, NV. 
This traffic impact study has been prepared to document existing traffic conditions, quantify traffic 
volumes generated by the proposed project, identify potential impacts, document findings, and make 
recommendations to mitigate impacts, if any are found. The location of the project is shown on Figure 1 
and the preliminary project site plan is shown on Figure 2. 

Study Area and Evaluated Scenarios 

The project consists of 85 detached single-family homes. The project site is located in the northeast 
quadrant of the Dresslerville Road/ Main River Road intersection as shown on Figure 1. Two access points 
are proposed – one as the fourth leg of the Dresslerville Road/ Muir Drive intersection and one on Main 
River Road. The following study intersections are included in this study and are shown on Figure 1:  

1. US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway 
2. Dresslerville Rd / Muir Drive/Project Access 
3. Dresslerville Rd / Main River Rd 
4. Main River Rd / Project Access 

This study includes analysis of both the weekday AM and PM peak hours as these are the periods of time 
in which peak traffic is anticipated to occur. The evaluated development scenarios are:  

 Existing Conditions 
 Existing Plus Project Conditions 
 Future Year Conditions (20 year horizon) 
 Future Year Plus Project Conditions 

Scope Confirmation 

The study intersections and scope of work were identified based on pre-application coordination and 
confirmed with and approved by Jon Erb, Douglas County Transportation Manager, per an email dated 
December 1, 2022. The scope confirmation is included in Appendix A. 

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

Level of service (LOS) is a term commonly used by transportation practitioners to measure and describe 
the operational characteristics of intersections, roadway segments, and other facilities. This term equates 
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seconds of delay per vehicle at intersections to letter grades “A” through “F” with “A” representing 
optimum conditions and “F” representing breakdown or over capacity flows. 

Intersections 

The complete methodology for intersection level of service analysis is established in the Highway Capacity 
Manual (HCM), 6th Edition published by the Transportation Research Board (TRB). Table 1 presents the 
delay thresholds for each level of service grade at signalized and unsignalized intersections. 

Table 1: Level of Service Definition for Intersections 

Level of Service Brief Description 

Average Delay 
(seconds per vehicle) 

Signalized 
Intersections 

Unsignalized 
Intersections 

A Free flow conditions. < 10 < 10 
B Stable conditions with some affect from other vehicles. 10 to 20 10 to 15 
C Stable conditions with significant affect from other vehicles. 20 to 35 15 to 25 
D High density traffic conditions still with stable flow. 35 to 55 25 to 35 
E At or near capacity flows. 55 to 80 35 to 50 
F Over capacity conditions. >  80 >  50 

Source:  Highway Capacity Manual, 6th Edition 

Level of service calculations were performed for the study intersections using the Synchro 11 software 
package with analysis and results reported in accordance with HCM methodology.  

Level of Service Policy 

Douglas County  

The Design Criteria and Improvement Standards for Douglas County (DCDCIS), Part II, 3.11 Traffic and 
Impact Study Requirements states that “A traffic LOS C or better, in the context of providing a safe, 
efficient and convenient transportation system, shall be maintained through mitigation of impacts from 
all conditions on all County, Town, and District maintained arterial, and collector roads and at County road 
intersections.”  

The 2017 Douglas County Transportation Plan (Parsons, April 2019) includes the following level of service 
policies: 

Policy 4.2.9 – Maintain a traffic level of service “D” on all NDOT roads within Douglas County, 
consistent with NDOT standards.  

Policy 4.2.18 – Main a level of service “C” or better on all Douglas County streets and roadways. 
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Hence, LOS “D” was used as the threshold criteria for US 395 / Riverview Drive, and LOS “C” was used as 
the threshold criteria for the other study intersections. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Roadway Facilities 

A brief description of the key roadways in the study area is provided below. 

US 395 is generally a north-south highway. In the immediate project vicinity, US 395 runs in a northwest-
southeast direction. North of Riverview Drive, US 395 is five lanes – two lanes in each direction and a 
center two-way left-turn lane. South of Riverview Drive, US 395 is two lanes with a median. The posted 
speed limit in the project area is 55 mph. NDOT classifies US 395 in the project area as an Other Principal 
Arterial. 

Riverview Drive in the project area is a northeast-southwest roadway with two lanes (one lane in each 
direction).  Near US 395, Riverview Drive has a two-way left-turn lane. The roadway name changes to 
Muller Parkway north of US 395. The roadway is classified as a Minor Collector by NDOT and a Major 
Collector in the 2017 Douglas County Transportation Plan.  The posted speed limit (near US 395) is 25 
mph. 

Dresslerville Road in the project area is generally a north-south roadway with two lanes (one lane in each 
direction). The roadway name changes to Long Valley Road south of Main River Road.  The roadway is 
classified as a Minor Collector by NDOT, and the posted speed limit is 35 mph to the north of Main River 
Road and 25 mph to the south. 

Main River Road in the project area has an east-west orientation with two lanes (one lane in each 
direction). The local roadway has a posted speed limit of 15 mph. 

Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities 

Bicycle lanes exist on the west side of Long Valley Road south of Main River Road, and on portions of 
Riverview Drive.  There are no sidewalks along the study roadways in the project area. The US 395 / 
Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway signalized intersection has pedestrian crosswalks on all legs. 

Transit Facilities 

Douglas Area Rural Transit (DART) Dial-A-Ride is a shared ride service that provides curb to curb service in 
the study area. Other public transportation services, such as DART Express and BlueGo, have routes in the 
general area including along US 395. 
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Crash History 

Vehicle crash data is available from NDOT and includes information from the 2016 to 2020 five-year period 
(the most current data available). Thirty-four (34) crashes occurred at the US 395 / Riverview Drive 
intersection including 14 injury crashes and 20 property damage only crashes. The most common crash 
type was rear end, and the second most common crash type was angle. Two crashes occurred at 
Dresslerville Road / Muir Drive intersection including one injury sideswipe crash and one property damage 
only rear end crash. No crashes were recorded at Dresslerville Rd / Main River Rd during the five-year 
period.  Crash data is provided in Appendix B.  

Traffic Volumes 

Traffic volumes were collected at the study intersections on April 28, 2022, with regular school in session. 
Volumes were collected for the AM (7:00-9:00) and PM (4:00-6:00) peak periods. The counts were verified 
by comparing to NDOT count stations and found to be consistent with prior data.  The existing AM and 
PM peak hour intersection turning movement volumes are shown on Figure 3. The counts sheets are in 
Appendix C.  

Intersection Level of Service Analysis 

Existing AM and PM peak hour intersection level of service analysis was performed for the study 
intersections using Synchro 11 analysis software. The existing intersection lane configurations and 
controls are shown on Figure 3. Table 2 shows the existing conditions level of service results, and the 
technical calculations are provided in Appendix D. 
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Table 2: Existing Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection Intersection 
Control 

AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS Avg Delay1 
(sec/veh) LOS Avg Delay1 

(sec/veh) 

1. US395/Riverview Dr/Muller Pkwy 

Signalized 

  
Northbound Left (US 395) D 44.3 D 49.3 

Northbound Through (US 395) C 28.0 B 19.8 
Northbound Right (US 395) B 20.0 B 16.4 

Southbound Left (US 395) D 52.6 E 63.8 
Southbound Through (US 395) C 25.8 C 28.6 

Southbound Right (US 395) C 25.3 C 30.6 
Eastbound Left (Riverview Dr) C 32.0 D 42.4 

Eastbound Through + Right (Riverview Dr) B 10.3 C 20.2 
Westbound Left (Muller Pkwy) E 57.9 E 65.5 

Westbound Through (Muller Pkwy) B 14.4 C 23.1 
Westbound Right (Muller Pkwy) B 14.1 C 22.2 

Overall C 27.5 C 30.7 
2.  Dresslerville Rd/Muir Dr 

Side Street 
STOP 

  
Northbound Left A 7.7 A 8.0 

Eastbound Approach B 12.3 B 12.3 
Overall A  1.8 A 0.8 

3. Dresslerville Rd/Main River Rd 

All-Way Stop 

  
Northbound Approach B 10.6 A 9.5 
Southbound Approach A 8.7 B 10.4 
Westbound Approach A 8.3 A 8.5 

Overall A 9.8 A 9.8 
Notes: 1. Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for the worst approach/movement for unsignalized (side-street stop controlled) 
intersections, by approach for all-way stop intersections, and overall for signalized intersections.  
Source:  Headway Transportation, 2023 

As shown in the table, the existing study intersections currently operate within policy level of service 
thresholds during the AM and PM peak hours. The US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway intersection 
is within the policy with an overall LOS C although some individual movements may operate beyond the 
LOS D threshold. All movements at this intersection operate with a volume to capacity ratio (v/c) of less 
than 1, and the queue lengths are within the provided storage. This indicates that the intersection is 
operating acceptably. 
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PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Trip Generation 

Trip generation rates from Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition published by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) were used to develop trip generation estimates for the proposed project 
based on the Single Family Detached Housing rates. Table 3 shows the Daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak 
hour trip generation estimates.  

Table 3: Trip Generation Estimates 

Land Use 
(ITE Code) Size1 Trips 

Daily AM AM In/Out PM PM In/Out 
Single Family Detached Housing (210) 85 du 802 59 15 / 44 80 50 / 30 

Notes: 1. du = dwelling units 
Source:  Headway Transportation, 2023 

As shown in the table, the project is expected to generate 802 Daily, 59 AM peak hour, and 80 PM peak 
hour trips. 

Trip Distribution 

Project trips were distributed to the adjacent roadway network based on existing traffic volumes, the 
locations of complimentary land uses, and anticipated travel patterns. Project trips were distributed based 
on the following: 

 50% to/from the northwest via US 395 
 5% to/from the southeast via US 395 
 10% to/from the northeast via Muller Pkwy / Riverview Dr 
 15% to/from the west via Dresslerville Rd 
 10% to/from the west via Muir Dr 
 10% to/from the south via Long Valley Rd 

Figure 4 shows the project trip distribution and assignment. 

Project Access 

Two access points are proposed – one on Dresslerville Road opposite Muir Drive, creating the fourth leg 
of the intersection, and one on Main River Road, as shown on Figure 5.  
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EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Traffic Volumes 

Project trips (Figure 4) were added to the existing traffic volumes (Figure 3) to develop the Existing Plus 
Project conditions traffic volumes, shown on Figure 5. 

Intersection Level of Service 

AM and PM peak hour intersection level of service analysis was performed for the study intersections 
based on the Existing Plus Project traffic volumes, lane configurations, and controls shown on Figure 5. 
Table 4 shows the level of service results and the technical calculations are provided in Appendix E.  
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Table 4: Existing Plus Project Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection Intersection 
Control 

Existing Existing Plus Project 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS Avg Delay1 
(sec/veh) LOS Avg Delay1 

(sec/veh) 

1. US395/Riverview Dr 

Signalized 

    
Northbound Left (US 395) D 44.3 D 49.3 D 43.9 D 50.5 

Northbound Through (US 395) C 28.0 B 19.8 C 28.0 B 19.3 
Northbound Right (US 395) B 20.0 B 16.4 B 20.0 B 15.9 

Southbound Left (US 395) D 52.6 E 63.8 D 52.6 E 65.7 
Southbound Through (US 395) C 25.8 C 28.6 C 25.9 C 27.8 

Southbound Right (US 395) C 25.3 C 30.6 C 25.7 C 31.0 
Eastbound Left (Riverview Dr) C 32.0 D 42.4 C 31.7 D 43.6 

Eastbound Through + Right (Riverview Dr) B 10.3 C 20.2 B 10.4 C 21.7 
Westbound Left (Muller Pkwy) E 57.9 E 65.5 E 57.9 E 67.9 

Westbound Through (Muller Pkwy) B 14.4 C 23.1 B 14.8 C 25.0 
Westbound Right (Muller Pkwy) B 14.1 C 22.2 B 14.4 C 24.0 

Overall C 27.5 C 30.7 C 27.5 C 31.1 
2.  Dresslerville Rd/ Muir Dr/ Project Access 

Side Street 
STOP 

    

Northbound Left A 7.7 A 8.0 A 7.7 A 8.1 
Southbound Left N/A A 7.9 A 7.8 

Eastbound Approach B 12.3 B 12.3 B 14.2 C 15.0 
Westbound Approach N/A B 11.0 B 10.6 

Overall A  1.8 A 0.8 A  2.7 A 1.7 
3. Dresslerville Rd/Main River Rd 

All-Way Stop 

    
Northbound Approach B 10.6 A 9.5 B 10.8 A 9.6 
Southbound Approach A 8.7 B 10.4 A 8.8 B 10.4 
Westbound Approach A 8.3 A 8.5 A 8.4 A 8.6 

Overall A 9.8 A 9.8 A 9.9 A 9.9 
4.  Main River Rd/Project Access 

Side Street 
STOP 

    
Southbound Approach 

N/A 
A 8.5 A 8.7 

Eastbound Left A 7.3 A 7.4 
Overall A 1.0 A 1.0 

Notes: 1. Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for the worst approach/movement for unsignalized (side-street stop controlled) 
intersections, by approach for all-way stop intersections, and overall for signalized intersections.  
Source:  Headway Transportation, 2023 

As shown in the table, the study intersections and access points are expected to operate within the level 
of service policy with project traffic. The addition of project traffic is not expected to have any significant 
impact. At the US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway intersection, the addition of project trips 
increases the traffic volumes by only 3%, and the delay is similar with or without the project. The overall 
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LOS remains within policy (with some movements at LOS D and E as with existing), the v/c is less than 1 
and the queue lengths are within the provided storage. No mitigations are needed because of the project.  

FUTURE YEAR CONDITIONS 

The Future Year analysis estimates operating conditions for the 20-year horizon. 

Planned Roadway Improvements 

The 2017 Douglas County Transportation Plan includes potential projects to widen Riverview Drive and 
Dresslerville Road from two lanes to four lanes. The Plan also includes widening projects on US 395 and 
several potential roadway connections/bypass facilities. The map of potential projects is shown in Exhibit 
1. The status of these projects is unknown; therefore, none were assumed to be in place for the Future 
Year analysis. 

 

Exhibit 1: Potential Roadway Projects 
Source: 2017 Douglas County Transportation Plan (Parsons) 
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Traffic Volume Forecasts 

Future Year (20-year horizon) background traffic volumes were developed using an annual growth rate to 
provide a baseline for assessing potential impacts on the future transportation system. The 2017 Douglas 
County Transportation Plan (2017 TMP) indicated a historic growth rate of 1.39% per year, and a maximum 
growth rate of 2.0% per year. The 2.0% per year growth rate was selected to be conservative, resulting in 
a growth factor of 1.4 for the 20-year horizon. This factor was applied to the existing traffic volumes to 
develop future year traffic volume forecasts for the study intersections. Figure 6 shows the Future Year 
(no project) traffic volumes at the study intersections. 

Intersection Level of Service 

AM and PM peak hour intersection level of service analysis for the Future Year (20-year horizon) was 
performed for the study intersections. Table 5 shows the Future Year conditions level of service results, 
and the technical calculations are provided in Appendix F. 

Table 5: Future Year Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection Intersection 
Control 

AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS Avg Delay1 
(sec/veh) LOS Avg Delay1 

(sec/veh) 

1. US395/Riverview Dr 

Signalized 

  
Northbound Left (US 395) D 45.3 E 58.4 

Northbound Through (US 395) C 29.7 B 16.4 
Northbound Right (US 395) B 18.3 B 12.5 

Southbound Left (US 395) E 57.5 F 81.4 
Southbound Through (US 395) C 26.2 C 29.6 

Southbound Right (US 395) C 25.6 C 33.8 
Eastbound Left (Riverview Dr) D 35.9 D 52.3 

Eastbound Through + Right (Riverview Dr) B 15.5 D 37.9 
Westbound Left (Muller Pkwy) E 59.7 E 72.7 

Westbound Through (Muller Pkwy) C 21.8 D 41.0 
Westbound Right (Muller Pkwy) C 21.1 D 38.7 

Overall C 29.9 D 35.5 
2.  Dresslerville Rd/Muir Dr 

Side Street 
STOP 

  
Northbound Left A 7.9 A 8.5 

Eastbound Approach C 15.9 B 15.5 
Overall A  2.3 A 1.0 
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Table 5 Continued: Future Year Intersection Level of Service 

3. Dresslerville Rd/Main River Rd 

All-Way 
Stop 

  
Northbound Approach B 14.0 B 11.1 
Southbound Approach A 9.6 B 10.4 
Westbound Approach A 8.9 A 9.5 

Overall B 12.1 B 12.1 
Notes: 1. Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for the worst approach/movement for unsignalized (side-street stop controlled) 
intersections, by approach for all-way stop intersections, and overall for signalized intersections.  
Source:  Headway Transportation, 2023 

As shown in the table, the study intersections are expected to operate within policy level of service 
thresholds during the AM and PM peak hours in the Future Year conditions. The US 395 / Riverview Drive 
/ Muller Parkway intersection is expected to operate at overall LOS C/D although some individual 
movements would operate at LOS E/F, beyond the threshold. All movements at this intersection would 
have  a v/c ratio less than 1, with average queue lengths within the provided storage. Left turn queues 
may sporadically extend past shorter turn pockets on the eastbound (Riverview Drive) and northbound 
(US 395) approaches but are expected to generally clear in one cycle.. It is acknowledged that potential 
transportation improvements listed in the 2017 TMP (Exhibit 1, #7 Riverview Drive, 4 lanes and #12 US 
395 Segment 7, 4 lanes) would provide additional capacity and the opportunity to extend turn lane storage 
lengths, which would provide long-term improvements and operations with policy level of service. 

FUTURE YEAR PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Traffic Volumes 

Project trips (Figure 4) were added to the Future Year traffic volumes (Figure 6) to develop the Future 
Year Plus Project conditions traffic volumes, shown on Figure 7. 

Intersection Level of Service 

AM and PM peak hour intersection level of service analysis was performed for the study intersections 
based on the Future Year Plus Project traffic volumes. Table 6 shows the level of service results and the 
technical calculations are provided in Appendix G.  
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Table 6: Future Year Plus Project Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection Intersectio
n Control 

Future Year Future Year Plus Project 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS Avg Delay1 
(sec/veh) LOS 

Avg 
Delay1 

(sec/veh) 
LOS 

Avg 
Delay1 

(sec/veh) 
1. US395/Riverview Dr 

Signalized 

    
Northbound Left (US 395) D 45.3 E 58.4 D 45.3 E 60.5 

Northbound Through (US 395) C 29.7 B 16.4 C 29.7 B 15.9 
Northbound Right (US 395) B 18.3 B 12.5 B 18.3 B 12.1 

Southbound Left (US 395) E 57.5 F 81.4 E 57.5 F 83.1 
Southbound Through (US 395) C 26.2 C 29.6 C 26.3 C 29.1 

Southbound Right (US 395) C 25.6 C 33.8 C 25.9 D 35.9 
Eastbound Left (Riverview Dr) D 35.9 D 52.3 D 36.2 E 55.4 

Eastbound Through + Right (Riverview Dr) B 15.5 D 37.9 B 15.6 D 40.9 
Westbound Left (Muller Pkwy) E 59.7 E 72.7 E 59.7 E 74.6 

Westbound Through (Muller Pkwy) C 21.8 D 41.0 C 22.2 D 44.2 
Westbound Right (Muller Pkwy) C 21.1 D 38.7 C 21.5 D 41.4 

Overall C 29.9 D 35.5 C 30.0 D 36.9 
2. Dresslerville Rd/ 
Muir Dr/ Project Access 

Side Street 
STOP 

    

Northbound Left A 7.9 A 8.5 A 7.9 A 8.5 
Southbound Left N/A A 8.2 A 8.0 

Eastbound Approach C 15.9 C 15.5 C 20.3 C 20.6 
Westbound Approach N/A B 12.5 B 11.9 

Overall A  2.3 A 1.0 A  3.4 A 1.9 
3. Dresslerville Rd/Main River Rd 

All-Way 
Stop 

    
Northbound Approach B 14.0 B 11.1 B 14.2 B 11.3 
Southbound Approach A 9.6 B 10.4 A 9.7 B 13.5 
Westbound Approach A 8.9 A 9.5 A 9.0 A 9.6 

Overall B 12.1 B 12.1 B 12.2 B 12.2 
4. Main River Rd/Project Access 

Side Street 
STOP 

    
Southbound Approach 

N/A 
A 8.5 A 8.9 

Eastbound Left A 7.3 A 7.5 
Overall A 0.7 A 0.8 

Notes: 1. Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for the worst approach/movement for unsignalized (side-street stop controlled) 
intersections, by approach for all-way stop intersections, and overall for signalized intersections.  
Source:  Headway Transportation, 2023 

The US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway intersection is expected to operate at overall LOS C/D 
although some individual movements would operate at LOS E/F.  Douglas County staff have stated that 
the project should describe future mitigation recommendations and provide a pro-rata share contribution 
to future improvements so that individual movements exceeding LOS D would not be exacerbated. The 
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ultimate improvement recommendations will be determined by the US 395 Corridor Study, currently 
underway by NDOT.  The following section describes the mitigation recommendations and project’s pro-
rata contribution. 

As shown in Table 6, the other study intersections and access points are expected to operate within the 
level of service policy under Future Year Plus Project conditions. 

MITIGATIONS AND PRO RATA SHARE 

Mitigations were tested to bring all movements at the US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway 
intersection to LOS D or better in the Future Year Plus Project scenario. Simple timing parameter 
adjustments at the signalized intersection could potentially bring all movements to LOS D or better; 
however, improvements were tested and recommended that fit into overall plans to widen US 395 and 
assure long-term operations within the LOS policy.  The following long-term improvements are 
recommended (see Exhibit 2): 

 Convert the northbound (US 395) right turn lane to a shared through/right turn lane. This 
improvement is practical since two northbound through lanes exist downstream. 

 Convert the southbound (US 395) right turn lane to a shared through/right-turn lane and 
construct a separate southbound right turn lane. This improvement supports future plans to 
widen US 395 to 4 lanes south of Riverview Drive (see Exhibit 1). Two lanes downstream 
should continue at least 500 feet beyond the signalized intersection before merging to one 
lane. 

 Provide a right turn overlap phase for US 395 southbound right turn movements.  
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Exhibit 2: Proposed Long-term Improvements 

The preliminary, high-level estimated cost to add lanes and upgrade the signal is $1,500,000, per the 
following break-down of costs: 

 Signal modifications - $200,000 
 Southbound right-turn lane addition - $200,000 
 Southbound through lane extension, south of Riverview Drive - $300,000 
 Signing & Striping modifications - $50,000 
 Drainage and miscellaneous modifications - $250,000 
 Utility Modifications & Right-of-Way - $500,000  
 Preliminary Total Cost Estimate = $1,500,000 

The project trips increase the overall intersection volume by 3%. Therefore, the pro rata share is calculated 
as:  $1,500,000 x 3% = $45,000 

NBR lane converted 
to shared thru + right 

Added SBT lane 

Two receiving lanes merge 
to one downstream 
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Table 7 shows the operation in the Future Year Plus Project conditions with the improvements. 

Table 7: Future Year Plus Project with Improvements Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection Intersection 
Control 

Future Year Plus Project 

AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS Avg Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

1. US395/Riverview Dr 

Signalized 

  
Northbound Left (US 395) C 26.1 D 44.5 

Northbound Through (US 395) B 13.6 B 12.5 
Northbound Right (US 395) B 13.5 B 12.6 

Southbound Left (US 395) C 31.3 D 43.1 
Southbound Through (US 395) B 13.8 B 17.4 

Southbound Right (US 395) A 8.1 B 14.6 
Eastbound Left (Riverview Dr) B 15.7 D 38.6 

Eastbound Through + Right (Riverview Dr) B 12.0 D 37.3 
Westbound Left (Muller Pkwy) D 35.2 D 44.9 

Westbound Through (Muller Pkwy) B 18.7 D 43.7 
Westbound Right (Muller Pkwy) B 17.1 D 36.9 

Overall B 14.7 C 23.9 

These improvements would bring all movements to LOS D or better in the future plus project conditions. 
The physical improvements are not needed at this time due to the project but are provided to assess a 
pro rata share that the project should contribute toward future improvements.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The project should contribute a $45,000 pro-rata share contribution toward future improvements at the 
US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway intersection. 

The project access connections and frontage improvements should be designed in accordance with 
Douglas County code.  
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CONCLUSIONS 

The following is a list of key findings and recommendations: 

 The proposed project includes 85 single family housing units and is anticipated to generate 
approximately 802 Daily, 59 AM peak hour, and 80 PM peak hour trips to the external 
roadway network. 

 Under all scenarios (Existing and Future, with or without the Project), the US 395 / Riverview 
Drive / Muller Parkway intersection is expected to operate at LOS D or better overall, but 
some individual movements would operate at LOS E or F unless long-term improvements are 
made. The addition of project traffic would have only a minor impact on the US 395 / 
Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway intersection.  

 The other study intersections are projected to operate within the policy level of service in the 
Existing Plus Project and Future Plus Project conditions.  

 Long term, as a regional level improvement, it is recommended that the US 395 / Riverview 
Drive / Muller Parkway intersection be improved as follows: 

» Convert the northbound (US 395) right-turn lane to a shared through/right-turn lane. 
This improvement is practical since two northbound through lanes exist downstream. 

» Convert the existing southbound (US 395) right-turn lane to a shared through/right-
turn lane and construct a separate right turn lane. This improvement is consistent 
with future plans to widen US 395 to 4 lanes south of Riverview Drive (see Exhibit 1). 
Two lanes downstream should continue at least 500 feet beyond the signalized 
intersection before merging to one lane. 

» Provide a right turn overlap phase for US 395 southbound right-turn movements.  
» The cost of these improvements is preliminarily estimated at $1,500,000. 

 To mitigate the project’s minor impacts at the US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway 
intersection,  the project should contribute a 3% pro rata share (the project’s percentage of 
traffic in the subject intersection) to the future improvements identified above, which 
equates to $45,000 based on the preliminary cost estimate of $1,500,000.  No physical 
improvements by the project are recommended at the study intersections with this project. 

 The project access connections and frontage improvements should be designed in accordance 
with Douglas County code.  
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Figure 2

Preliminary Site Plan
Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 3

Existing Traffic Volumes, Lane Configurations, and Controls
Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 4

Project Trip Distribution & Assignment
Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 5

Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes, Lane Configurations, and Controls
Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 6

Future Year Traffic Volumes
Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 7

Future Year Plus Project Traffic Volumes
Traffic Impact Study
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From: Erb, Jon
To: Loren Chilson
Cc: Karen E. Downs; Lauren Picou; Resnik, Barbra
Subject: RE: Traffic Scoping - Gardnerville Ranchos 85 lots
Date: Thursday, December 1, 2022 8:26:57 AM

Hi Loren,
 
The study intersections you show below are good for this traffic study.
 
Regards,
Jon
 

From: Loren Chilson <lchilson@headwaytransportation.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2022 8:01 AM
To: Erb, Jon <JErb@douglasnv.us>
Cc: Karen E. Downs <kdowns@manhard.com>; Lauren Picou <lpicou@headwaytransportation.com>
Subject: Traffic Scoping - Gardnerville Ranchos 85 lots
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. If you did not expect to receive something from
this sender - we suggest you call the sender to verify (only if you know the sender).

Otherwise - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
You should almost NEVER be prompted to enter your login credentials as a result of opening or clicking anything.

 
Hi Jon,
We are preparing a traffic study for the Gardnerville Ranchos project (85 lots) in Gardnerville, Douglas
County, NV:

APN: 1220-15-701-001
85 lot single family detached residential subdivision
+/- 33.2 acres
NE Corner of Dresslerville Rd and Main River Rd

 
We’ll be looking at around 84 peak hour trips, so not very intense.
 
Study intersections:

·                     Dresslerville Rd/Muir Drive/Project Roadway
·                     Main River Rd/Project Roadway
·                     Dresslerville Rd/Main River Rd
·                     US395/Riverview Drive (per the pre-app scoping notes)

 
We will study the AM and PM peak hours under Existing, Existing Plus Project, 20-year horizon, and
20-year horizon plus project scenarios.
 
Do you agree with the scope above and/or are there any other intersections or particular concerns
you need addressed in the study?
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mailto:JErb@douglasnv.us
mailto:lchilson@headwaytransportation.com
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mailto:lpicou@headwaytransportation.com
mailto:bresnik@douglasnv.us


 
Thanks in advance,
 
 
 

Loren Chilson, PE
Principal

Headway Transportation, LLC
5482 Longley Lane, Suite B
Reno, NV 89511
NV 775.322.4300 | CA 530.897.0199
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1

INTERSECTION DETAIL
DRESSLERVILLE RD @ MUIR RD
01 JAN 16 - 01 JAN 21
COUNTY: DOUGLAS

Crash Severity Crash Date
Crash 
Year

Crash 
Time Primary Street Distance Dir Secondary Street Weather Fatalities Injured

Property 
Damage 

Only

INJURY ACCIDENT 17-Dec-2017 2017 05:23 PM DRESSLERVILLE RD AT INT MUIR DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 9-Jun-2020 2020 07:40 AM DRESSLERVILLE RD AT INT MUIR DR CLEAR PDO

Sum: 0 Sum: 1 Count: 1
Count: 0 Count: 1

Total: 2

INTERSECTION DETAIL
US395N @ RIVERVIEW RD
01 JAN 16 - 01 JAN 21
COUNTY: DOUGLAS

Crash Severity Crash Date
Crash 
Year

Crash 
Time Primary Street Distance Dir Secondary Street Weather Fatalities Injured

Property 
Damage 

Only

PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 1-Nov-2016 2016 04:12 PM US395N 300 N RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 25-May-2017 2017 04:12 PM US395N 210 N RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 12-Oct-2017 2017 04:05 PM US395N 200 N RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 30-Oct-2020 2020 03:15 PM US395N 150 N RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 24-Mar-2020 2020 05:36 PM US395N 30 N RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 16-May-2016 2016 01:27 PM US395N 20 N RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 26-Nov-2019 2019 11:22 AM US395N 15 N RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 7-Feb-2017 2017 07:42 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 12-May-2017 2017 04:02 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 16-Apr-2017 2017 07:20 AM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 18-Nov-2017 2017 01:14 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 3-Apr-2018 2018 12:10 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 3-Jul-2019 2019 01:07 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 16-Nov-2019 2019 04:16 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 10-Dec-2019 2019 05:20 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 11-Aug-2016 2016 06:38 AM US395N 20 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 27-Apr-2018 2018 03:28 PM US395N 45 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 31-Jan-2018 2018 05:43 PM US395N 50 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 28-Dec-2016 2016 06:15 PM US395N 50 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 16-Jun-2019 2019 10:01 AM US395N 50 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 24-Feb-2018 2018 04:42 PM US395N 75 S RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 12-Mar-2020 2020 06:55 PM US395N 75 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 5-Oct-2017 2017 05:58 PM US395N 100 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 23-Jun-2017 2017 01:20 PM US395N 100 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 8-Oct-2017 2017 06:42 PM US395N 150 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 26-Sep-2017 2017 03:05 PM US395N 177 S RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 26-Dec-2016 2016 12:57 PM US395N 181 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 17-Sep-2018 2018 05:13 PM US395N 300 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 28-Jan-2020 2020 07:31 PM US395N 320 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 2
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 26-Jan-2017 2017 04:00 PM RIVERVIEW DR AT INT US395N CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 22-Feb-2019 2019 05:05 PM RIVERVIEW DR AT INT US395N CLEAR PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 19-Dec-2019 2019 05:16 PM RIVERVIEW DR AT INT US395N CLEAR PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 1-Sep-2020 2020 11:01 AM RIVERVIEW DR AT INT US395N CLEAR PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 18-Sep-2020 2020 12:25 PM RIVERVIEW DR 200 S US395N CLOUDY PDO

Sum: 0 Sum: 15 Count: 20
Count: 0 Count: 14

Total: 34

DRESSLERVILLE RD @ MUIR RD L PICOU
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Intersection: US 395 & Riverview

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 8:00 ‐ 9:00

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.87

Truck %: 6%

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 4:15 ‐ 5:15

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.91

Truck %: 2%
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Intersection: Dresslerville & Muir

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 8:00 ‐ 9:00

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.73

Truck %: 3%

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 4:30 ‐ 5:30

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.85

Truck %: 1%
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Intersection: Dresslerville & Main River

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 7:00 ‐ 8:00

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.81

Truck %: 4%

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 4:15 ‐ 5:15

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.84

Truck %: 0%
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

AM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 16 182 136 70 335 17 277 44 64 10 42 9
Future Volume (veh/h) 16 182 136 70 335 17 277 44 64 10 42 9
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 18 209 156 80 385 20 318 51 74 11 48 10
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 30 402 341 104 480 407 444 339 491 20 699 592
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.21 0.21 0.06 0.26 0.26 0.13 0.49 0.49 0.01 0.37 0.37
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 690 1001 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 18 209 156 80 385 20 318 0 125 11 48 10
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1690 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.7 7.0 6.1 3.2 13.7 0.7 6.3 0.0 2.9 0.4 1.2 0.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.7 7.0 6.1 3.2 13.7 0.7 6.3 0.0 2.9 0.4 1.2 0.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.59 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 30 402 341 104 480 407 444 0 830 20 699 592
V/C Ratio(X) 0.60 0.52 0.46 0.77 0.80 0.05 0.72 0.00 0.15 0.56 0.07 0.02
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 550 1365 1157 325 1129 956 970 0 830 100 699 592
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 34.8 24.7 24.4 33.1 24.8 19.9 29.8 0.0 10.0 35.1 14.3 14.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 17.8 1.0 1.0 11.2 3.2 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.4 22.9 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 3.1 2.3 1.6 6.2 0.2 2.7 0.0 1.1 0.3 0.5 0.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 52.6 25.8 25.3 44.3 28.0 20.0 32.0 0.0 10.3 57.9 14.4 14.1
LnGrp LOS D C C D C B C A B E B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 383 485 443 69
Approach Delay, s/veh 26.8 30.3 25.9 21.3
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.8 39.0 8.2 19.3 13.1 30.6 5.2 22.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 35.0 13.0 52.0 20.0 19.0 22.0 43.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.4 4.9 5.2 9.0 8.3 3.2 2.7 15.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.7 0.1 1.8 0.9 0.2 0.0 2.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 27.5
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr 12/12/2022

AM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 37 19 17 225 127 24
Future Vol, veh/h 37 19 17 225 127 24
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 73 73 73 73 73 73
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 51 26 23 308 174 33
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 545 191 207 0 - 0
          Stage 1 191 - - - - -
          Stage 2 354 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 499 851 1364 - - -
          Stage 1 841 - - - - -
          Stage 2 710 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 489 851 1364 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 489 - - - - -
          Stage 1 824 - - - - -
          Stage 2 710 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 12.3 0.5 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1364 - 571 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.017 - 0.134 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 0 12.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.5 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

AM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.8
Intersection LOS A

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 10 18 232 23 30 122
Future Vol, veh/h 10 18 232 23 30 122
Peak Hour Factor 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 12 22 286 28 37 151
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 8.3 10.6 8.7
HCM LOS A B A
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 91% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 255 10 18 30 122
LT Vol 0 10 0 30 0
Through Vol 232 0 0 0 122
RT Vol 23 0 18 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 315 12 22 37 151
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.401 0.021 0.031 0.055 0.203
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.58 6.21 5 5.356 4.854
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 790 578 717 671 743
Service Time 2.59 3.936 2.726 3.068 2.566
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.399 0.021 0.031 0.055 0.203
HCM Control Delay 10.6 9.1 7.9 8.4 8.8
HCM Lane LOS B A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 1.9 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.8
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

PM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 444 404 103 287 14 227 44 90 31 69 12
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 444 404 103 287 14 227 44 90 31 69 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 24 488 444 113 315 15 249 48 99 34 76 13
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 36 636 539 145 751 637 344 205 422 45 565 478
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.34 0.34 0.08 0.40 0.40 0.10 0.38 0.38 0.03 0.30 0.30
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 545 1123 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 24 488 444 113 315 15 249 0 147 34 76 13
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1668 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.2 21.1 23.2 5.6 11.0 0.5 6.3 0.0 5.5 1.7 2.7 0.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.2 21.1 23.2 5.6 11.0 0.5 6.3 0.0 5.5 1.7 2.7 0.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 36 636 539 145 751 637 344 0 627 45 565 478
V/C Ratio(X) 0.67 0.77 0.82 0.78 0.42 0.02 0.72 0.00 0.23 0.75 0.13 0.03
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 158 1427 1209 433 1716 1455 841 0 627 177 565 478
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 44.0 26.6 27.4 40.7 19.5 16.3 39.5 0.0 19.3 43.8 23.0 22.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 19.8 2.0 3.2 8.6 0.4 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.9 21.7 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 9.4 8.9 2.8 4.7 0.2 2.8 0.0 2.2 1.0 1.2 0.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 63.8 28.6 30.6 49.3 19.8 16.4 42.4 0.0 20.2 65.5 23.1 22.2
LnGrp LOS E C C D B B D A C E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 956 443 396 123
Approach Delay, s/veh 30.4 27.2 34.2 34.7
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.3 38.0 11.4 34.8 13.0 31.3 5.8 40.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 34.0 22.0 69.0 22.0 21.0 8.0 83.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.7 7.5 7.6 25.2 8.3 4.7 3.2 13.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.9 0.2 5.5 0.7 0.3 0.0 2.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 30.7
HCM 6th LOS C

585



HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr 12/12/2022

PM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 19 10 9 198 267 43
Future Vol, veh/h 19 10 9 198 267 43
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 22 12 11 233 314 51
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 595 340 365 0 - 0
          Stage 1 340 - - - - -
          Stage 2 255 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 467 702 1194 - - -
          Stage 1 721 - - - - -
          Stage 2 788 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 462 702 1194 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 462 - - - - -
          Stage 1 713 - - - - -
          Stage 2 788 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 12.3 0.3 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1194 - 524 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.009 - 0.065 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8 0 12.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.2 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

PM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.8
Intersection LOS A

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 13 67 141 7 42 235
Future Vol, veh/h 13 67 141 7 42 235
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 15 80 168 8 50 280
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 8.5 9.5 10.4
HCM LOS A A B
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 95% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 5% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 148 13 67 42 235
LT Vol 0 13 0 42 0
Through Vol 141 0 0 0 235
RT Vol 7 0 67 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 176 15 80 50 280
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.241 0.027 0.112 0.075 0.383
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.921 6.252 5.042 5.429 4.927
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 729 573 710 660 730
Service Time 2.953 3.989 2.779 3.159 2.656
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.241 0.026 0.113 0.076 0.384
HCM Control Delay 9.5 9.2 8.4 8.6 10.7
HCM Lane LOS A A A A B
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.9 0.1 0.4 0.2 1.8
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

AM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 16 182 144 71 335 17 299 48 66 10 44 9
Future Volume (veh/h) 16 182 144 71 335 17 299 48 66 10 44 9
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 18 209 166 82 385 20 344 55 76 11 51 10
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 30 399 338 107 480 407 472 349 483 20 684 580
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.21 0.21 0.06 0.26 0.26 0.14 0.49 0.49 0.01 0.37 0.37
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 711 982 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 18 209 166 82 385 20 344 0 131 11 51 10
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1694 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.7 7.1 6.6 3.2 13.7 0.7 6.8 0.0 3.0 0.4 1.3 0.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.7 7.1 6.6 3.2 13.7 0.7 6.8 0.0 3.0 0.4 1.3 0.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.58 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 30 399 338 107 480 407 472 0 832 20 684 580
V/C Ratio(X) 0.60 0.52 0.49 0.77 0.80 0.05 0.73 0.00 0.16 0.56 0.07 0.02
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 550 1365 1157 325 1129 956 970 0 832 100 684 580
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 34.8 24.8 24.6 33.0 24.8 19.9 29.5 0.0 10.0 35.1 14.7 14.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 17.8 1.1 1.1 10.9 3.2 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.4 22.9 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 3.1 2.5 1.7 6.2 0.2 2.9 0.0 1.1 0.3 0.5 0.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 52.6 25.9 25.7 43.9 28.0 20.0 31.7 0.0 10.4 57.9 14.8 14.4
LnGrp LOS D C C D C B C A B E B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 393 487 475 72
Approach Delay, s/veh 27.0 30.3 25.8 21.3
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.8 39.0 8.3 19.2 13.7 30.1 5.2 22.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 35.0 13.0 52.0 20.0 19.0 22.0 43.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.4 5.0 5.2 9.1 8.8 3.3 2.7 15.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.8 0.1 1.9 0.9 0.2 0.0 2.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 27.5
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr/Project Access 12/12/2022

AM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 37 2 19 2 4 30 17 230 1 10 129 24
Future Vol, veh/h 37 2 19 2 4 30 17 230 1 10 129 24
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 73 92 73 92 92 92 73 73 92 92 73 73
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 51 2 26 2 4 33 23 315 1 11 177 33
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 596 578 194 592 594 316 210 0 0 316 0 0
          Stage 1 216 216 - 362 362 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 380 362 - 230 232 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 415 427 847 418 418 724 1361 - - 1244 - -
          Stage 1 786 724 - 657 625 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 642 625 - 773 713 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 384 414 847 394 405 724 1361 - - 1244 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 384 414 - 394 405 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 769 717 - 643 612 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 596 612 - 740 706 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 14.2 11 0.5 0.4
HCM LOS B B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1361 - - 470 638 1244 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.017 - - 0.168 0.061 0.009 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 0 - 14.2 11 7.9 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - B B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0.6 0.2 0 - -

590



HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

AM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.9
Intersection LOS A

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 13 23 233 24 32 124
Future Vol, veh/h 13 23 233 24 32 124
Peak Hour Factor 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 16 28 288 30 40 153
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 8.4 10.8 8.8
HCM LOS A B A
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 91% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 257 13 23 32 124
LT Vol 0 13 0 32 0
Through Vol 233 0 0 0 124
RT Vol 24 0 23 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 317 16 28 40 153
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.406 0.028 0.04 0.059 0.208
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.612 6.231 5.021 5.39 4.888
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 784 576 714 666 736
Service Time 2.627 3.958 2.748 3.107 2.605
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.404 0.028 0.039 0.06 0.208
HCM Control Delay 10.8 9.1 8 8.4 8.9
HCM Lane LOS B A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.8
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HCM 6th TWSC
4: Main River Rd & Project Access 12/12/2022

AM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 53 28 0 0 8
Future Vol, veh/h 3 53 28 0 0 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 3 58 30 0 0 9
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 30 0 - 0 94 30
          Stage 1 - - - - 30 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 64 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1583 - - - 906 1044
          Stage 1 - - - - 993 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 959 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1583 - - - 904 1044
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 904 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 991 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 959 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.4 0 8.5
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1583 - - - 1044
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.002 - - - 0.008
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.3 0 - - 8.5
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

PM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 444 429 106 287 14 242 48 92 31 74 12
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 444 429 106 287 14 242 48 92 31 74 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 24 488 471 116 315 15 266 53 101 34 81 13
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 35 664 563 148 783 663 359 210 400 45 535 453
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.36 0.36 0.08 0.42 0.42 0.10 0.36 0.36 0.03 0.29 0.29
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 576 1097 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 24 488 471 116 315 15 266 0 154 34 81 13
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1673 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.2 21.2 25.4 6.0 11.0 0.5 7.0 0.0 6.0 1.8 3.0 0.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.2 21.2 25.4 6.0 11.0 0.5 7.0 0.0 6.0 1.8 3.0 0.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.66 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 35 664 563 148 783 663 359 0 610 45 535 453
V/C Ratio(X) 0.68 0.73 0.84 0.78 0.40 0.02 0.74 0.00 0.25 0.76 0.15 0.03
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 153 1385 1173 420 1666 1411 816 0 610 172 535 453
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 45.4 26.2 27.6 41.9 18.9 15.9 40.5 0.0 20.7 45.2 24.8 24.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 20.3 1.6 3.4 8.6 0.3 0.0 3.0 0.0 1.0 22.7 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 9.4 9.8 2.9 4.7 0.2 3.1 0.0 2.5 1.1 1.3 0.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 65.7 27.8 31.0 50.5 19.3 15.9 43.6 0.0 21.7 67.9 25.0 24.0
LnGrp LOS E C C D B B D A C E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 983 446 420 128
Approach Delay, s/veh 30.3 27.3 35.5 36.3
Approach LOS C C D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.3 38.0 11.8 37.1 13.7 30.7 5.9 43.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 34.0 22.0 69.0 22.0 21.0 8.0 83.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.8 8.0 8.0 27.4 9.0 5.0 3.2 13.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.9 0.2 5.7 0.7 0.3 0.0 2.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 31.1
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr/Project Access 12/12/2022

PM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 19 5 10 1 3 22 9 201 1 30 277 43
Future Vol, veh/h 19 5 10 1 3 22 9 201 1 30 277 43
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 85 92 85 92 92 92 85 85 92 92 85 85
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 22 5 12 1 3 24 11 236 1 33 326 51
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 690 677 352 685 702 237 377 0 0 237 0 0
          Stage 1 418 418 - 259 259 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 272 259 - 426 443 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 359 375 692 362 362 802 1181 - - 1330 - -
          Stage 1 612 591 - 746 694 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 734 694 - 606 576 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 335 359 692 340 346 802 1181 - - 1330 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 335 359 - 340 346 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 605 572 - 738 686 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 701 686 - 571 558 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15 10.6 0.3 0.6
HCM LOS C B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1181 - - 400 666 1330 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.009 - - 0.099 0.042 0.025 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.1 0 - 15 10.6 7.8 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - C B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0.3 0.1 0.1 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

PM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.9
Intersection LOS A

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 15 70 142 11 52 236
Future Vol, veh/h 15 70 142 11 52 236
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 18 83 169 13 62 281
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 8.6 9.6 10.4
HCM LOS A A B
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 93% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 7% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 153 15 70 52 236
LT Vol 0 15 0 52 0
Through Vol 142 0 0 0 236
RT Vol 11 0 70 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 182 18 83 62 281
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.25 0.031 0.118 0.094 0.386
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.936 6.294 5.084 5.453 4.951
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 727 569 704 657 728
Service Time 2.971 4.035 2.824 3.185 2.683
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.25 0.032 0.118 0.094 0.386
HCM Control Delay 9.6 9.2 8.5 8.8 10.8
HCM Lane LOS A A A A B
HCM 95th-tile Q 1 0.1 0.4 0.3 1.8
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HCM 6th TWSC
4: Main River Rd & Project Access 12/12/2022

PM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 49 80 0 0 5
Future Vol, veh/h 14 49 80 0 0 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 15 53 87 0 0 5
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 87 0 - 0 170 87
          Stage 1 - - - - 87 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 83 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1509 - - - 820 971
          Stage 1 - - - - 936 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 940 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1509 - - - 812 971
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 812 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 927 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 940 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 1.6 0 8.7
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1509 - - - 971
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01 - - - 0.006
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 0 - - 8.7
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0
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Appendix F 

Future Conditions LOS Calculations 
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 255 190 98 469 24 388 62 90 14 59 13
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 255 190 98 469 24 388 62 90 14 59 13
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 25 293 218 113 539 28 446 71 103 16 68 15
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 38 517 438 145 629 533 559 297 431 27 530 449
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.28 0.28 0.08 0.34 0.34 0.16 0.43 0.43 0.01 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 690 1001 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 25 293 218 113 539 28 446 0 174 16 68 15
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1690 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.1 10.9 9.4 5.1 21.8 1.0 10.1 0.0 5.3 0.7 2.2 0.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.1 10.9 9.4 5.1 21.8 1.0 10.1 0.0 5.3 0.7 2.2 0.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.59 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 38 517 438 145 629 533 559 0 728 27 530 449
V/C Ratio(X) 0.66 0.57 0.50 0.78 0.86 0.05 0.80 0.00 0.24 0.60 0.13 0.03
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 482 1196 1014 285 989 838 850 0 728 88 530 449
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 39.5 25.2 24.7 36.6 25.1 18.2 32.8 0.0 14.7 39.8 21.7 21.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 18.0 1.0 0.9 8.7 4.6 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.8 19.9 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 4.8 3.5 2.5 10.0 0.3 4.3 0.0 2.1 0.5 1.0 0.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 57.5 26.2 25.6 45.3 29.7 18.3 35.9 0.0 15.5 59.7 21.8 21.1
LnGrp LOS E C C D C B D A B E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 536 680 620 99
Approach Delay, s/veh 27.4 31.8 30.2 27.8
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.2 39.0 10.6 26.5 17.2 27.1 5.7 31.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 35.0 13.0 52.0 20.0 19.0 22.0 43.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.7 7.3 7.1 12.9 12.1 4.2 3.1 23.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.0 0.1 2.7 1.1 0.3 0.0 3.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 29.9
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 52 27 24 315 178 34
Future Vol, veh/h 52 27 24 315 178 34
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 73 73 73 73 73 73
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 71 37 33 432 244 47
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 766 268 291 0 - 0
          Stage 1 268 - - - - -
          Stage 2 498 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 371 771 1271 - - -
          Stage 1 777 - - - - -
          Stage 2 611 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 358 771 1271 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 358 - - - - -
          Stage 1 751 - - - - -
          Stage 2 611 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.9 0.6 0
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1271 - 438 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.026 - 0.247 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.9 0 15.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 1 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 12.1
Intersection LOS B

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 25 325 32 42 171
Future Vol, veh/h 14 25 325 32 42 171
Peak Hour Factor 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 17 31 401 40 52 211
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 8.9 14 9.6
HCM LOS A B A
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 91% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 357 14 25 42 171
LT Vol 0 14 0 42 0
Through Vol 325 0 0 0 171
RT Vol 32 0 25 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 441 17 31 52 211
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.577 0.032 0.047 0.079 0.294
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.711 6.666 5.451 5.508 5.005
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 767 536 655 651 718
Service Time 2.733 4.417 3.203 3.234 2.731
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.575 0.032 0.047 0.08 0.294
HCM Control Delay 14 9.6 8.5 8.7 9.8
HCM Lane LOS B A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 3.7 0.1 0.1 0.3 1.2
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 31 622 566 144 402 20 318 62 126 43 97 17
Future Volume (veh/h) 31 622 566 144 402 20 318 62 126 43 97 17
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 34 684 622 158 442 22 349 68 138 47 107 19
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 43 843 714 190 997 845 428 147 298 61 331 280
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.45 0.45 0.11 0.53 0.53 0.12 0.27 0.27 0.03 0.18 0.18
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 551 1118 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 34 684 622 158 442 22 349 0 206 47 107 19
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1669 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.1 35.6 39.9 9.8 16.3 0.7 11.1 0.0 11.6 2.9 5.6 1.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.1 35.6 39.9 9.8 16.3 0.7 11.1 0.0 11.6 2.9 5.6 1.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 43 843 714 190 997 845 428 0 445 61 331 280
V/C Ratio(X) 0.79 0.81 0.87 0.83 0.44 0.03 0.82 0.00 0.46 0.78 0.32 0.07
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 111 1214 1029 348 1463 1240 676 0 445 143 331 280
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 54.6 26.8 27.9 49.3 16.1 12.4 48.0 0.0 34.5 53.9 40.4 38.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 26.8 2.8 5.9 9.1 0.3 0.0 4.3 0.0 3.4 18.8 0.6 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.3 16.0 15.8 4.8 6.9 0.3 5.0 0.0 5.1 1.6 2.6 0.4
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 81.4 29.6 33.8 58.4 16.4 12.5 52.3 0.0 37.9 72.7 41.0 38.7
LnGrp LOS F C C E B B D A D E D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1340 622 555 173
Approach Delay, s/veh 32.9 26.9 47.0 49.3
Approach LOS C C D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 7.8 34.0 16.0 54.7 17.9 23.9 6.7 64.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 30.0 22.0 73.0 22.0 17.0 7.0 88.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.9 13.6 11.8 41.9 13.1 7.6 4.1 18.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.1 0.3 8.8 0.8 0.3 0.0 3.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 35.5
HCM 6th LOS D
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 27 14 13 277 374 60
Future Vol, veh/h 27 14 13 277 374 60
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 32 16 15 326 440 71
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 832 476 511 0 - 0
          Stage 1 476 - - - - -
          Stage 2 356 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 339 589 1054 - - -
          Stage 1 625 - - - - -
          Stage 2 709 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 333 589 1054 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 333 - - - - -
          Stage 1 614 - - - - -
          Stage 2 709 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.5 0.4 0
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1054 - 391 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.015 - 0.123 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.5 0 15.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.4 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 12.1
Intersection LOS B

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 18 94 197 10 59 329
Future Vol, veh/h 18 94 197 10 59 329
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 21 112 235 12 70 392
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 9.5 11.1 13.4
HCM LOS A B B
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 95% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 5% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 207 18 94 59 329
LT Vol 0 18 0 59 0
Through Vol 197 0 0 0 329
RT Vol 10 0 94 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 246 21 112 70 392
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.356 0.04 0.171 0.11 0.558
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.198 6.724 5.51 5.63 5.127
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 688 530 646 634 701
Service Time 3.263 4.504 3.288 3.388 2.884
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.358 0.04 0.173 0.11 0.559
HCM Control Delay 11.1 9.8 9.4 9.1 14.2
HCM Lane LOS B A A A B
HCM 95th-tile Q 1.6 0.1 0.6 0.4 3.5
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Appendix G 

Future Plus Project Conditions LOS Calculations
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 255 198 99 469 24 410 66 92 14 61 13
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 255 198 99 469 24 410 66 92 14 61 13
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 25 293 228 114 539 28 471 76 106 16 70 15
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 38 516 437 146 629 533 584 304 424 27 517 438
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.28 0.28 0.08 0.34 0.34 0.17 0.43 0.43 0.01 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 707 986 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 25 293 228 114 539 28 471 0 182 16 70 15
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1693 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.1 10.9 9.9 5.1 21.8 1.0 10.7 0.0 5.6 0.7 2.3 0.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.1 10.9 9.9 5.1 21.8 1.0 10.7 0.0 5.6 0.7 2.3 0.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.58 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 38 516 437 146 629 533 584 0 729 27 517 438
V/C Ratio(X) 0.66 0.57 0.52 0.78 0.86 0.05 0.81 0.00 0.25 0.60 0.14 0.03
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 482 1196 1014 285 989 838 850 0 729 88 517 438
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 39.5 25.3 24.9 36.6 25.1 18.2 32.5 0.0 14.8 39.8 22.1 21.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 18.0 1.0 1.0 8.7 4.6 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.8 19.9 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 4.8 3.7 2.5 10.0 0.3 4.6 0.0 2.2 0.5 1.0 0.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 57.5 26.3 25.9 45.3 29.7 18.3 36.2 0.0 15.6 59.7 22.2 21.5
LnGrp LOS E C C D C B D A B E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 546 681 653 101
Approach Delay, s/veh 27.5 31.8 30.4 28.1
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.2 39.0 10.7 26.4 17.7 26.5 5.7 31.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 35.0 13.0 52.0 20.0 19.0 22.0 43.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.7 7.6 7.1 12.9 12.7 4.3 3.1 23.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.1 0.1 2.7 1.1 0.3 0.0 3.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 30.0
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr/Project Access 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 52 2 27 2 4 30 24 320 1 10 180 34
Future Vol, veh/h 52 2 27 2 4 30 24 320 1 10 180 34
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 73 92 73 92 92 92 73 73 92 92 73 73
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 71 2 37 2 4 33 33 438 1 11 247 47
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 816 798 271 817 821 439 294 0 0 439 0 0
          Stage 1 293 293 - 505 505 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 523 505 - 312 316 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 296 319 768 295 309 618 1268 - - 1121 - -
          Stage 1 715 670 - 549 540 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 537 540 - 699 655 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 268 304 768 270 295 618 1268 - - 1121 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 268 304 - 270 295 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 691 662 - 530 522 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 487 522 - 655 647 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 20.3 12.5 0.6 0.3
HCM LOS C B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1268 - - 344 518 1121 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.026 - - 0.321 0.076 0.01 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.9 0 - 20.3 12.5 8.2 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - C B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 1.4 0.2 0 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 12.2
Intersection LOS B

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 17 30 326 33 44 173
Future Vol, veh/h 17 30 326 33 44 173
Peak Hour Factor 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 21 37 402 41 54 214
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 9 14.2 9.7
HCM LOS A B A
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 91% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 359 17 30 44 173
LT Vol 0 17 0 44 0
Through Vol 326 0 0 0 173
RT Vol 33 0 30 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 443 21 37 54 214
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.584 0.039 0.056 0.084 0.299
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.744 6.687 5.472 5.544 5.041
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 762 534 652 646 713
Service Time 2.771 4.443 3.228 3.275 2.772
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.581 0.039 0.057 0.084 0.3
HCM Control Delay 14.2 9.7 8.6 8.8 9.9
HCM Lane LOS B A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 3.8 0.1 0.2 0.3 1.3

607



HCM 6th TWSC
4: Main River Rd & Project Access 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.7

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 74 39 0 0 8
Future Vol, veh/h 3 74 39 0 0 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 3 80 42 0 0 9
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 42 0 - 0 128 42
          Stage 1 - - - - 42 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 86 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1567 - - - 866 1029
          Stage 1 - - - - 980 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 937 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1567 - - - 864 1029
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 864 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 978 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 937 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.3 0 8.5
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1567 - - - 1029
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.002 - - - 0.008
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.3 0 - - 8.5
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 31 622 591 147 402 20 333 65 128 43 102 17
Future Volume (veh/h) 31 622 591 147 402 20 333 65 128 43 102 17
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 34 684 649 162 442 22 366 71 141 47 112 19
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 43 867 735 193 1024 868 441 144 286 61 306 259
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.46 0.46 0.11 0.55 0.55 0.13 0.26 0.26 0.03 0.16 0.16
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 559 1111 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 34 684 649 162 442 22 366 0 212 47 112 19
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1670 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.2 36.1 43.4 10.4 16.3 0.7 12.1 0.0 12.6 3.1 6.2 1.2
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.2 36.1 43.4 10.4 16.3 0.7 12.1 0.0 12.6 3.1 6.2 1.2
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 43 867 735 193 1024 868 441 0 429 61 306 259
V/C Ratio(X) 0.79 0.79 0.88 0.84 0.43 0.03 0.83 0.00 0.49 0.78 0.37 0.07
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 107 1170 992 336 1411 1195 652 0 429 137 306 259
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 56.6 26.5 28.4 51.0 15.6 12.1 49.7 0.0 36.9 55.9 43.4 41.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 26.5 2.6 7.4 9.4 0.3 0.0 5.8 0.0 4.0 18.7 0.7 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.3 16.3 17.4 5.1 6.9 0.3 5.5 0.0 5.6 1.7 2.9 0.5
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 83.1 29.1 35.9 60.5 15.9 12.1 55.4 0.0 40.9 74.6 44.2 41.4
LnGrp LOS F C D E B B E A D E D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1367 626 578 178
Approach Delay, s/veh 33.7 27.3 50.1 51.9
Approach LOS C C D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 8.0 34.0 16.6 58.1 18.9 23.1 6.8 67.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 30.0 22.0 73.0 22.0 17.0 7.0 88.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 5.1 14.6 12.4 45.4 14.1 8.2 4.2 18.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.1 0.3 8.7 0.8 0.3 0.0 3.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 36.9
HCM 6th LOS D
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr/Project Access 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 27 5 14 1 3 22 13 280 1 30 384 60
Future Vol, veh/h 27 5 14 1 3 22 13 280 1 30 384 60
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 85 92 85 92 92 92 85 85 92 92 85 85
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 32 5 16 1 3 24 15 329 1 33 452 71
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 927 914 488 924 949 330 523 0 0 330 0 0
          Stage 1 554 554 - 360 360 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 373 360 - 564 589 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 249 273 580 250 260 712 1043 - - 1229 - -
          Stage 1 517 514 - 658 626 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 648 626 - 510 495 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 228 258 580 229 246 712 1043 - - 1229 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 228 258 - 229 246 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 508 494 - 646 615 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 612 615 - 471 476 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 20.6 11.9 0.4 0.5
HCM LOS C B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1043 - - 284 548 1229 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.015 - - 0.189 0.052 0.027 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.5 0 - 20.6 11.9 8 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - C B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0.7 0.2 0.1 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 12.2
Intersection LOS B

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 20 97 198 14 69 330
Future Vol, veh/h 20 97 198 14 69 330
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 24 115 236 17 82 393
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 9.6 11.3 13.5
HCM LOS A B B
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 93% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 7% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 212 20 97 69 330
LT Vol 0 20 0 69 0
Through Vol 198 0 0 0 330
RT Vol 14 0 97 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 252 24 115 82 393
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.366 0.045 0.178 0.129 0.562
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.219 6.763 5.548 5.656 5.153
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 684 526 641 631 695
Service Time 3.288 4.546 3.33 3.419 2.916
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.368 0.046 0.179 0.13 0.565
HCM Control Delay 11.3 9.9 9.5 9.3 14.4
HCM Lane LOS B A A A B
HCM 95th-tile Q 1.7 0.1 0.6 0.4 3.5
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HCM 6th TWSC
4: Main River Rd & Project Access 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 69 112 0 0 5
Future Vol, veh/h 14 69 112 0 0 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 15 75 122 0 0 5
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 122 0 - 0 227 122
          Stage 1 - - - - 122 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 105 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1465 - - - 761 929
          Stage 1 - - - - 903 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 919 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1465 - - - 753 929
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 753 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 893 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 919 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 1.3 0 8.9
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1465 - - - 929
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01 - - - 0.006
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.5 0 - - 8.9
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 10/03/2023

AM Future Year Plus Project NBT + SBT Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 255 198 99 469 24 410 66 92 14 61 13
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 255 198 99 469 24 410 66 92 14 61 13
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 25 293 228 114 539 28 471 76 106 16 70 15
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 43 775 677 149 954 50 722 203 283 29 177 150
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.22 0.22 0.08 0.28 0.28 0.21 0.29 0.29 0.02 0.09 0.09
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 3554 1585 1781 3437 178 3456 707 986 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 25 293 228 114 278 289 471 0 182 16 70 15
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1777 1585 1781 1777 1838 1728 0 1693 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.6 2.8 3.9 2.5 5.4 5.5 5.1 0.0 3.5 0.4 1.4 0.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.6 2.8 3.9 2.5 5.4 5.5 5.1 0.0 3.5 0.4 1.4 0.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.10 1.00 0.58 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 43 775 677 149 493 510 722 0 486 29 177 150
V/C Ratio(X) 0.58 0.38 0.34 0.76 0.56 0.57 0.65 0.00 0.37 0.55 0.40 0.10
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 967 4558 2364 571 1885 1950 1705 0 1461 176 877 743
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 19.6 13.5 7.8 18.2 12.5 12.5 14.7 0.0 11.5 19.8 17.3 16.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 11.7 0.3 0.3 7.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.5 15.4 1.4 0.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.9 1.9 1.7 0.0 1.1 0.3 0.6 0.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 31.3 13.8 8.1 26.1 13.6 13.5 15.7 0.0 12.0 35.2 18.7 17.1
LnGrp LOS C B A C B B B A B D B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 546 681 653 101
Approach Delay, s/veh 12.2 15.6 14.7 21.1
Approach LOS B B B C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.7 15.6 7.4 12.8 12.5 7.8 5.0 15.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 35.0 13.0 52.0 20.0 19.0 22.0 43.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.4 5.5 4.5 5.9 7.1 3.4 2.6 7.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.1 0.2 2.9 1.4 0.3 0.0 3.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 14.7
HCM 6th LOS B
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 10/03/2023

PM Future Year Plus Project NBT + SBT Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 31 622 591 147 402 20 333 65 128 43 102 17
Future Volume (veh/h) 31 622 591 147 402 20 333 65 128 43 102 17
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 34 684 649 162 442 22 366 71 141 47 112 19
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 83 1536 902 202 1718 85 472 97 192 88 160 136
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.43 0.43 0.11 0.50 0.50 0.14 0.17 0.17 0.05 0.09 0.09
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 3554 1585 1781 3445 171 3456 559 1111 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 34 684 649 162 227 237 366 0 212 47 112 19
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1777 1585 1781 1777 1840 1728 0 1670 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.6 11.6 25.7 7.6 6.3 6.4 8.8 0.0 10.3 2.2 5.0 1.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.6 11.6 25.7 7.6 6.3 6.4 8.8 0.0 10.3 2.2 5.0 1.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.09 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 83 1536 902 202 886 918 472 0 289 88 160 136
V/C Ratio(X) 0.41 0.45 0.72 0.80 0.26 0.26 0.77 0.00 0.73 0.54 0.70 0.14
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 124 2973 1543 435 1796 1860 843 0 563 166 359 304
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 39.9 17.2 13.5 37.2 12.4 12.4 35.9 0.0 33.7 39.9 38.3 36.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 3.2 0.2 1.1 7.3 0.2 0.1 2.8 0.0 3.6 5.0 5.4 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.8 4.6 8.4 3.7 2.4 2.5 3.8 0.0 4.4 1.1 2.5 0.4
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 43.1 17.4 14.6 44.5 12.5 12.6 38.6 0.0 37.3 44.9 43.7 36.9
LnGrp LOS D B B D B B D A D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1367 626 578 178
Approach Delay, s/veh 16.7 20.8 38.1 43.3
Approach LOS B C D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.2 19.9 14.7 42.2 16.8 12.4 9.0 47.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 29.0 21.0 72.0 21.0 16.5 6.0 87.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.2 12.3 9.6 27.7 10.8 7.0 3.6 8.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.1 0.3 9.5 1.0 0.4 0.0 3.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 23.9
HCM 6th LOS C
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YOUR QUESTIONS ANSWERED QUICKLY 

Why did you perform this study?  

This Traffic Impact Study evaluates the potential traffic impacts associated with the Gardnerville Ranchos 

residential project in Douglas County, NV. This study of potential transportation impacts was undertaken 

for planning purposes and to assist in determining what traffic controls or mitigations may be needed to 

reduce potential impacts, if any are found. 

What does the project consist of? 

The project  consists of 85 detached  single‐family homes.  The project  site  is  located  in  the northeast 

quadrant of the Dresslerville Road/ Main River Road intersection as shown on Figure 1. Two access points 

are proposed – one as the fourth leg of the Dresslerville Road/ Muir Drive intersection, and one on Main 

River Road. 

How much traffic will the project generate? 

The project is anticipated to generate approximately 802 Daily, 59 AM peak hour, and 80 PM peak hour 

trips to the external roadway network. 

How will project traffic affect the roadway network? 

Under all scenarios (Existing and Future, with or without the Project), the US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller 

Parkway intersection is expected to operate at LOS D or better overall, but some individual movements 

would operate at LOS E or F unless  long‐term  improvements are made. The addition of project  traffic 

would have only a minor impact on the US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway intersection.  

The other study intersections are projected to operate within the policy level of service in the Existing 

Plus Project and Future Plus Project conditions.  

  

Are any improvements recommended? 

 Long term, as a regional level improvement, it is recommended that the US 395 / Riverview 

Drive / Muller Parkway intersection be improved as follows: 

» Convert the northbound (US 395) right‐turn lane to a shared through/right‐turn lane. 

This improvement is practical since two northbound through lanes exist downstream. 

» Convert the existing southbound (US 395) right‐turn lane to a shared through/right‐

turn  lane and construct a separate right  turn  lane. This  improvement  is consistent 

with future plans to widen US 395 to 4 lanes south of Riverview Drive (see Exhibit 1). 
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Two  lanes  downstream  should  continue  at  least  500  feet  beyond  the  signalized 

intersection before merging to one lane. 

» Provide a right turn overlap phase for US 395 southbound right‐turn movements.  

» The cost of these improvements is preliminarily estimated at $1,500,000. 

 To mitigate  the project’s minor  impacts at  the US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway 

intersection, the project should contribute a 3% pro rata share (the project’s percentage of 

traffic  in  the  subject  intersection)  to  the  future  improvements  identified  above,  which 

equates  to  $45,000  based  on  the  preliminary  cost  estimate  of  $1,500,000.    No  physical 

improvements by the project are recommended at the study intersections with this project. 

 The project access connections and frontage improvements should be designed in accordance 

with Douglas County code.  

617



22‐027 
Traffic Impact Study 
Gardnerville Ranchos  

October 24, 2023 
 

 

 
 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

 
1. Project Location 

2. Preliminary Site Plan 

3. Existing Traffic Volumes, Lane Configurations, and Controls 

4. Project Trip Distribution and Assignment 

5. Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes, Lane Configurations, and Controls 

6. Future Year Traffic Volumes 

7. Future Year Plus Project Traffic Volumes 

 
 

LIST OF APPENDICES 

 
A. Scope Confirmation 

B. NDOT Crash Data History 

C. Traffic Count Sheets 

D. Existing LOS Calculations 

E. Existing Plus Project LOS Calculations 

F. Future Year LOS Calculations 

G. Future Year Plus Project LOS Calculations 

H. Critical Movement Pro‐Rata Share Calculations 

 

618



22‐027 
Traffic Impact Study 
Gardnerville Ranchos  

October 24, 2023 
 

 

Page 1 of 16 
 

 

INTRODUCTION 

This report presents the findings of a Traffic Impact Study completed to assess the potential traffic impacts 

on local intersections associated with the Gardnerville Ranchos residential project in Douglas County, NV. 

This  traffic  impact  study  has  been  prepared  to  document  existing  traffic  conditions,  quantify  traffic 

volumes generated by  the proposed project,  identify potential  impacts, document  findings, and make 

recommendations to mitigate impacts, if any are found. The location of the project is shown on Figure 1 

and the preliminary project site plan is shown on Figure 2. 

Study Area and Evaluated Scenarios 

The project  consists of 85 detached  single‐family homes.  The project  site  is  located  in  the northeast 

quadrant of the Dresslerville Road/ Main River Road intersection as shown on Figure 1. Two access points 

are proposed – one as the fourth leg of the Dresslerville Road/ Muir Drive intersection and one on Main 

River Road. The following study intersections are included in this study and are shown on Figure 1:  

1. US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway 

2. Dresslerville Rd / Muir Drive/Project Access 

3. Dresslerville Rd / Main River Rd 

4. Main River Rd / Project Access 

This study includes analysis of both the weekday AM and PM peak hours as these are the periods of time 

in which peak traffic is anticipated to occur. The evaluated development scenarios are:  

 Existing Conditions 

 Existing Plus Project Conditions 

 Future Year Conditions (20 year horizon) 

 Future Year Plus Project Conditions 

Scope Confirmation 

The study  intersections and scope of work were  identified based on pre‐application coordination and 

confirmed with and approved by Jon Erb, Douglas County Transportation Manager, per an email dated 

December 1, 2022. The scope confirmation is included in Appendix A. 

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

Level of service (LOS) is a term commonly used by transportation practitioners to measure and describe 

the operational characteristics of intersections, roadway segments, and other facilities. This term equates 
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seconds of delay per  vehicle  at  intersections  to  letter  grades  “A”  through  “F” with  “A”  representing 

optimum conditions and “F” representing breakdown or over capacity flows. 

Intersections 

The complete methodology for intersection level of service analysis is established in the Highway Capacity 

Manual (HCM), 6th Edition published by the Transportation Research Board (TRB). Table 1 presents the 

delay thresholds for each level of service grade at signalized and unsignalized intersections. 

Table 1: Level of Service Definition for Intersections 

Level of Service  Brief Description 

Average Delay 
(seconds per vehicle) 

Signalized 
Intersections 

Unsignalized 
Intersections 

A  Free flow conditions.  < 10  < 10 

B  Stable conditions with some affect from other vehicles.  10 to 20  10 to 15 

C  Stable conditions with significant affect from other vehicles.  20 to 35  15 to 25 

D  High density traffic conditions still with stable flow.  35 to 55  25 to 35 

E  At or near capacity flows.  55 to 80  35 to 50 

F  Over capacity conditions.  >  80  >  50 

Source:  Highway Capacity Manual, 6th Edition 

Level of service calculations were performed for the study  intersections using the Synchro 11 software 

package with analysis and results reported in accordance with HCM methodology.  

Level of Service Policy 

Douglas County  

The Design Criteria and  Improvement Standards  for Douglas County  (DCDCIS), Part  II, 3.11 Traffic and 
Impact  Study Requirements  states  that  “A  traffic  LOS C or better,  in  the  context of providing  a  safe, 
efficient and convenient transportation system, shall be maintained through mitigation of impacts from 
all conditions on all County, Town, and District maintained arterial, and collector roads and at County road 
intersections.”  

The 2017 Douglas County Transportation Plan (Parsons, April 2019) includes the following level of service 

policies: 

Policy  4.2.9  – Maintain  a  traffic  level  of  service  “D”  on  all  NDOT  roads within  Douglas  County, 

consistent with NDOT standards.  

Policy 4.2.18 – Main a level of service “C” or better on all Douglas County streets and roadways. 
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Hence, LOS “D” was used as the threshold criteria for US 395 / Riverview Drive, and LOS “C” was used as 
the threshold criteria for the other study intersections. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Roadway Facilities 

A brief description of the key roadways in the study area is provided below. 

US 395 is generally a north‐south highway. In the immediate project vicinity, US 395 runs in a northwest‐

southeast direction. North of Riverview Drive, US 395  is  five  lanes – two  lanes  in each direction and a 

center two‐way left‐turn lane. South of Riverview Drive, US 395 is two lanes with a median. The posted 

speed limit in the project area is 55 mph. NDOT classifies US 395 in the project area as an Other Principal 

Arterial. 

Riverview Drive  in the project area  is a northeast‐southwest roadway with two  lanes (one  lane  in each 

direction).   Near US 395, Riverview Drive has a two‐way  left‐turn  lane. The roadway name changes to 

Muller Parkway north of US 395. The roadway  is classified as a Minor Collector by NDOT and a Major 

Collector  in the 2017 Douglas County Transportation Plan.   The posted speed  limit (near US 395)  is 25 

mph. 

Dresslerville Road in the project area is generally a north‐south roadway with two lanes (one lane in each 

direction). The roadway name changes to Long Valley Road south of Main River Road.   The roadway  is 

classified as a Minor Collector by NDOT, and the posted speed limit is 35 mph to the north of Main River 

Road and 25 mph to the south. 

Main  River  Road  in  the  project  area  has  an  east‐west  orientation with  two  lanes  (one  lane  in  each 

direction). The local roadway has a posted speed limit of 15 mph. 

Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities 

Bicycle  lanes exist on the west side of Long Valley Road south of Main River Road, and on portions of 

Riverview Drive.   There are no  sidewalks along  the  study  roadways  in  the project area. The US 395  / 

Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway signalized intersection has pedestrian crosswalks on all legs. 

Transit Facilities 

Douglas Area Rural Transit (DART) Dial‐A‐Ride is a shared ride service that provides curb to curb service in 

the study area. Other public transportation services, such as DART Express and BlueGo, have routes in the 

general area including along US 395. 
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Crash History 

Vehicle crash data is available from NDOT and includes information from the 2016 to 2020 five‐year period 

(the most  current  data  available).  Thirty‐four  (34)  crashes  occurred  at  the US  395  /  Riverview Drive 

intersection including 14 injury crashes and 20 property damage only crashes. The most common crash 

type was  rear  end,  and  the  second most  common  crash  type was  angle.  Two  crashes  occurred  at 

Dresslerville Road / Muir Drive intersection including one injury sideswipe crash and one property damage 

only rear end crash. No crashes were recorded at Dresslerville Rd / Main River Rd during the five‐year 

period.  Crash data is provided in Appendix B.  

Traffic Volumes 

Traffic volumes were collected at the study intersections on April 28, 2022, with regular school in session. 

Volumes were collected for the AM (7:00‐9:00) and PM (4:00‐6:00) peak periods. The counts were verified 

by comparing to NDOT count stations and found to be consistent with prior data.  The existing AM and 

PM peak hour intersection turning movement volumes are shown on Figure 3. The counts sheets are in 

Appendix C.  

Intersection Level of Service Analysis 

Existing  AM  and  PM  peak  hour  intersection  level  of  service  analysis  was  performed  for  the  study 

intersections  using  Synchro  11  analysis  software.  The  existing  intersection  lane  configurations  and 

controls are shown on Figure 3. Table 2 shows the existing conditions  level of service results, and the 

technical calculations are provided in Appendix D. 
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Table 2: Existing Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection 
Intersection 
Control 

AM Peak  PM Peak 

LOS 
Avg Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

1. US395/Riverview Dr/Muller Pkwy 

Signalized 

  

Northbound Left (US 395)  D  44.3  D  49.3 

Northbound Through (US 395)  C  28.0  B  19.8 

Northbound Right (US 395)  B  20.0  B  16.4 

Southbound Left (US 395)  D  52.6  E  63.8 

Southbound Through (US 395)  C  25.8  C  28.6 

Southbound Right (US 395)  C  25.3  C  30.6 

Eastbound Left (Riverview Dr)  C  32.0  D  42.4 

Eastbound Through + Right (Riverview Dr)  B  10.3  C  20.2 

Westbound Left (Muller Pkwy)  E  57.9  E  65.5 

Westbound Through (Muller Pkwy)  B  14.4  C  23.1 

Westbound Right (Muller Pkwy)  B  14.1  C  22.2 

Overall  C  27.5  C  30.7 

2.  Dresslerville Rd/Muir Dr 

Side Street 
STOP 

  

Northbound Left  A  7.7  A  8.0 

Eastbound Approach  B  12.3  B  12.3 

Overall  A   1.8  A  0.8 

3. Dresslerville Rd/Main River Rd 

All‐Way Stop 

  

Northbound Approach  B  10.6  A  9.5 

Southbound Approach  A  8.7  B  10.4 

Westbound Approach  A  8.3  A  8.5 

Overall  A  9.8  A  9.8 

Notes: 1. Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for the worst approach/movement for unsignalized (side‐street stop controlled) 
intersections, by approach for all‐way stop intersections, and overall for signalized intersections.  
Source:  Headway Transportation, 2023 

As shown  in  the  table,  the existing study  intersections currently operate within policy  level of service 

thresholds during the AM and PM peak hours. The US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway intersection 

is within the policy with an overall LOS C although some individual movements may operate beyond the 

LOS D threshold. All movements at this intersection operate with a volume to capacity ratio (v/c) of less 

than 1, and  the queue  lengths are within  the provided  storage. This  indicates  that  the  intersection  is 

operating acceptably. 
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PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Trip Generation 

Trip  generation  rates  from  Trip  Generation  Manual,  11th  Edition  published  by  the  Institute  of 

Transportation Engineers (ITE) were used to develop trip generation estimates for the proposed project 

based on the Single Family Detached Housing rates. Table 3 shows the Daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak 

hour trip generation estimates.  

Table 3: Trip Generation Estimates 

Land Use 
(ITE Code) 

Size1 
Trips 

Daily  AM  AM In/Out  PM  PM In/Out 

Single Family Detached Housing (210)  85 du  802  59  15 / 44  80  50 / 30 

Notes: 1. du = dwelling units 
Source:  Headway Transportation, 2023 

As shown in the table, the project is expected to generate 802 Daily, 59 AM peak hour, and 80 PM peak 

hour trips. 

Trip Distribution 

Project  trips were distributed  to  the adjacent roadway network based on existing  traffic volumes,  the 

locations of complimentary land uses, and anticipated travel patterns. Project trips were distributed based 

on the following: 

 50% to/from the northwest via US 395 

 5% to/from the southeast via US 395 

 10% to/from the northeast via Muller Pkwy / Riverview Dr 

 15% to/from the west via Dresslerville Rd 

 10% to/from the west via Muir Dr 

 10% to/from the south via Long Valley Rd 

Figure 4 shows the project trip distribution and assignment. 

Project Access 

Two access points are proposed – one on Dresslerville Road opposite Muir Drive, creating the fourth leg 

of the intersection, and one on Main River Road, as shown on Figure 5.  
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EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Traffic Volumes 

Project trips (Figure 4) were added to the existing traffic volumes (Figure 3) to develop the Existing Plus 

Project conditions traffic volumes, shown on Figure 5. 

Intersection Level of Service 

AM and PM peak hour  intersection  level of service analysis was performed for the study  intersections 

based on the Existing Plus Project traffic volumes, lane configurations, and controls shown on Figure 5. 

Table 4 shows the level of service results and the technical calculations are provided in Appendix E.  
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Table 4: Existing Plus Project Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection 
Intersection 
Control 

Existing  Existing Plus Project 

AM Peak  PM Peak  AM Peak  PM Peak 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

1. US395/Riverview Dr 

Signalized 

     

Northbound Left (US 395)  D  44.3  D  49.3  D  43.9  D  50.5 

Northbound Through (US 395)  C  28.0  B  19.8  C  28.0  B  19.3 

Northbound Right (US 395)  B  20.0  B  16.4  B  20.0  B  15.9 

Southbound Left (US 395)  D  52.6  E  63.8  D  52.6  E  65.7 

Southbound Through (US 395)  C  25.8  C  28.6  C  25.9  C  27.8 

Southbound Right (US 395)  C  25.3  C  30.6  C  25.7  C  31.0 

Eastbound Left (Riverview Dr)  C  32.0  D  42.4  C  31.7  D  43.6 

Eastbound Through + Right (Riverview Dr)  B  10.3  C  20.2  B  10.4  C  21.7 

Westbound Left (Muller Pkwy)  E  57.9  E  65.5  E  57.9  E  67.9 

Westbound Through (Muller Pkwy)  B  14.4  C  23.1  B  14.8  C  25.0 

Westbound Right (Muller Pkwy)  B  14.1  C  22.2  B  14.4  C  24.0 

Overall  C  27.5  C  30.7  C  27.5  C  31.1 

2.  Dresslerville Rd/ Muir Dr/ Project Access 

Side Street 
STOP 

     

Northbound Left  A  7.7  A  8.0  A  7.7  A  8.1 

Southbound Left  N/A  A  7.9  A  7.8 

Eastbound Approach  B  12.3  B  12.3  B  14.2  C  15.0 

Westbound Approach  N/A  B  11.0  B  10.6 

Overall  A   1.8  A  0.8  A   2.7  A  1.7 

3. Dresslerville Rd/Main River Rd 

All‐Way Stop 

     

Northbound Approach  B  10.6  A  9.5  B  10.8  A  9.6 

Southbound Approach  A  8.7  B  10.4  A  8.8  B  10.4 

Westbound Approach  A  8.3  A  8.5  A  8.4  A  8.6 

Overall  A  9.8  A  9.8  A  9.9  A  9.9 

4.  Main River Rd/Project Access 

Side Street 
STOP 

     

Southbound Approach 

N/A 

A  8.5  A  8.7 

Eastbound Left  A  7.3  A  7.4 

Overall  A  1.0  A  1.0 

Notes: 1. Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for the worst approach/movement for unsignalized (side‐street stop controlled) 
intersections, by approach for all‐way stop intersections, and overall for signalized intersections.  
Source:  Headway Transportation, 2023 

As shown in the table, the study intersections and access points are expected to operate within the level 

of service policy with project traffic. The addition of project traffic is not expected to have any significant 

impact. At  the US  395  /  Riverview Drive  / Muller  Parkway  intersection,  the  addition  of  project  trips 

increases the traffic volumes by only 3%, and the delay is similar with or without the project. The overall 
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LOS remains within policy (with some movements at LOS D and E as with existing), the v/c is less than 1 

and the queue lengths are within the provided storage. No mitigations are needed because of the project.  

FUTURE YEAR CONDITIONS 

The Future Year analysis estimates operating conditions for the 20‐year horizon. 

Planned Roadway Improvements 

The 2017 Douglas County Transportation Plan includes potential projects to widen Riverview Drive and 

Dresslerville Road from two lanes to four lanes. The Plan also includes widening projects on US 395 and 

several potential roadway connections/bypass facilities. The map of potential projects is shown in Exhibit 

1. The status of these projects is unknown; therefore, none were assumed to be in place for the Future 

Year analysis. 

 

Exhibit 1: Potential Roadway Projects 
Source: 2017 Douglas County Transportation Plan (Parsons) 
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Traffic Volume Forecasts 

Future Year (20‐year horizon) background traffic volumes were developed using an annual growth rate to 

provide a baseline for assessing potential impacts on the future transportation system. The 2017 Douglas 

County Transportation Plan (2017 TMP) indicated a historic growth rate of 1.39% per year, and a maximum 

growth rate of 2.0% per year. The 2.0% per year growth rate was selected to be conservative, resulting in 

a growth factor of 1.4 for the 20‐year horizon. This factor was applied to the existing traffic volumes to 

develop future year traffic volume forecasts for the study intersections. Figure 6 shows the Future Year 

(no project) traffic volumes at the study intersections. 

Intersection Level of Service 

AM and PM peak hour  intersection  level of service analysis  for  the Future Year  (20‐year horizon) was 

performed for the study intersections. Table 5 shows the Future Year conditions level of service results, 

and the technical calculations are provided in Appendix F. 

Table 5: Future Year Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection 
Intersection 
Control 

AM Peak  PM Peak 

LOS 
Avg Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

1. US395/Riverview Dr 

Signalized 

  

Northbound Left (US 395)  D  45.3  E  58.4 

Northbound Through (US 395)  C  29.7  B  16.4 

Northbound Right (US 395)  B  18.3  B  12.5 

Southbound Left (US 395)  E  57.5  F  81.4 

Southbound Through (US 395)  C  26.2  C  29.6 

Southbound Right (US 395)  C  25.6  C  33.8 

Eastbound Left (Riverview Dr)  D  35.9  D  52.3 

Eastbound Through + Right (Riverview Dr)  B  15.5  D  37.9 

Westbound Left (Muller Pkwy)  E  59.7  E  72.7 

Westbound Through (Muller Pkwy)  C  21.8  D  41.0 

Westbound Right (Muller Pkwy)  C  21.1  D  38.7 

Overall  C  29.9  D  35.5 

2.  Dresslerville Rd/Muir Dr 

Side Street 
STOP 

  

Northbound Left  A  7.9  A  8.5 

Eastbound Approach  C  15.9  B  15.5 

Overall  A   2.3  A  1.0 
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Table 5 Continued: Future Year Intersection Level of Service 

3. Dresslerville Rd/Main River Rd 

All‐Way 
Stop 

  

Northbound Approach  B  14.0  B  11.1 

Southbound Approach  A  9.6  B  10.4 

Westbound Approach  A  8.9  A  9.5 

Overall  B  12.1  B  12.1 

Notes: 1. Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for the worst approach/movement for unsignalized (side‐street stop controlled) 
intersections, by approach for all‐way stop intersections, and overall for signalized intersections.  
Source:  Headway Transportation, 2023 

As  shown  in  the  table,  the  study  intersections  are  expected  to operate within policy  level of  service 

thresholds during the AM and PM peak hours in the Future Year conditions. The US 395 / Riverview Drive 

/ Muller  Parkway  intersection  is  expected  to  operate  at  overall  LOS  C/D  although  some  individual 

movements would operate at LOS E/F, beyond the threshold. All movements at this intersection would 

have  a v/c ratio less than 1, with average queue lengths within the provided storage. Left turn queues 

may sporadically extend past shorter turn pockets on the eastbound (Riverview Drive) and northbound 

(US 395) approaches but are expected to generally clear in one cycle.. It is acknowledged that potential 

transportation improvements listed in the 2017 TMP (Exhibit 1, #7 Riverview Drive, 4 lanes and #12 US 

395 Segment 7, 4 lanes) would provide additional capacity and the opportunity to extend turn lane storage 

lengths, which would provide long‐term improvements and operations with policy level of service. 

FUTURE YEAR PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Traffic Volumes 

Project trips (Figure 4) were added to the Future Year traffic volumes (Figure 6) to develop the Future 

Year Plus Project conditions traffic volumes, shown on Figure 7. 

Intersection Level of Service 

AM and PM peak hour  intersection  level of service analysis was performed for the study  intersections 

based on the Future Year Plus Project traffic volumes. Table 6 shows the level of service results and the 

technical calculations are provided in Appendix G.  
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Table 6: Future Year Plus Project Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection 
Intersectio
n Control 

Future Year  Future Year Plus Project 

AM Peak  PM Peak  AM Peak  PM Peak 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

1. US395/Riverview Dr 

Signalized 

     

Northbound Left (US 395)  D  45.3  E  58.4  D  45.3  E  60.5 

Northbound Through (US 395)  C  29.7  B  16.4  C  29.7  B  15.9 

Northbound Right (US 395)  B  18.3  B  12.5  B  18.3  B  12.1 

Southbound Left (US 395)  E  57.5  F  81.4  E  57.5  F  83.1 

Southbound Through (US 395)  C  26.2  C  29.6  C  26.3  C  29.1 

Southbound Right (US 395)  C  25.6  C  33.8  C  25.9  D  35.9 

Eastbound Left (Riverview Dr)  D  35.9  D  52.3  D  36.2  E  55.4 

Eastbound Through + Right (Riverview Dr)  B  15.5  D  37.9  B  15.6  D  40.9 

Westbound Left (Muller Pkwy)  E  59.7  E  72.7  E  59.7  E  74.6 

Westbound Through (Muller Pkwy)  C  21.8  D  41.0  C  22.2  D  44.2 

Westbound Right (Muller Pkwy)  C  21.1  D  38.7  C  21.5  D  41.4 

Overall  C  29.9  D  35.5  C  30.0  D  36.9 

2. Dresslerville Rd/ 
Muir Dr/ Project Access 

Side Street 
STOP 

     

Northbound Left  A  7.9  A  8.5  A  7.9  A  8.5 

Southbound Left  N/A  A  8.2  A  8.0 

Eastbound Approach  C  15.9  C  15.5  C  20.3  C  20.6 

Westbound Approach  N/A  B  12.5  B  11.9 

Overall  A   2.3  A  1.0  A   3.4  A  1.9 

3. Dresslerville Rd/Main River Rd 

All‐Way 
Stop 

     

Northbound Approach  B  14.0  B  11.1  B  14.2  B  11.3 

Southbound Approach  A  9.6  B  10.4  A  9.7  B  13.5 

Westbound Approach  A  8.9  A  9.5  A  9.0  A  9.6 

Overall  B  12.1  B  12.1  B  12.2  B  12.2 

4. Main River Rd/Project Access 

Side Street 
STOP 

     

Southbound Approach 

N/A 

A  8.5  A  8.9 

Eastbound Left  A  7.3  A  7.5 

Overall  A  0.7  A  0.8 

Notes: 1. Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for the worst approach/movement for unsignalized (side‐street stop controlled) 
intersections, by approach for all‐way stop intersections, and overall for signalized intersections.  
Source:  Headway Transportation, 2023 

The US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway  intersection  is expected to operate at overall LOS C/D 

although some individual movements would operate at LOS E/F.  Douglas County staff have stated that 

the project should describe future mitigation recommendations and provide a pro‐rata share contribution 

to future improvements so that individual movements exceeding LOS D would not be exacerbated. The 
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ultimate  improvement  recommendations will be determined by  the US 395 Corridor Study,  currently 

underway by NDOT.  The following section describes the mitigation recommendations and project’s pro‐

rata contribution. 

As shown in Table 6, the other study intersections and access points are expected to operate within the 

level of service policy under Future Year Plus Project conditions. 

MITIGATIONS AND PRO RATA SHARE 

Mitigations were  tested  to  bring  all movements  at  the  US  395  /  Riverview  Drive  / Muller  Parkway 

intersection  to  LOS  D  or  better  in  the  Future  Year  Plus  Project  scenario.  Simple  timing  parameter 

adjustments  at  the  signalized  intersection  could potentially bring  all movements  to  LOS D or better; 

however, improvements were tested and recommended that fit into overall plans to widen US 395 and 

assure  long‐term  operations  within  the  LOS  policy.    The  following  long‐term  improvements  are 

recommended (see Exhibit 2): 

 Convert the northbound  (US 395) right turn  lane  to a shared through/right turn  lane. This 

improvement is practical since two northbound through lanes exist downstream. 

 Convert  the  southbound  (US 395)  right  turn  lane  to a  shared  through/right‐turn  lane and 

construct a separate southbound right turn lane. This improvement supports future plans to 

widen US 395  to 4  lanes  south of Riverview Drive  (see Exhibit 1). Two  lanes downstream 

should continue at least 500 feet beyond the signalized intersection before merging to one 

lane. 

 Provide a right turn overlap phase for US 395 southbound right turn movements.  
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Exhibit 2: Proposed Long‐term Improvements 

The preliminary, high‐level estimated cost  to add  lanes and upgrade  the signal  is $1,500,000, per  the 

following break‐down of costs: 

 Signal modifications ‐ $200,000 

 Southbound right‐turn lane addition ‐ $200,000 

 Southbound through lane extension, south of Riverview Drive ‐ $300,000 

 Signing & Striping modifications ‐ $50,000 

 Drainage and miscellaneous modifications ‐ $250,000 

 Utility Modifications & Right‐of‐Way ‐ $500,000  

 Preliminary Total Cost Estimate = $1,500,000 

The  project  trips  increase  the  overall  intersection  volume  and  the  critical  movements  by  3%.  The 

calculations are in Appendix H. Therefore, the pro rata share is calculated as:  $1,500,000 x 3% = $45,000 

NBR lane converted 
to shared thru + right 

Added SBT lane 

Two receiving lanes merge 
to one downstream 
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Table 7 shows the operation in the Future Year Plus Project conditions with the improvements. 

Table 7: Future Year Plus Project with Improvements Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection 
Intersection 
Control 

Future Year Plus Project 

AM Peak  PM Peak 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

1. US395/Riverview Dr 

Signalized 

  

Northbound Left (US 395)  C  26.1  D  44.5 

Northbound Through (US 395)  B  13.6  B  12.5 

Northbound Right (US 395)  B  13.5  B  12.6 

Southbound Left (US 395)  C  31.3  D  43.1 

Southbound Through (US 395)  B  13.8  B  17.4 

Southbound Right (US 395)  A  8.1  B  14.6 

Eastbound Left (Riverview Dr)  B  15.7  D  38.6 

Eastbound Through + Right (Riverview Dr)  B  12.0  D  37.3 

Westbound Left (Muller Pkwy)  D  35.2  D  44.9 

Westbound Through (Muller Pkwy)  B  18.7  D  43.7 

Westbound Right (Muller Pkwy)  B  17.1  D  36.9 

Overall  B  14.7  C  23.9 

These improvements would bring all movements to LOS D or better in the future plus project conditions. 

The physical improvements are not needed at this time due to the project but are provided to assess a 

pro rata share that the project should contribute toward future improvements.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The project should contribute a $45,000 pro‐rata share contribution toward future improvements at the 

US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway intersection. 

The  project  access  connections  and  frontage  improvements  should  be  designed  in  accordance with 

Douglas County code.  
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CONCLUSIONS 

The following is a list of key findings and recommendations: 

 The proposed project includes 85 single family housing units and is anticipated to generate 

approximately  802  Daily,  59  AM  peak  hour,  and  80  PM  peak  hour  trips  to  the  external 

roadway network. 

 Under all scenarios (Existing and Future, with or without the Project), the US 395 / Riverview 

Drive / Muller Parkway  intersection  is expected  to operate at LOS D or better overall, but 

some individual movements would operate at LOS E or F unless long‐term improvements are 

made.  The  addition  of  project  traffic would  have  only  a minor  impact  on  the  US  395  / 

Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway intersection.  

 The other study intersections are projected to operate within the policy level of service in the 

Existing Plus Project and Future Plus Project conditions.  

 Long term, as a regional level improvement, it is recommended that the US 395 / Riverview 

Drive / Muller Parkway intersection be improved as follows: 

» Convert the northbound (US 395) right‐turn lane to a shared through/right‐turn lane. 

This improvement is practical since two northbound through lanes exist downstream. 

» Convert the existing southbound (US 395) right‐turn lane to a shared through/right‐

turn  lane and construct a separate right  turn  lane. This  improvement  is consistent 

with future plans to widen US 395 to 4 lanes south of Riverview Drive (see Exhibit 1). 

Two  lanes  downstream  should  continue  at  least  500  feet  beyond  the  signalized 

intersection before merging to one lane. 

» Provide a right turn overlap phase for US 395 southbound right‐turn movements.  

» The cost of these improvements is preliminarily estimated at $1,500,000. 

 To mitigate  the project’s minor  impacts at  the US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway 

intersection,  the project should contribute a 3% pro rata share (the project’s percentage of 

traffic  in  the  subject  intersection)  to  the  future  improvements  identified  above,  which 

equates  to  $45,000  based  on  the  preliminary  cost  estimate  of  $1,500,000.    No  physical 

improvements by the project are recommended at the study intersections with this project. 

 The project access connections and frontage improvements should be designed in accordance 

with Douglas County code.  
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Figure 2

Preliminary Site Plan
Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 3

Existing Traffic Volumes, Lane Configurations, and Controls
Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 4

Project Trip Distribution & Assignment
Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 5

Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes, Lane Configurations, and Controls
Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 6

Future Year Traffic Volumes
Traffic Impact Study

NO SCALE

Gardnerville Ranchos
AM Peak Hour Volume (PM Peak Hour Volume)

- Project Site # - Study Intersection

1 2 3 4US 395 /
Riverview Dr

Dresslerville Rd /
Muir Dr / Project Access

Dresslerville Rd /
Main River Rd

Main River Rd /
Project Access

1

2

43

Project Site

US 395
D

re
ss

le
rv

ille
 R

oa
d

Muir Drive

Main River Road

25 (94)
14 (18)

17
1 

(3
29

)
42

 (5
9)

(1
97

) 3
25

 (1
0)

 3
2

 (27) 52
(14) 27

34
 (6

0)
17

8 
(3

74
)

 (1
3)

 2
4

(2
77

) 3
15 (3

18) 3
88

(62) 6
2

(126) 9
0

13 (1
7)

59 (9
7)

14 (4
3)

 
(69) 74 39 (112)

Rive
rvie

w Drive

 (32) 22

(622) 255

(566) 190

24 (20)

469 (402)

98 (144)

640



Figure 7

Future Year Plus Project Traffic Volumes
Traffic Impact Study

NO SCALE

Gardnerville Ranchos
AM Peak Hour Volume (PM Peak Hour Volume)

- Project Site # - Study Intersection

1 2 3 4US 395 /
Riverview Dr

Dresslerville Rd /
Muir Dr / Project Access

Dresslerville Rd /
Main River Rd

Main River Rd /
Project Access

1

2

43

Project Site

US 395

D
resslerville R

oad

Muir Drive

Main River Road

Rive
rvie

w Drive

30 (97)
17 (20)

17
3 

(3
30

)
44

 (6
9)

(1
98

) 3
26

 (1
4)

 3
3

 (27) 52
(5) 2

(14) 27

34
 (6

0)
18

0 
(3

84
)

10
 (3

0)

 (1
3)

 2
4

(2
80

) 3
20

 (1
) 1 (3

33) 4
10

(65) 6
6

(128) 9
2

13 (1
7)

61 (1
02)

14 (4
3)

 (31) 22

(622) 255

(591) 198

24 (20)

469 (402)

99 (147)

30 (22)
4 (3)
2 (1)

 (14) 3
(69) 74

8 
(5

)
0 

(0
)

0 (0)
39 (112)

641



Appendix A 

Scope Confirmation 

642



From: Erb, Jon
To: Loren Chilson
Cc: Karen E. Downs; Lauren Picou; Resnik, Barbra
Subject: RE: Traffic Scoping - Gardnerville Ranchos 85 lots
Date: Thursday, December 1, 2022 8:26:57 AM

Hi Loren,
 
The study intersections you show below are good for this traffic study.
 
Regards,
Jon
 

From: Loren Chilson <lchilson@headwaytransportation.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2022 8:01 AM
To: Erb, Jon <JErb@douglasnv.us>
Cc: Karen E. Downs <kdowns@manhard.com>; Lauren Picou <lpicou@headwaytransportation.com>
Subject: Traffic Scoping - Gardnerville Ranchos 85 lots
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. If you did not expect to receive something from
this sender - we suggest you call the sender to verify (only if you know the sender).

Otherwise - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
You should almost NEVER be prompted to enter your login credentials as a result of opening or clicking anything.

 
Hi Jon,
We are preparing a traffic study for the Gardnerville Ranchos project (85 lots) in Gardnerville, Douglas
County, NV:

APN: 1220-15-701-001
85 lot single family detached residential subdivision
+/- 33.2 acres
NE Corner of Dresslerville Rd and Main River Rd

 
We’ll be looking at around 84 peak hour trips, so not very intense.
 
Study intersections:

·                     Dresslerville Rd/Muir Drive/Project Roadway
·                     Main River Rd/Project Roadway
·                     Dresslerville Rd/Main River Rd
·                     US395/Riverview Drive (per the pre-app scoping notes)

 
We will study the AM and PM peak hours under Existing, Existing Plus Project, 20-year horizon, and
20-year horizon plus project scenarios.
 
Do you agree with the scope above and/or are there any other intersections or particular concerns
you need addressed in the study?

643

mailto:JErb@douglasnv.us
mailto:lchilson@headwaytransportation.com
mailto:kdowns@manhard.com
mailto:lpicou@headwaytransportation.com
mailto:bresnik@douglasnv.us


 
Thanks in advance,
 
 
 

Loren Chilson, PE
Principal

Headway Transportation, LLC
5482 Longley Lane, Suite B
Reno, NV 89511
NV 775.322.4300 | CA 530.897.0199
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1

INTERSECTION DETAIL
DRESSLERVILLE RD @ MUIR RD
01 JAN 16 - 01 JAN 21
COUNTY: DOUGLAS

Crash Severity Crash Date
Crash 
Year

Crash 
Time Primary Street Distance Dir Secondary Street Weather Fatalities Injured

Property 
Damage 

Only

INJURY ACCIDENT 17-Dec-2017 2017 05:23 PM DRESSLERVILLE RD AT INT MUIR DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 9-Jun-2020 2020 07:40 AM DRESSLERVILLE RD AT INT MUIR DR CLEAR PDO

Sum: 0 Sum: 1 Count: 1
Count: 0 Count: 1

Total: 2

INTERSECTION DETAIL
US395N @ RIVERVIEW RD
01 JAN 16 - 01 JAN 21
COUNTY: DOUGLAS

Crash Severity Crash Date
Crash 
Year

Crash 
Time Primary Street Distance Dir Secondary Street Weather Fatalities Injured

Property 
Damage 

Only

PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 1-Nov-2016 2016 04:12 PM US395N 300 N RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 25-May-2017 2017 04:12 PM US395N 210 N RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 12-Oct-2017 2017 04:05 PM US395N 200 N RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 30-Oct-2020 2020 03:15 PM US395N 150 N RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 24-Mar-2020 2020 05:36 PM US395N 30 N RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 16-May-2016 2016 01:27 PM US395N 20 N RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 26-Nov-2019 2019 11:22 AM US395N 15 N RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 7-Feb-2017 2017 07:42 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 12-May-2017 2017 04:02 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 16-Apr-2017 2017 07:20 AM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 18-Nov-2017 2017 01:14 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 3-Apr-2018 2018 12:10 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 3-Jul-2019 2019 01:07 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 16-Nov-2019 2019 04:16 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 10-Dec-2019 2019 05:20 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 11-Aug-2016 2016 06:38 AM US395N 20 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 27-Apr-2018 2018 03:28 PM US395N 45 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 31-Jan-2018 2018 05:43 PM US395N 50 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 28-Dec-2016 2016 06:15 PM US395N 50 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 16-Jun-2019 2019 10:01 AM US395N 50 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 24-Feb-2018 2018 04:42 PM US395N 75 S RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 12-Mar-2020 2020 06:55 PM US395N 75 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 5-Oct-2017 2017 05:58 PM US395N 100 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 23-Jun-2017 2017 01:20 PM US395N 100 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 8-Oct-2017 2017 06:42 PM US395N 150 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 26-Sep-2017 2017 03:05 PM US395N 177 S RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 26-Dec-2016 2016 12:57 PM US395N 181 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 17-Sep-2018 2018 05:13 PM US395N 300 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 28-Jan-2020 2020 07:31 PM US395N 320 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 2
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 26-Jan-2017 2017 04:00 PM RIVERVIEW DR AT INT US395N CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 22-Feb-2019 2019 05:05 PM RIVERVIEW DR AT INT US395N CLEAR PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 19-Dec-2019 2019 05:16 PM RIVERVIEW DR AT INT US395N CLEAR PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 1-Sep-2020 2020 11:01 AM RIVERVIEW DR AT INT US395N CLEAR PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 18-Sep-2020 2020 12:25 PM RIVERVIEW DR 200 S US395N CLOUDY PDO

Sum: 0 Sum: 15 Count: 20
Count: 0 Count: 14

Total: 34

DRESSLERVILLE RD @ MUIR RD L PICOU
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Intersection: US 395 & Riverview

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 8:00 ‐ 9:00

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.87

Truck %: 6%

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 4:15 ‐ 5:15

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.91

Truck %: 2%
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Intersection: Dresslerville & Muir

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 8:00 ‐ 9:00

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.73

Truck %: 3%

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 4:30 ‐ 5:30

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.85

Truck %: 1%
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Intersection: Dresslerville & Main River

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 7:00 ‐ 8:00

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.81

Truck %: 4%

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 4:15 ‐ 5:15

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.84

Truck %: 0%
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

AM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 16 182 136 70 335 17 277 44 64 10 42 9
Future Volume (veh/h) 16 182 136 70 335 17 277 44 64 10 42 9
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 18 209 156 80 385 20 318 51 74 11 48 10
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 30 402 341 104 480 407 444 339 491 20 699 592
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.21 0.21 0.06 0.26 0.26 0.13 0.49 0.49 0.01 0.37 0.37
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 690 1001 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 18 209 156 80 385 20 318 0 125 11 48 10
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1690 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.7 7.0 6.1 3.2 13.7 0.7 6.3 0.0 2.9 0.4 1.2 0.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.7 7.0 6.1 3.2 13.7 0.7 6.3 0.0 2.9 0.4 1.2 0.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.59 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 30 402 341 104 480 407 444 0 830 20 699 592
V/C Ratio(X) 0.60 0.52 0.46 0.77 0.80 0.05 0.72 0.00 0.15 0.56 0.07 0.02
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 550 1365 1157 325 1129 956 970 0 830 100 699 592
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 34.8 24.7 24.4 33.1 24.8 19.9 29.8 0.0 10.0 35.1 14.3 14.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 17.8 1.0 1.0 11.2 3.2 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.4 22.9 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 3.1 2.3 1.6 6.2 0.2 2.7 0.0 1.1 0.3 0.5 0.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 52.6 25.8 25.3 44.3 28.0 20.0 32.0 0.0 10.3 57.9 14.4 14.1
LnGrp LOS D C C D C B C A B E B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 383 485 443 69
Approach Delay, s/veh 26.8 30.3 25.9 21.3
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.8 39.0 8.2 19.3 13.1 30.6 5.2 22.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 35.0 13.0 52.0 20.0 19.0 22.0 43.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.4 4.9 5.2 9.0 8.3 3.2 2.7 15.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.7 0.1 1.8 0.9 0.2 0.0 2.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 27.5
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr 12/12/2022

AM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 37 19 17 225 127 24
Future Vol, veh/h 37 19 17 225 127 24
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 73 73 73 73 73 73
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 51 26 23 308 174 33
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 545 191 207 0 - 0
          Stage 1 191 - - - - -
          Stage 2 354 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 499 851 1364 - - -
          Stage 1 841 - - - - -
          Stage 2 710 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 489 851 1364 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 489 - - - - -
          Stage 1 824 - - - - -
          Stage 2 710 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 12.3 0.5 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1364 - 571 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.017 - 0.134 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 0 12.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.5 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

AM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.8
Intersection LOS A

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 10 18 232 23 30 122
Future Vol, veh/h 10 18 232 23 30 122
Peak Hour Factor 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 12 22 286 28 37 151
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 8.3 10.6 8.7
HCM LOS A B A
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 91% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 255 10 18 30 122
LT Vol 0 10 0 30 0
Through Vol 232 0 0 0 122
RT Vol 23 0 18 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 315 12 22 37 151
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.401 0.021 0.031 0.055 0.203
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.58 6.21 5 5.356 4.854
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 790 578 717 671 743
Service Time 2.59 3.936 2.726 3.068 2.566
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.399 0.021 0.031 0.055 0.203
HCM Control Delay 10.6 9.1 7.9 8.4 8.8
HCM Lane LOS B A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 1.9 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.8
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

PM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 444 404 103 287 14 227 44 90 31 69 12
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 444 404 103 287 14 227 44 90 31 69 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 24 488 444 113 315 15 249 48 99 34 76 13
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 36 636 539 145 751 637 344 205 422 45 565 478
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.34 0.34 0.08 0.40 0.40 0.10 0.38 0.38 0.03 0.30 0.30
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 545 1123 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 24 488 444 113 315 15 249 0 147 34 76 13
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1668 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.2 21.1 23.2 5.6 11.0 0.5 6.3 0.0 5.5 1.7 2.7 0.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.2 21.1 23.2 5.6 11.0 0.5 6.3 0.0 5.5 1.7 2.7 0.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 36 636 539 145 751 637 344 0 627 45 565 478
V/C Ratio(X) 0.67 0.77 0.82 0.78 0.42 0.02 0.72 0.00 0.23 0.75 0.13 0.03
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 158 1427 1209 433 1716 1455 841 0 627 177 565 478
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 44.0 26.6 27.4 40.7 19.5 16.3 39.5 0.0 19.3 43.8 23.0 22.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 19.8 2.0 3.2 8.6 0.4 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.9 21.7 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 9.4 8.9 2.8 4.7 0.2 2.8 0.0 2.2 1.0 1.2 0.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 63.8 28.6 30.6 49.3 19.8 16.4 42.4 0.0 20.2 65.5 23.1 22.2
LnGrp LOS E C C D B B D A C E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 956 443 396 123
Approach Delay, s/veh 30.4 27.2 34.2 34.7
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.3 38.0 11.4 34.8 13.0 31.3 5.8 40.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 34.0 22.0 69.0 22.0 21.0 8.0 83.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.7 7.5 7.6 25.2 8.3 4.7 3.2 13.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.9 0.2 5.5 0.7 0.3 0.0 2.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 30.7
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr 12/12/2022

PM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 19 10 9 198 267 43
Future Vol, veh/h 19 10 9 198 267 43
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 22 12 11 233 314 51
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 595 340 365 0 - 0
          Stage 1 340 - - - - -
          Stage 2 255 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 467 702 1194 - - -
          Stage 1 721 - - - - -
          Stage 2 788 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 462 702 1194 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 462 - - - - -
          Stage 1 713 - - - - -
          Stage 2 788 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 12.3 0.3 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1194 - 524 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.009 - 0.065 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8 0 12.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.2 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

PM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.8
Intersection LOS A

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 13 67 141 7 42 235
Future Vol, veh/h 13 67 141 7 42 235
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 15 80 168 8 50 280
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 8.5 9.5 10.4
HCM LOS A A B
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 95% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 5% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 148 13 67 42 235
LT Vol 0 13 0 42 0
Through Vol 141 0 0 0 235
RT Vol 7 0 67 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 176 15 80 50 280
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.241 0.027 0.112 0.075 0.383
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.921 6.252 5.042 5.429 4.927
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 729 573 710 660 730
Service Time 2.953 3.989 2.779 3.159 2.656
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.241 0.026 0.113 0.076 0.384
HCM Control Delay 9.5 9.2 8.4 8.6 10.7
HCM Lane LOS A A A A B
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.9 0.1 0.4 0.2 1.8
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

AM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 16 182 144 71 335 17 299 48 66 10 44 9
Future Volume (veh/h) 16 182 144 71 335 17 299 48 66 10 44 9
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 18 209 166 82 385 20 344 55 76 11 51 10
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 30 399 338 107 480 407 472 349 483 20 684 580
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.21 0.21 0.06 0.26 0.26 0.14 0.49 0.49 0.01 0.37 0.37
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 711 982 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 18 209 166 82 385 20 344 0 131 11 51 10
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1694 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.7 7.1 6.6 3.2 13.7 0.7 6.8 0.0 3.0 0.4 1.3 0.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.7 7.1 6.6 3.2 13.7 0.7 6.8 0.0 3.0 0.4 1.3 0.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.58 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 30 399 338 107 480 407 472 0 832 20 684 580
V/C Ratio(X) 0.60 0.52 0.49 0.77 0.80 0.05 0.73 0.00 0.16 0.56 0.07 0.02
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 550 1365 1157 325 1129 956 970 0 832 100 684 580
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 34.8 24.8 24.6 33.0 24.8 19.9 29.5 0.0 10.0 35.1 14.7 14.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 17.8 1.1 1.1 10.9 3.2 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.4 22.9 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 3.1 2.5 1.7 6.2 0.2 2.9 0.0 1.1 0.3 0.5 0.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 52.6 25.9 25.7 43.9 28.0 20.0 31.7 0.0 10.4 57.9 14.8 14.4
LnGrp LOS D C C D C B C A B E B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 393 487 475 72
Approach Delay, s/veh 27.0 30.3 25.8 21.3
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.8 39.0 8.3 19.2 13.7 30.1 5.2 22.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 35.0 13.0 52.0 20.0 19.0 22.0 43.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.4 5.0 5.2 9.1 8.8 3.3 2.7 15.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.8 0.1 1.9 0.9 0.2 0.0 2.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 27.5
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr/Project Access 12/12/2022

AM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 37 2 19 2 4 30 17 230 1 10 129 24
Future Vol, veh/h 37 2 19 2 4 30 17 230 1 10 129 24
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 73 92 73 92 92 92 73 73 92 92 73 73
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 51 2 26 2 4 33 23 315 1 11 177 33
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 596 578 194 592 594 316 210 0 0 316 0 0
          Stage 1 216 216 - 362 362 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 380 362 - 230 232 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 415 427 847 418 418 724 1361 - - 1244 - -
          Stage 1 786 724 - 657 625 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 642 625 - 773 713 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 384 414 847 394 405 724 1361 - - 1244 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 384 414 - 394 405 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 769 717 - 643 612 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 596 612 - 740 706 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 14.2 11 0.5 0.4
HCM LOS B B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1361 - - 470 638 1244 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.017 - - 0.168 0.061 0.009 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 0 - 14.2 11 7.9 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - B B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0.6 0.2 0 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

AM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.9
Intersection LOS A

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 13 23 233 24 32 124
Future Vol, veh/h 13 23 233 24 32 124
Peak Hour Factor 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 16 28 288 30 40 153
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 8.4 10.8 8.8
HCM LOS A B A
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 91% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 257 13 23 32 124
LT Vol 0 13 0 32 0
Through Vol 233 0 0 0 124
RT Vol 24 0 23 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 317 16 28 40 153
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.406 0.028 0.04 0.059 0.208
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.612 6.231 5.021 5.39 4.888
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 784 576 714 666 736
Service Time 2.627 3.958 2.748 3.107 2.605
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.404 0.028 0.039 0.06 0.208
HCM Control Delay 10.8 9.1 8 8.4 8.9
HCM Lane LOS B A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.8
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HCM 6th TWSC
4: Main River Rd & Project Access 12/12/2022

AM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 53 28 0 0 8
Future Vol, veh/h 3 53 28 0 0 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 3 58 30 0 0 9
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 30 0 - 0 94 30
          Stage 1 - - - - 30 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 64 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1583 - - - 906 1044
          Stage 1 - - - - 993 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 959 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1583 - - - 904 1044
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 904 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 991 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 959 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.4 0 8.5
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1583 - - - 1044
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.002 - - - 0.008
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.3 0 - - 8.5
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

PM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 444 429 106 287 14 242 48 92 31 74 12
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 444 429 106 287 14 242 48 92 31 74 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 24 488 471 116 315 15 266 53 101 34 81 13
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 35 664 563 148 783 663 359 210 400 45 535 453
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.36 0.36 0.08 0.42 0.42 0.10 0.36 0.36 0.03 0.29 0.29
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 576 1097 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 24 488 471 116 315 15 266 0 154 34 81 13
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1673 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.2 21.2 25.4 6.0 11.0 0.5 7.0 0.0 6.0 1.8 3.0 0.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.2 21.2 25.4 6.0 11.0 0.5 7.0 0.0 6.0 1.8 3.0 0.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.66 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 35 664 563 148 783 663 359 0 610 45 535 453
V/C Ratio(X) 0.68 0.73 0.84 0.78 0.40 0.02 0.74 0.00 0.25 0.76 0.15 0.03
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 153 1385 1173 420 1666 1411 816 0 610 172 535 453
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 45.4 26.2 27.6 41.9 18.9 15.9 40.5 0.0 20.7 45.2 24.8 24.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 20.3 1.6 3.4 8.6 0.3 0.0 3.0 0.0 1.0 22.7 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 9.4 9.8 2.9 4.7 0.2 3.1 0.0 2.5 1.1 1.3 0.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 65.7 27.8 31.0 50.5 19.3 15.9 43.6 0.0 21.7 67.9 25.0 24.0
LnGrp LOS E C C D B B D A C E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 983 446 420 128
Approach Delay, s/veh 30.3 27.3 35.5 36.3
Approach LOS C C D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.3 38.0 11.8 37.1 13.7 30.7 5.9 43.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 34.0 22.0 69.0 22.0 21.0 8.0 83.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.8 8.0 8.0 27.4 9.0 5.0 3.2 13.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.9 0.2 5.7 0.7 0.3 0.0 2.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 31.1
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr/Project Access 12/12/2022

PM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 19 5 10 1 3 22 9 201 1 30 277 43
Future Vol, veh/h 19 5 10 1 3 22 9 201 1 30 277 43
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 85 92 85 92 92 92 85 85 92 92 85 85
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 22 5 12 1 3 24 11 236 1 33 326 51
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 690 677 352 685 702 237 377 0 0 237 0 0
          Stage 1 418 418 - 259 259 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 272 259 - 426 443 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 359 375 692 362 362 802 1181 - - 1330 - -
          Stage 1 612 591 - 746 694 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 734 694 - 606 576 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 335 359 692 340 346 802 1181 - - 1330 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 335 359 - 340 346 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 605 572 - 738 686 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 701 686 - 571 558 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15 10.6 0.3 0.6
HCM LOS C B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1181 - - 400 666 1330 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.009 - - 0.099 0.042 0.025 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.1 0 - 15 10.6 7.8 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - C B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0.3 0.1 0.1 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

PM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.9
Intersection LOS A

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 15 70 142 11 52 236
Future Vol, veh/h 15 70 142 11 52 236
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 18 83 169 13 62 281
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 8.6 9.6 10.4
HCM LOS A A B
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 93% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 7% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 153 15 70 52 236
LT Vol 0 15 0 52 0
Through Vol 142 0 0 0 236
RT Vol 11 0 70 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 182 18 83 62 281
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.25 0.031 0.118 0.094 0.386
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.936 6.294 5.084 5.453 4.951
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 727 569 704 657 728
Service Time 2.971 4.035 2.824 3.185 2.683
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.25 0.032 0.118 0.094 0.386
HCM Control Delay 9.6 9.2 8.5 8.8 10.8
HCM Lane LOS A A A A B
HCM 95th-tile Q 1 0.1 0.4 0.3 1.8
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HCM 6th TWSC
4: Main River Rd & Project Access 12/12/2022

PM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 49 80 0 0 5
Future Vol, veh/h 14 49 80 0 0 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 15 53 87 0 0 5
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 87 0 - 0 170 87
          Stage 1 - - - - 87 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 83 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1509 - - - 820 971
          Stage 1 - - - - 936 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 940 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1509 - - - 812 971
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 812 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 927 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 940 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 1.6 0 8.7
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1509 - - - 971
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01 - - - 0.006
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 0 - - 8.7
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0
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Future Conditions LOS Calculations 
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 255 190 98 469 24 388 62 90 14 59 13
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 255 190 98 469 24 388 62 90 14 59 13
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 25 293 218 113 539 28 446 71 103 16 68 15
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 38 517 438 145 629 533 559 297 431 27 530 449
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.28 0.28 0.08 0.34 0.34 0.16 0.43 0.43 0.01 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 690 1001 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 25 293 218 113 539 28 446 0 174 16 68 15
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1690 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.1 10.9 9.4 5.1 21.8 1.0 10.1 0.0 5.3 0.7 2.2 0.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.1 10.9 9.4 5.1 21.8 1.0 10.1 0.0 5.3 0.7 2.2 0.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.59 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 38 517 438 145 629 533 559 0 728 27 530 449
V/C Ratio(X) 0.66 0.57 0.50 0.78 0.86 0.05 0.80 0.00 0.24 0.60 0.13 0.03
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 482 1196 1014 285 989 838 850 0 728 88 530 449
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 39.5 25.2 24.7 36.6 25.1 18.2 32.8 0.0 14.7 39.8 21.7 21.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 18.0 1.0 0.9 8.7 4.6 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.8 19.9 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 4.8 3.5 2.5 10.0 0.3 4.3 0.0 2.1 0.5 1.0 0.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 57.5 26.2 25.6 45.3 29.7 18.3 35.9 0.0 15.5 59.7 21.8 21.1
LnGrp LOS E C C D C B D A B E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 536 680 620 99
Approach Delay, s/veh 27.4 31.8 30.2 27.8
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.2 39.0 10.6 26.5 17.2 27.1 5.7 31.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 35.0 13.0 52.0 20.0 19.0 22.0 43.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.7 7.3 7.1 12.9 12.1 4.2 3.1 23.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.0 0.1 2.7 1.1 0.3 0.0 3.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 29.9
HCM 6th LOS C

668



HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 52 27 24 315 178 34
Future Vol, veh/h 52 27 24 315 178 34
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 73 73 73 73 73 73
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 71 37 33 432 244 47
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 766 268 291 0 - 0
          Stage 1 268 - - - - -
          Stage 2 498 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 371 771 1271 - - -
          Stage 1 777 - - - - -
          Stage 2 611 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 358 771 1271 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 358 - - - - -
          Stage 1 751 - - - - -
          Stage 2 611 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.9 0.6 0
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1271 - 438 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.026 - 0.247 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.9 0 15.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 1 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 12.1
Intersection LOS B

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 25 325 32 42 171
Future Vol, veh/h 14 25 325 32 42 171
Peak Hour Factor 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 17 31 401 40 52 211
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 8.9 14 9.6
HCM LOS A B A
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 91% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 357 14 25 42 171
LT Vol 0 14 0 42 0
Through Vol 325 0 0 0 171
RT Vol 32 0 25 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 441 17 31 52 211
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.577 0.032 0.047 0.079 0.294
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.711 6.666 5.451 5.508 5.005
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 767 536 655 651 718
Service Time 2.733 4.417 3.203 3.234 2.731
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.575 0.032 0.047 0.08 0.294
HCM Control Delay 14 9.6 8.5 8.7 9.8
HCM Lane LOS B A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 3.7 0.1 0.1 0.3 1.2
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 31 622 566 144 402 20 318 62 126 43 97 17
Future Volume (veh/h) 31 622 566 144 402 20 318 62 126 43 97 17
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 34 684 622 158 442 22 349 68 138 47 107 19
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 43 843 714 190 997 845 428 147 298 61 331 280
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.45 0.45 0.11 0.53 0.53 0.12 0.27 0.27 0.03 0.18 0.18
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 551 1118 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 34 684 622 158 442 22 349 0 206 47 107 19
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1669 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.1 35.6 39.9 9.8 16.3 0.7 11.1 0.0 11.6 2.9 5.6 1.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.1 35.6 39.9 9.8 16.3 0.7 11.1 0.0 11.6 2.9 5.6 1.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 43 843 714 190 997 845 428 0 445 61 331 280
V/C Ratio(X) 0.79 0.81 0.87 0.83 0.44 0.03 0.82 0.00 0.46 0.78 0.32 0.07
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 111 1214 1029 348 1463 1240 676 0 445 143 331 280
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 54.6 26.8 27.9 49.3 16.1 12.4 48.0 0.0 34.5 53.9 40.4 38.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 26.8 2.8 5.9 9.1 0.3 0.0 4.3 0.0 3.4 18.8 0.6 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.3 16.0 15.8 4.8 6.9 0.3 5.0 0.0 5.1 1.6 2.6 0.4
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 81.4 29.6 33.8 58.4 16.4 12.5 52.3 0.0 37.9 72.7 41.0 38.7
LnGrp LOS F C C E B B D A D E D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1340 622 555 173
Approach Delay, s/veh 32.9 26.9 47.0 49.3
Approach LOS C C D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 7.8 34.0 16.0 54.7 17.9 23.9 6.7 64.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 30.0 22.0 73.0 22.0 17.0 7.0 88.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.9 13.6 11.8 41.9 13.1 7.6 4.1 18.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.1 0.3 8.8 0.8 0.3 0.0 3.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 35.5
HCM 6th LOS D
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 27 14 13 277 374 60
Future Vol, veh/h 27 14 13 277 374 60
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 32 16 15 326 440 71
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 832 476 511 0 - 0
          Stage 1 476 - - - - -
          Stage 2 356 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 339 589 1054 - - -
          Stage 1 625 - - - - -
          Stage 2 709 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 333 589 1054 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 333 - - - - -
          Stage 1 614 - - - - -
          Stage 2 709 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.5 0.4 0
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1054 - 391 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.015 - 0.123 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.5 0 15.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.4 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 12.1
Intersection LOS B

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 18 94 197 10 59 329
Future Vol, veh/h 18 94 197 10 59 329
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 21 112 235 12 70 392
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 9.5 11.1 13.4
HCM LOS A B B
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 95% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 5% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 207 18 94 59 329
LT Vol 0 18 0 59 0
Through Vol 197 0 0 0 329
RT Vol 10 0 94 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 246 21 112 70 392
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.356 0.04 0.171 0.11 0.558
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.198 6.724 5.51 5.63 5.127
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 688 530 646 634 701
Service Time 3.263 4.504 3.288 3.388 2.884
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.358 0.04 0.173 0.11 0.559
HCM Control Delay 11.1 9.8 9.4 9.1 14.2
HCM Lane LOS B A A A B
HCM 95th-tile Q 1.6 0.1 0.6 0.4 3.5

673



Appendix G 

Future Plus Project Conditions LOS Calculations
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 255 198 99 469 24 410 66 92 14 61 13
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 255 198 99 469 24 410 66 92 14 61 13
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 25 293 228 114 539 28 471 76 106 16 70 15
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 38 516 437 146 629 533 584 304 424 27 517 438
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.28 0.28 0.08 0.34 0.34 0.17 0.43 0.43 0.01 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 707 986 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 25 293 228 114 539 28 471 0 182 16 70 15
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1693 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.1 10.9 9.9 5.1 21.8 1.0 10.7 0.0 5.6 0.7 2.3 0.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.1 10.9 9.9 5.1 21.8 1.0 10.7 0.0 5.6 0.7 2.3 0.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.58 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 38 516 437 146 629 533 584 0 729 27 517 438
V/C Ratio(X) 0.66 0.57 0.52 0.78 0.86 0.05 0.81 0.00 0.25 0.60 0.14 0.03
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 482 1196 1014 285 989 838 850 0 729 88 517 438
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 39.5 25.3 24.9 36.6 25.1 18.2 32.5 0.0 14.8 39.8 22.1 21.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 18.0 1.0 1.0 8.7 4.6 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.8 19.9 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 4.8 3.7 2.5 10.0 0.3 4.6 0.0 2.2 0.5 1.0 0.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 57.5 26.3 25.9 45.3 29.7 18.3 36.2 0.0 15.6 59.7 22.2 21.5
LnGrp LOS E C C D C B D A B E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 546 681 653 101
Approach Delay, s/veh 27.5 31.8 30.4 28.1
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.2 39.0 10.7 26.4 17.7 26.5 5.7 31.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 35.0 13.0 52.0 20.0 19.0 22.0 43.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.7 7.6 7.1 12.9 12.7 4.3 3.1 23.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.1 0.1 2.7 1.1 0.3 0.0 3.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 30.0
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr/Project Access 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 52 2 27 2 4 30 24 320 1 10 180 34
Future Vol, veh/h 52 2 27 2 4 30 24 320 1 10 180 34
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 73 92 73 92 92 92 73 73 92 92 73 73
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 71 2 37 2 4 33 33 438 1 11 247 47
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 816 798 271 817 821 439 294 0 0 439 0 0
          Stage 1 293 293 - 505 505 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 523 505 - 312 316 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 296 319 768 295 309 618 1268 - - 1121 - -
          Stage 1 715 670 - 549 540 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 537 540 - 699 655 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 268 304 768 270 295 618 1268 - - 1121 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 268 304 - 270 295 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 691 662 - 530 522 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 487 522 - 655 647 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 20.3 12.5 0.6 0.3
HCM LOS C B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1268 - - 344 518 1121 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.026 - - 0.321 0.076 0.01 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.9 0 - 20.3 12.5 8.2 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - C B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 1.4 0.2 0 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 12.2
Intersection LOS B

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 17 30 326 33 44 173
Future Vol, veh/h 17 30 326 33 44 173
Peak Hour Factor 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 21 37 402 41 54 214
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 9 14.2 9.7
HCM LOS A B A
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 91% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 359 17 30 44 173
LT Vol 0 17 0 44 0
Through Vol 326 0 0 0 173
RT Vol 33 0 30 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 443 21 37 54 214
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.584 0.039 0.056 0.084 0.299
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.744 6.687 5.472 5.544 5.041
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 762 534 652 646 713
Service Time 2.771 4.443 3.228 3.275 2.772
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.581 0.039 0.057 0.084 0.3
HCM Control Delay 14.2 9.7 8.6 8.8 9.9
HCM Lane LOS B A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 3.8 0.1 0.2 0.3 1.3
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HCM 6th TWSC
4: Main River Rd & Project Access 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.7

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 74 39 0 0 8
Future Vol, veh/h 3 74 39 0 0 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 3 80 42 0 0 9
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 42 0 - 0 128 42
          Stage 1 - - - - 42 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 86 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1567 - - - 866 1029
          Stage 1 - - - - 980 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 937 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1567 - - - 864 1029
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 864 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 978 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 937 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.3 0 8.5
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1567 - - - 1029
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.002 - - - 0.008
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.3 0 - - 8.5
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0

678



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 31 622 591 147 402 20 333 65 128 43 102 17
Future Volume (veh/h) 31 622 591 147 402 20 333 65 128 43 102 17
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 34 684 649 162 442 22 366 71 141 47 112 19
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 43 867 735 193 1024 868 441 144 286 61 306 259
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.46 0.46 0.11 0.55 0.55 0.13 0.26 0.26 0.03 0.16 0.16
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 559 1111 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 34 684 649 162 442 22 366 0 212 47 112 19
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1670 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.2 36.1 43.4 10.4 16.3 0.7 12.1 0.0 12.6 3.1 6.2 1.2
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.2 36.1 43.4 10.4 16.3 0.7 12.1 0.0 12.6 3.1 6.2 1.2
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 43 867 735 193 1024 868 441 0 429 61 306 259
V/C Ratio(X) 0.79 0.79 0.88 0.84 0.43 0.03 0.83 0.00 0.49 0.78 0.37 0.07
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 107 1170 992 336 1411 1195 652 0 429 137 306 259
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 56.6 26.5 28.4 51.0 15.6 12.1 49.7 0.0 36.9 55.9 43.4 41.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 26.5 2.6 7.4 9.4 0.3 0.0 5.8 0.0 4.0 18.7 0.7 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.3 16.3 17.4 5.1 6.9 0.3 5.5 0.0 5.6 1.7 2.9 0.5
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 83.1 29.1 35.9 60.5 15.9 12.1 55.4 0.0 40.9 74.6 44.2 41.4
LnGrp LOS F C D E B B E A D E D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1367 626 578 178
Approach Delay, s/veh 33.7 27.3 50.1 51.9
Approach LOS C C D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 8.0 34.0 16.6 58.1 18.9 23.1 6.8 67.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 30.0 22.0 73.0 22.0 17.0 7.0 88.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 5.1 14.6 12.4 45.4 14.1 8.2 4.2 18.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.1 0.3 8.7 0.8 0.3 0.0 3.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 36.9
HCM 6th LOS D
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr/Project Access 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 27 5 14 1 3 22 13 280 1 30 384 60
Future Vol, veh/h 27 5 14 1 3 22 13 280 1 30 384 60
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 85 92 85 92 92 92 85 85 92 92 85 85
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 32 5 16 1 3 24 15 329 1 33 452 71
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 927 914 488 924 949 330 523 0 0 330 0 0
          Stage 1 554 554 - 360 360 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 373 360 - 564 589 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 249 273 580 250 260 712 1043 - - 1229 - -
          Stage 1 517 514 - 658 626 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 648 626 - 510 495 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 228 258 580 229 246 712 1043 - - 1229 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 228 258 - 229 246 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 508 494 - 646 615 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 612 615 - 471 476 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 20.6 11.9 0.4 0.5
HCM LOS C B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1043 - - 284 548 1229 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.015 - - 0.189 0.052 0.027 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.5 0 - 20.6 11.9 8 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - C B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0.7 0.2 0.1 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 12.2
Intersection LOS B

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 20 97 198 14 69 330
Future Vol, veh/h 20 97 198 14 69 330
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 24 115 236 17 82 393
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 9.6 11.3 13.5
HCM LOS A B B
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 93% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 7% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 212 20 97 69 330
LT Vol 0 20 0 69 0
Through Vol 198 0 0 0 330
RT Vol 14 0 97 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 252 24 115 82 393
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.366 0.045 0.178 0.129 0.562
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.219 6.763 5.548 5.656 5.153
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 684 526 641 631 695
Service Time 3.288 4.546 3.33 3.419 2.916
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.368 0.046 0.179 0.13 0.565
HCM Control Delay 11.3 9.9 9.5 9.3 14.4
HCM Lane LOS B A A A B
HCM 95th-tile Q 1.7 0.1 0.6 0.4 3.5
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HCM 6th TWSC
4: Main River Rd & Project Access 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 69 112 0 0 5
Future Vol, veh/h 14 69 112 0 0 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 15 75 122 0 0 5
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 122 0 - 0 227 122
          Stage 1 - - - - 122 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 105 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1465 - - - 761 929
          Stage 1 - - - - 903 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 919 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1465 - - - 753 929
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 753 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 893 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 919 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 1.3 0 8.9
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1465 - - - 929
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01 - - - 0.006
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.5 0 - - 8.9
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 10/03/2023

AM Future Year Plus Project NBT + SBT Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 255 198 99 469 24 410 66 92 14 61 13
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 255 198 99 469 24 410 66 92 14 61 13
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 25 293 228 114 539 28 471 76 106 16 70 15
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 43 775 677 149 954 50 722 203 283 29 177 150
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.22 0.22 0.08 0.28 0.28 0.21 0.29 0.29 0.02 0.09 0.09
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 3554 1585 1781 3437 178 3456 707 986 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 25 293 228 114 278 289 471 0 182 16 70 15
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1777 1585 1781 1777 1838 1728 0 1693 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.6 2.8 3.9 2.5 5.4 5.5 5.1 0.0 3.5 0.4 1.4 0.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.6 2.8 3.9 2.5 5.4 5.5 5.1 0.0 3.5 0.4 1.4 0.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.10 1.00 0.58 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 43 775 677 149 493 510 722 0 486 29 177 150
V/C Ratio(X) 0.58 0.38 0.34 0.76 0.56 0.57 0.65 0.00 0.37 0.55 0.40 0.10
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 967 4558 2364 571 1885 1950 1705 0 1461 176 877 743
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 19.6 13.5 7.8 18.2 12.5 12.5 14.7 0.0 11.5 19.8 17.3 16.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 11.7 0.3 0.3 7.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.5 15.4 1.4 0.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.9 1.9 1.7 0.0 1.1 0.3 0.6 0.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 31.3 13.8 8.1 26.1 13.6 13.5 15.7 0.0 12.0 35.2 18.7 17.1
LnGrp LOS C B A C B B B A B D B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 546 681 653 101
Approach Delay, s/veh 12.2 15.6 14.7 21.1
Approach LOS B B B C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.7 15.6 7.4 12.8 12.5 7.8 5.0 15.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 35.0 13.0 52.0 20.0 19.0 22.0 43.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.4 5.5 4.5 5.9 7.1 3.4 2.6 7.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.1 0.2 2.9 1.4 0.3 0.0 3.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 14.7
HCM 6th LOS B
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 10/03/2023

PM Future Year Plus Project NBT + SBT Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 31 622 591 147 402 20 333 65 128 43 102 17
Future Volume (veh/h) 31 622 591 147 402 20 333 65 128 43 102 17
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 34 684 649 162 442 22 366 71 141 47 112 19
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 83 1536 902 202 1718 85 472 97 192 88 160 136
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.43 0.43 0.11 0.50 0.50 0.14 0.17 0.17 0.05 0.09 0.09
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 3554 1585 1781 3445 171 3456 559 1111 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 34 684 649 162 227 237 366 0 212 47 112 19
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1777 1585 1781 1777 1840 1728 0 1670 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.6 11.6 25.7 7.6 6.3 6.4 8.8 0.0 10.3 2.2 5.0 1.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.6 11.6 25.7 7.6 6.3 6.4 8.8 0.0 10.3 2.2 5.0 1.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.09 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 83 1536 902 202 886 918 472 0 289 88 160 136
V/C Ratio(X) 0.41 0.45 0.72 0.80 0.26 0.26 0.77 0.00 0.73 0.54 0.70 0.14
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 124 2973 1543 435 1796 1860 843 0 563 166 359 304
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 39.9 17.2 13.5 37.2 12.4 12.4 35.9 0.0 33.7 39.9 38.3 36.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 3.2 0.2 1.1 7.3 0.2 0.1 2.8 0.0 3.6 5.0 5.4 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.8 4.6 8.4 3.7 2.4 2.5 3.8 0.0 4.4 1.1 2.5 0.4
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 43.1 17.4 14.6 44.5 12.5 12.6 38.6 0.0 37.3 44.9 43.7 36.9
LnGrp LOS D B B D B B D A D D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1367 626 578 178
Approach Delay, s/veh 16.7 20.8 38.1 43.3
Approach LOS B C D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 9.2 19.9 14.7 42.2 16.8 12.4 9.0 47.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.0 29.0 21.0 72.0 21.0 16.5 6.0 87.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.2 12.3 9.6 27.7 10.8 7.0 3.6 8.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.1 0.3 9.5 1.0 0.4 0.0 3.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 23.9
HCM 6th LOS C
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Appendix H 

Critical Movement Pro - Rata Share Calculations
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Critical Movement & Pro Rata Share Calculations

Northbound Left (US 395) 70 1 71 1 71 1% 103 3 106 1 106 3%

Northbound Through (US 395) 335 335 1 335 287 287 1 287

Northbound Right (US 395) 17 17 1 17 14 14 1 14

Southbound Left (US 395) 16 16 1 16 22 22 1 22

Southbound Through (US 395) 182 182 1 182 444 444 1 444

Southbound Right (US 395) 136 8 144 1 144 6% 404 25 429 1 429 6%

Eastbound Left (Riverview Dr) 277 22 299 2 149.5 7% 227 15 242 2 121 6%

Eastbound Through + Right (Riverview Dr) 108 6 114 1 114 5% 134 5 139 1 139 4%

Westbound Left (Muller Pkwy) 10 10 1 10 31 31 1 31

Westbound Through (Muller Pkwy) 42 2 44 1 44 69 5 74 1 74

Westbound Right (Muller Pkwy) 9 9 1 9 12 12 1 12

Total Volume (Existing) 1202 1747

Total Volume (Future) 2886 4186

Total Project Trips 39 53

% Increase from Project Trips (Total Intersection Existing) 3.2% 3.0% <‐ Percent increase total intersection volume

% Increase from Project Trips (Total Intersection Future) 1.4% 1.3%

Sum of Critical Movements 694 866

Project Trips Critical Movements 24 23

 Total % of the Critical Movement Capacity = 

(Project Trips) x 100 % / Existing Critical Movements

 Total % of the Critical Movement Capacity = 

(Project Trips) x 100 % / Existing Critical Movements

AM PM  

NBL + SBT 253 550

NBL + SBR 215 535

SBL + NBT 351 309

SBL + NBR 33 36

EBL + WBT 193.5 195

EBL + WBR 158.5 133

WBL + EBTR 124 170

PM Peak

1. US395/Riverview Dr/Muller Pkwy

Project TripsExisting PP # Lanes
Lane 

Volume

AM Peak

Intersection
Existing Project Trips Existing Existing PP

Critical Movements 

# Lanes
Lane 

Volume
% Increase % Increase

(24+ 23) x 100% / (694 + 866) =

3.0%

<‐ Pro Rata for Critical Movements
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YOUR QUESTIONS ANSWERED QUICKLY 

Why did you perform this study?  

This Traffic Impact Study evaluates the potential traffic impacts associated with the Gardnerville Ranchos 
residential project in Douglas County, NV. This study of potential transportation impacts was undertaken 
for planning purposes and to assist in determining what traffic controls or mitigations may be needed to 
reduce potential impacts, if any are found. 

What does the project consist of? 

The project consists of 85 detached single-family homes. The project site is located in the northeast 
quadrant of the Dresslerville Road/ Main River Road intersection as shown on Figure 1. Two access points 
are proposed – one as the fourth leg of the Dresslerville Road/ Muir Drive intersection, and one on Main 
River Road. 

How much traffic will the project generate? 

The project is anticipated to generate approximately 802 Daily, 59 AM peak hour, and 80 PM peak hour 
trips to the external roadway network. 

How will project traffic affect the roadway network? 

Under Existing Plus Project and Future Year Plus Project conditions, the study intersections are expected 
to operate within policy level of service thresholds. The addition of project traffic would not have any 
significant impact on the study area intersection operations.  

Are any improvements recommended? 

No improvements are recommended at the study intersections. The project should construct the access 
connections and frontage improvements in accordance with Douglas County development code.  
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INTRODUCTION 

This report presents the findings of a Traffic Impact Study completed to assess the potential traffic impacts 
on local intersections associated with the Gardnerville Ranchos residential project in Douglas County, NV. 
This traffic impact study has been prepared to document existing traffic conditions, quantify traffic 
volumes generated by the proposed project, identify potential impacts, document findings, and make 
recommendations to mitigate impacts, if any are found. The location of the project is shown on Figure 1 
and the preliminary project site plan is shown on Figure 2. 

Study Area and Evaluated Scenarios 

The project consists of 85 detached single-family homes. The project site is located in the northeast 
quadrant of the Dresslerville Road/ Main River Road intersection as shown on Figure 1. Two access points 
are proposed – one as the fourth leg of the Dresslerville Road/ Muir Drive intersection and one on Main 
River Road. The following study intersections are included in this study and are shown on Figure 1:  

1. US 395 / Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway 
2. Dresslerville Rd / Muir Drive/Project Access 
3. Dresslerville Rd / Main River Rd 
4. Main River Rd / Project Access 

This study includes analysis of both the weekday AM and PM peak hours as these are the periods of time 
in which peak traffic is anticipated to occur. The evaluated development scenarios are:  

 Existing Conditions 
 Existing Plus Project Conditions 
 Future Year Conditions (20 year horizon) 
 Future Year Plus Project Conditions 

Scope Confirmation 

The study intersections and scope of work were identified based on pre-application coordination and 
confirmed with and approved by Jon Erb, Douglas County Transportation Manager, per an email dated 
December 1, 2022. The scope confirmation is included in Appendix A. 

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

Level of service (LOS) is a term commonly used by transportation practitioners to measure and describe 
the operational characteristics of intersections, roadway segments, and other facilities. This term equates 
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seconds of delay per vehicle at intersections to letter grades “A” through “F” with “A” representing 
optimum conditions and “F” representing breakdown or over capacity flows. 

Intersections 

The complete methodology for intersection level of service analysis is established in the Highway Capacity 
Manual (HCM), 6th Edition published by the Transportation Research Board (TRB). Table 1 presents the 
delay thresholds for each level of service grade at signalized and unsignalized intersections. 

Table 1: Level of Service Definition for Intersections 

Level of Service Brief Description 

Average Delay 
(seconds per vehicle) 

Signalized 
Intersections 

Unsignalized 
Intersections 

A Free flow conditions. < 10 < 10 
B Stable conditions with some affect from other vehicles. 10 to 20 10 to 15 
C Stable conditions with significant affect from other vehicles. 20 to 35 15 to 25 
D High density traffic conditions still with stable flow. 35 to 55 25 to 35 
E At or near capacity flows. 55 to 80 35 to 50 
F Over capacity conditions. >  80 >  50 

Source:  Highway Capacity Manual, 6th Edition 

Level of service calculations were performed for the study intersections using the Synchro 11 software 
package with analysis and results reported in accordance with HCM methodology.  

Level of Service Policy 

Douglas County  

The Design Criteria and Improvement Standards for Douglas County (DCDCIS), Part II, 3.11 Traffic and 
Impact Study Requirements states that “A traffic LOS C or better, in the context of providing a safe, 
efficient and convenient transportation system, shall be maintained through mitigation of impacts from 
all conditions on all County, Town, and District maintained arterial, and collector roads and at County road 
intersections.”  

The 2017 Douglas County Transportation Plan (Parsons, April 2019) includes the following level of service 
policies: 

Policy 4.2.9 – Maintain a traffic level of service “D” on all NDOT roads within Douglas County, 
consistent with NDOT standards.  

Policy 4.2.18 – Main a level of service “C” or better on all Douglas County streets and roadways. 
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Hence, LOS “D” was used as the threshold criteria for US395 / Riverview Drive, and LOS “C” was used as 
the threshold criteria for the other study intersections. 

Traffic engineering practitioners recognize that LOS E/F conditions for the side street approach, during 
the peak hour(s), does not indicate an intersection failure or the need for mitigation. This condition (LOS 
E/F for a minor side-street approach) commonly exists throughout urban and suburban areas and is 
manageable in most cases. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Roadway Facilities 

A brief description of the key roadways in the study area is provided below. 

US 395 is generally a north-south highway. In the immediate project vicinity, US 395 runs in a northwest-
southeast direction. North of Riverview Drive, US 395 is five lanes – two lanes in each direction and a 
center two-way left-turn lane. South of Riverview Drive, US 395 is two lanes with a median. The posted 
speed limit in the project area is 55 mph. NDOT classifies US 395 in the project area as an Other Principal 
Arterial. 

Riverview Drive in the project area is a northeast-southwest roadway with two lanes (one lane in each 
direction).  Near US 395, Riverview Drive has a two-way left-turn lane. The roadway name changes to 
Muller Parkway north of  US 395. The roadway is classified as a Minor Collector by NDOT and a Major 
Collector in the 2017 Douglas County Transportation Plan.  The posted speed limit (near US 395) is 25 
mph. 

Dresslerville Road in the project area is generally a north-south roadway with two lanes (one lane in each 
direction). The roadway name changes to Long Valley Road south of Main River Road.  The roadway is 
classified as a Minor Collector by NDOT, and the posted speed limit is 35 mph to the north of Main River 
Road and 25 mph to the south. 

Main River Road in the project area has an east-west orientation with two lanes (one lane in each 
direction). The local roadway has a posted speed limit of 15 mph. 

Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities 

Bicycle lanes exist on the west side of Long Valley Road south of Main River Road, and on portions of 
Riverview Drive.  There are no sidewalks along the study roadways in the project area. The US 395 / 
Riverview Drive / Muller Parkway signalized intersection has pedestrian crosswalks on all legs. 
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Transit Facilities 

Douglas Area Rural Transit (DART) Dial-A-Ride is a shared ride service that provides curb to curb service in 
the study area. Other public transportation services, such as DART Express and BlueGo, have routes in the 
general area including along US 395. 

Crash History 

Vehicle crash data is available from NDOT and includes information from the 2016 to 2020 five-year period 
(the most current data available). Thirty-four (34) crashes occurred at the US 395 / Riverview Drive 
intersection including 14 injury crashes and 20 property damage only crashes. The most common crash 
type was rear end, and the second most common crash type was angle. Two crashes occurred at 
Dresslerville Road / Muir Drive intersection including one injury sideswipe crash and one property damage 
only rear end crash. No crashes were recorded at Dresslerville Rd / Main River Rd during the five-year 
period.  Crash data is provided in Appendix B.  

Traffic Volumes 

Traffic volumes were collected at the study intersections on April 28, 2022, with regular school in session. 
Volumes were collected for the AM (7:00-9:00) and PM (4:00-6:00) peak periods. The counts were verified 
by comparing to NDOT count stations and found to be consistent with prior data.  The existing AM and 
PM peak hour intersection turning movement volumes are shown on Figure 3. The counts sheets are in 
Appendix C.  

Intersection Level of Service Analysis 

Existing AM and PM peak hour intersection level of service analysis was performed for the study 
intersections using Synchro 11 analysis software. The existing intersection lane configurations and 
controls are shown on Figure 3. Table 2 shows the existing conditions level of service results, and the 
technical calculations are provided in Appendix D. 
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Table 2: Existing Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection Intersection 
Control 

AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS Avg Delay1 
(sec/veh) LOS Avg Delay1 

(sec/veh) 

1. US395/Riverview Dr 
Signalized 

  
Overall C 27.5 C 30.7 

2.  Dresslerville Rd/Muir Dr 
Side Street 

STOP 

  
Northbound Left A 7.7 A 8.0 

Eastbound Approach B 12.3 B 12.3 
Overall A  1.8 A 0.8 

3. Dresslerville Rd/Main River Rd 

All-Way Stop 

  
Northbound Approach B 10.6 A 9.5 
Southbound Approach A 8.7 B 10.4 
Westbound Approach A 8.3 A 8.5 

Overall A 9.8 A 9.8 
Notes: 1. Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for the worst approach/movement for unsignalized (side-street stop controlled) 
intersections, by approach for all-way stop intersections, and overall for signalized intersections.  
Source:  Headway Transportation, 2022 

As shown in the table, the existing study intersections currently operate within policy level of service 
thresholds during the AM and PM peak hours. 

PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Trip Generation 

Trip generation rates from Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition published by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) were used to develop trip generation estimates for the proposed project 
based on the Single Family Detached Housing rates. Table 3 shows the Daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak 
hour trip generation estimates.  

Table 3: Trip Generation Estimates 

Land Use 
(ITE Code) Size1 

Trips 
Daily AM AM In/Out PM PM In/Out 

Single Family Detached Housing (210) 85 du 802 59 15 / 44 80 50 / 30 
Notes: 1. du = dwelling units 
Source:  Headway Transportation, 2022 

As shown in the table, the project is expected to generate 802 Daily, 59 AM peak hour, and 80 PM peak 
hour trips. 
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Trip Distribution 

Project trips were distributed to the adjacent roadway network based on existing traffic volumes, the 
locations of complimentary land uses, and anticipated travel patterns. Project trips were distributed based 
on the following: 

 50% to/from the northwest via US 395 
 5% to/from the southeast via US 395 
 10% to/from the northeast via Muller Pkwy / Riverview Dr 
 15% to/from the west via Dresslerville Rd 
 10% to/from the west via Muir Dr 
 10% to/from the south via Long Valley Rd 

Figure 4 shows the project trip distribution and assignment. 

Project Access 

Two access points are proposed – one on Dresslerville Road opposite Muir Drive, creating the fourth leg 
of the intersection, and one on Main River Road, as shown on Figure 5.  

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Traffic Volumes 

Project trips (Figure 4) were added to the existing traffic volumes (Figure 3) to develop the Existing Plus 
Project conditions traffic volumes, shown on Figure 5. 

Intersection Level of Service 

AM and PM peak hour intersection level of service analysis was performed for the study intersections 
based on the Existing Plus Project traffic volumes, lane configurations, and controls shown on Figure 5. 
Table 4 shows the level of service results and the technical calculations are provided in Appendix E.  
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Table 4: Existing Plus Project Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection Intersection 
Control 

Existing Existing Plus Project 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

1. US395/Riverview Dr 
Signalized 

    
Overall C 27.5 C 30.7 C 27.5 C 31.1 

2.  Dresslerville Rd/ 
Muir Dr/ Project Access 

Side Street 
STOP 

    

Northbound Left A 7.7 A 8.0 A 7.7 A 8.1 
Southbound Left N/A A 7.9 A 7.8 

Eastbound Approach B 12.3 B 12.3 B 14.2 C 15.0 
Westbound Approach N/A B 11.0 B 10.6 

Overall A  1.8 A 0.8 A  2.7 A 1.7 
3. Dresslerville Rd/Main 
River Rd 

All-Way 
Stop 

    

Northbound Approach B 10.6 A 9.5 B 10.8 A 9.6 
Southbound Approach A 8.7 B 10.4 A 8.8 B 10.4 
Westbound Approach A 8.3 A 8.5 A 8.4 A 8.6 

Overall A 9.8 A 9.8 A 9.9 A 9.9 
4.  Main River Rd/Project 
Access 

Side Street 
STOP 

    

Southbound Approach 
N/A 

A 8.5 A 8.7 
Eastbound Left A 7.3 A 7.4 

Overall A 1.0 A 1.0 
Notes: 1. Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for the worst approach/movement for unsignalized (side-street stop controlled) 
intersections, by approach for all-way stop intersections, and overall for signalized intersections.  
Source:  Headway Transportation, 2022 

As shown in the table, the study intersections and access points are expected to operate within the level 
of service policy with project traffic. The addition of project traffic is not expected to have any significant 
impacts.  

FUTURE YEAR CONDITIONS 

The Future Year analysis estimates operating conditions for the 20-year horizon. 

Planned Roadway Improvements 

The 2017 Douglas County Transportation Plan includes potential projects to widen Riverview Drive and 
Dresslerville Road from two lanes to four lanes. The Plan also includes widening projects on US 395 and 
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several potential roadway connections/bypass facilities. The map of potential projects is shown in Exhibit 
1. The status of these projects is unknown; therefore, none were assumed to be in place for the Future 
Year analysis. 

 

Exhibit 1: Potential Roadway Projects 
Source: 2017 Douglas County Transportation Plan (Parsons) 

Traffic Volume Forecasts 

Future Year (20-year horizon) background traffic volumes were developed using an annual growth rate to 
provide a baseline for assessing potential impacts on the future transportation system. The 2017 Douglas 
County Transportation Plan indicated a historic growth rate of 1.39% per year, and a maximum growth 
rate of 2.0% per year. The 2.0% per year growth rate was selected to be conservative, resulting in a growth 
factor of 1.4 for the 20-year horizon. This factor was applied to the existing traffic volumes to develop 
future year traffic volume forecasts for the study intersections. Figure 6 shows the Future Year (no project) 
traffic volumes at the study intersections. 
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Intersection Level of Service 

AM and PM peak hour intersection level of service analysis for the Future Year (20-year horizon) was 
performed for the study intersections. Table 5 shows the Future Year conditions level of service results, 
and the technical calculations are provided in Appendix F. 

Table 5: Future Year Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection Intersection 
Control 

AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS Avg Delay1 
(sec/veh) LOS Avg Delay1 

(sec/veh) 

1. US395/Riverview Dr 
Signalized 

  
Overall C 29.9 C 35.5 

2.  Dresslerville Rd/Muir Dr 
Side Street 

STOP 

  
Northbound Left A 7.9 A 8.5 

Eastbound Approach C 15.9 B 15.5 
Overall A  2.3 A 1.0 

3. Dresslerville Rd/Main River Rd 

All-Way Stop 

  
Northbound Approach B 14.0 B 11.1 
Southbound Approach A 9.6 B 10.4 
Westbound Approach A 8.9 A 9.5 

Overall B 12.1 B 12.1 
Notes: 1. Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for the worst approach/movement for unsignalized (side-street stop controlled) 
intersections, by approach for all-way stop intersections, and overall for signalized intersections.  
Source:  Headway Transportation, 2022 

As shown in the table, the study intersections are expected to operate within policy level of service 
thresholds during the AM and PM peak hours in the Future Year conditions. 

FUTURE YEAR PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Traffic Volumes 

Project trips (Figure 4) were added to the Future Year traffic volumes (Figure 6) to develop the Future 
Year Plus Project conditions traffic volumes, shown on Figure 7. 

Intersection Level of Service 

AM and PM peak hour intersection level of service analysis was performed for the study intersections 
based on the Future Year Plus Project traffic volumes. Table 6 shows the level of service results and the 
technical calculations are provided in Appendix G.  
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Table 6: Future Year Plus Project Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection Intersection 
Control 

Future Year Future Year Plus Project 

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

LOS 
Avg 

Delay1 
(sec/veh) 

1. US395/Riverview Dr 
Signalized 

    
Overall C 29.9 D 35.5 C 30.0 D 36.9 

2. Dresslerville Rd/ 
Muir Dr/ Project Access 

Side Street 
STOP 

    

Northbound Left A 7.9 A 8.5 A 7.9 A 8.5 
Southbound Left N/A A 8.2 A 8.0 

Eastbound Approach C 15.9 C 15.5 C 20.3 C 20.6 
Westbound Approach N/A B 12.5 B 11.9 

Overall A  2.3 A 1.0 A  3.4 A 1.9 
3. Dresslerville Rd/Main 
River Rd 

All-Way 
Stop 

    

Northbound Approach B 14.0 B 11.1 B 14.2 B 11.3 
Southbound Approach A 9.6 B 10.4 A 9.7 B 13.5 
Westbound Approach A 8.9 A 9.5 A 9.0 A 9.6 

Overall B 12.1 B 12.1 B 12.2 B 12.2 
4. Main River Rd/Project 
Access 

Side Street 
STOP 

    

Southbound Approach 
N/A 

A 8.5 A 8.9 
Eastbound Left A 7.3 A 7.5 

Overall A 0.7 A 0.8 
Notes: 1. Delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for the worst approach/movement for unsignalized (side-street stop controlled) 
intersections, by approach for all-way stop intersections, and overall for signalized intersections.  
Source:  Headway Transportation, 2022 

As shown in the table, the study intersections and access points are expected to operate within the level 
of service policy under Future Year Plus Project conditions.  

RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

No improvements are recommended at the study intersections. The project access connections and 
frontage improvements should be in accordance with Douglas County code.  
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CONCLUSIONS 

The following is a list of key findings and recommendations: 

 The proposed project includes 85 single family housing units and is anticipated to generate 
approximately 802 Daily, 59 AM peak hour, and 80 PM peak hour trips to the external 
roadway network. 

 Under Existing Plus Project and Future Year Plus Project conditions, the study intersections 
are expected to operate within policy level of service thresholds. The addition of project traffic 
does not have any significant impact on the study area intersection operations.  

 No improvements are recommended at the study intersections. The project access 
connections and frontage improvements should be in accordance with Douglas County code.  
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Figure 2

Preliminary Site Plan
Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 3

Existing Traffic Volumes, Lane Configurations, and Controls
Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 4

Project Trip Distribution & Assignment
Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 5

Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes, Lane Configurations, and Controls
Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 6

Future Year Traffic Volumes
Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 7

Future Year Plus Project Traffic Volumes
Traffic Impact Study
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From: Erb, Jon
To: Loren Chilson
Cc: Karen E. Downs; Lauren Picou; Resnik, Barbra
Subject: RE: Traffic Scoping - Gardnerville Ranchos 85 lots
Date: Thursday, December 1, 2022 8:26:57 AM

Hi Loren,
 
The study intersections you show below are good for this traffic study.
 
Regards,
Jon
 

From: Loren Chilson <lchilson@headwaytransportation.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2022 8:01 AM
To: Erb, Jon <JErb@douglasnv.us>
Cc: Karen E. Downs <kdowns@manhard.com>; Lauren Picou <lpicou@headwaytransportation.com>
Subject: Traffic Scoping - Gardnerville Ranchos 85 lots
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. If you did not expect to receive something from
this sender - we suggest you call the sender to verify (only if you know the sender).

Otherwise - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
You should almost NEVER be prompted to enter your login credentials as a result of opening or clicking anything.

 
Hi Jon,
We are preparing a traffic study for the Gardnerville Ranchos project (85 lots) in Gardnerville, Douglas
County, NV:

APN: 1220-15-701-001
85 lot single family detached residential subdivision
+/- 33.2 acres
NE Corner of Dresslerville Rd and Main River Rd

 
We’ll be looking at around 84 peak hour trips, so not very intense.
 
Study intersections:

·                     Dresslerville Rd/Muir Drive/Project Roadway
·                     Main River Rd/Project Roadway
·                     Dresslerville Rd/Main River Rd
·                     US395/Riverview Drive (per the pre-app scoping notes)

 
We will study the AM and PM peak hours under Existing, Existing Plus Project, 20-year horizon, and
20-year horizon plus project scenarios.
 
Do you agree with the scope above and/or are there any other intersections or particular concerns
you need addressed in the study?

709
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mailto:lchilson@headwaytransportation.com
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mailto:lpicou@headwaytransportation.com
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Thanks in advance,
 
 
 

Loren Chilson, PE
Principal

Headway Transportation, LLC
5482 Longley Lane, Suite B
Reno, NV 89511
NV 775.322.4300 | CA 530.897.0199
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1

INTERSECTION DETAIL
DRESSLERVILLE RD @ MUIR RD
01 JAN 16 - 01 JAN 21
COUNTY: DOUGLAS

Crash Severity Crash Date
Crash 
Year

Crash 
Time Primary Street Distance Dir Secondary Street Weather Fatalities Injured

Property 
Damage 

Only

INJURY ACCIDENT 17-Dec-2017 2017 05:23 PM DRESSLERVILLE RD AT INT MUIR DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 9-Jun-2020 2020 07:40 AM DRESSLERVILLE RD AT INT MUIR DR CLEAR PDO

Sum: 0 Sum: 1 Count: 1
Count: 0 Count: 1

Total: 2

INTERSECTION DETAIL
US395N @ RIVERVIEW RD
01 JAN 16 - 01 JAN 21
COUNTY: DOUGLAS

Crash Severity Crash Date
Crash 
Year

Crash 
Time Primary Street Distance Dir Secondary Street Weather Fatalities Injured

Property 
Damage 

Only

PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 1-Nov-2016 2016 04:12 PM US395N 300 N RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 25-May-2017 2017 04:12 PM US395N 210 N RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 12-Oct-2017 2017 04:05 PM US395N 200 N RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 30-Oct-2020 2020 03:15 PM US395N 150 N RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 24-Mar-2020 2020 05:36 PM US395N 30 N RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 16-May-2016 2016 01:27 PM US395N 20 N RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 26-Nov-2019 2019 11:22 AM US395N 15 N RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 7-Feb-2017 2017 07:42 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 12-May-2017 2017 04:02 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 16-Apr-2017 2017 07:20 AM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 18-Nov-2017 2017 01:14 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 3-Apr-2018 2018 12:10 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 3-Jul-2019 2019 01:07 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 16-Nov-2019 2019 04:16 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 10-Dec-2019 2019 05:20 PM US395N AT INT RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 11-Aug-2016 2016 06:38 AM US395N 20 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 27-Apr-2018 2018 03:28 PM US395N 45 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 31-Jan-2018 2018 05:43 PM US395N 50 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 28-Dec-2016 2016 06:15 PM US395N 50 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 16-Jun-2019 2019 10:01 AM US395N 50 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 24-Feb-2018 2018 04:42 PM US395N 75 S RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 12-Mar-2020 2020 06:55 PM US395N 75 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 5-Oct-2017 2017 05:58 PM US395N 100 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 23-Jun-2017 2017 01:20 PM US395N 100 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 8-Oct-2017 2017 06:42 PM US395N 150 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 26-Sep-2017 2017 03:05 PM US395N 177 S RIVERVIEW DR CLOUDY 1
INJURY ACCIDENT 26-Dec-2016 2016 12:57 PM US395N 181 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 1
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 17-Sep-2018 2018 05:13 PM US395N 300 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR PDO
INJURY ACCIDENT 28-Jan-2020 2020 07:31 PM US395N 320 S RIVERVIEW DR CLEAR 2
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 26-Jan-2017 2017 04:00 PM RIVERVIEW DR AT INT US395N CLOUDY PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 22-Feb-2019 2019 05:05 PM RIVERVIEW DR AT INT US395N CLEAR PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 19-Dec-2019 2019 05:16 PM RIVERVIEW DR AT INT US395N CLEAR PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 1-Sep-2020 2020 11:01 AM RIVERVIEW DR AT INT US395N CLEAR PDO
PROPERTY DAMAGE ONLY 18-Sep-2020 2020 12:25 PM RIVERVIEW DR 200 S US395N CLOUDY PDO

Sum: 0 Sum: 15 Count: 20
Count: 0 Count: 14

Total: 34

DRESSLERVILLE RD @ MUIR RD L PICOU
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Intersection: US 395 & Riverview

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 8:00 ‐ 9:00

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.87

Truck %: 6%

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 4:15 ‐ 5:15

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.91

Truck %: 2%

AM PEAK HOUR TURNING MOVEMENT VOLUME
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Intersection: Dresslerville & Muir

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 8:00 ‐ 9:00

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.73

Truck %: 3%

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 4:30 ‐ 5:30

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.85

Truck %: 1%
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Intersection: Dresslerville & Main River

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 7:00 ‐ 8:00

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.81

Truck %: 4%

Date Collected: 4/28/2022 Peak Hour: 4:15 ‐ 5:15

School in Session: Yes PHF: 0.84

Truck %: 0%
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Appendix D 

Existing Conditions LOS Calculations 
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

AM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 16 182 136 70 335 17 277 44 64 10 42 9
Future Volume (veh/h) 16 182 136 70 335 17 277 44 64 10 42 9
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 18 209 156 80 385 20 318 51 74 11 48 10
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 30 402 341 104 480 407 444 339 491 20 699 592
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.21 0.21 0.06 0.26 0.26 0.13 0.49 0.49 0.01 0.37 0.37
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 690 1001 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 18 209 156 80 385 20 318 0 125 11 48 10
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1690 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.7 7.0 6.1 3.2 13.7 0.7 6.3 0.0 2.9 0.4 1.2 0.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.7 7.0 6.1 3.2 13.7 0.7 6.3 0.0 2.9 0.4 1.2 0.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.59 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 30 402 341 104 480 407 444 0 830 20 699 592
V/C Ratio(X) 0.60 0.52 0.46 0.77 0.80 0.05 0.72 0.00 0.15 0.56 0.07 0.02
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 550 1365 1157 325 1129 956 970 0 830 100 699 592
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 34.8 24.7 24.4 33.1 24.8 19.9 29.8 0.0 10.0 35.1 14.3 14.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 17.8 1.0 1.0 11.2 3.2 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.4 22.9 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 3.1 2.3 1.6 6.2 0.2 2.7 0.0 1.1 0.3 0.5 0.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 52.6 25.8 25.3 44.3 28.0 20.0 32.0 0.0 10.3 57.9 14.4 14.1
LnGrp LOS D C C D C B C A B E B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 383 485 443 69
Approach Delay, s/veh 26.8 30.3 25.9 21.3
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.8 39.0 8.2 19.3 13.1 30.6 5.2 22.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 35.0 13.0 52.0 20.0 19.0 22.0 43.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.4 4.9 5.2 9.0 8.3 3.2 2.7 15.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.7 0.1 1.8 0.9 0.2 0.0 2.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 27.5
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr 12/12/2022

AM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 37 19 17 225 127 24
Future Vol, veh/h 37 19 17 225 127 24
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 73 73 73 73 73 73
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 51 26 23 308 174 33
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 545 191 207 0 - 0
          Stage 1 191 - - - - -
          Stage 2 354 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 499 851 1364 - - -
          Stage 1 841 - - - - -
          Stage 2 710 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 489 851 1364 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 489 - - - - -
          Stage 1 824 - - - - -
          Stage 2 710 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 12.3 0.5 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1364 - 571 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.017 - 0.134 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 0 12.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.5 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

AM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.8
Intersection LOS A

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 10 18 232 23 30 122
Future Vol, veh/h 10 18 232 23 30 122
Peak Hour Factor 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 12 22 286 28 37 151
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 8.3 10.6 8.7
HCM LOS A B A
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 91% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 255 10 18 30 122
LT Vol 0 10 0 30 0
Through Vol 232 0 0 0 122
RT Vol 23 0 18 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 315 12 22 37 151
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.401 0.021 0.031 0.055 0.203
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.58 6.21 5 5.356 4.854
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 790 578 717 671 743
Service Time 2.59 3.936 2.726 3.068 2.566
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.399 0.021 0.031 0.055 0.203
HCM Control Delay 10.6 9.1 7.9 8.4 8.8
HCM Lane LOS B A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 1.9 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.8
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

PM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 444 404 103 287 14 227 44 90 31 69 12
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 444 404 103 287 14 227 44 90 31 69 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 24 488 444 113 315 15 249 48 99 34 76 13
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 36 636 539 145 751 637 344 205 422 45 565 478
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.34 0.34 0.08 0.40 0.40 0.10 0.38 0.38 0.03 0.30 0.30
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 545 1123 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 24 488 444 113 315 15 249 0 147 34 76 13
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1668 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.2 21.1 23.2 5.6 11.0 0.5 6.3 0.0 5.5 1.7 2.7 0.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.2 21.1 23.2 5.6 11.0 0.5 6.3 0.0 5.5 1.7 2.7 0.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 36 636 539 145 751 637 344 0 627 45 565 478
V/C Ratio(X) 0.67 0.77 0.82 0.78 0.42 0.02 0.72 0.00 0.23 0.75 0.13 0.03
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 158 1427 1209 433 1716 1455 841 0 627 177 565 478
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 44.0 26.6 27.4 40.7 19.5 16.3 39.5 0.0 19.3 43.8 23.0 22.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 19.8 2.0 3.2 8.6 0.4 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.9 21.7 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 9.4 8.9 2.8 4.7 0.2 2.8 0.0 2.2 1.0 1.2 0.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 63.8 28.6 30.6 49.3 19.8 16.4 42.4 0.0 20.2 65.5 23.1 22.2
LnGrp LOS E C C D B B D A C E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 956 443 396 123
Approach Delay, s/veh 30.4 27.2 34.2 34.7
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.3 38.0 11.4 34.8 13.0 31.3 5.8 40.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 34.0 22.0 69.0 22.0 21.0 8.0 83.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.7 7.5 7.6 25.2 8.3 4.7 3.2 13.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.9 0.2 5.5 0.7 0.3 0.0 2.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 30.7
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr 12/12/2022

PM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 19 10 9 198 267 43
Future Vol, veh/h 19 10 9 198 267 43
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 22 12 11 233 314 51
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 595 340 365 0 - 0
          Stage 1 340 - - - - -
          Stage 2 255 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 467 702 1194 - - -
          Stage 1 721 - - - - -
          Stage 2 788 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 462 702 1194 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 462 - - - - -
          Stage 1 713 - - - - -
          Stage 2 788 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 12.3 0.3 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1194 - 524 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.009 - 0.065 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8 0 12.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.2 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

PM Existing Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.8
Intersection LOS A

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 13 67 141 7 42 235
Future Vol, veh/h 13 67 141 7 42 235
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 15 80 168 8 50 280
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 8.5 9.5 10.4
HCM LOS A A B
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 95% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 5% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 148 13 67 42 235
LT Vol 0 13 0 42 0
Through Vol 141 0 0 0 235
RT Vol 7 0 67 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 176 15 80 50 280
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.241 0.027 0.112 0.075 0.383
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.921 6.252 5.042 5.429 4.927
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 729 573 710 660 730
Service Time 2.953 3.989 2.779 3.159 2.656
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.241 0.026 0.113 0.076 0.384
HCM Control Delay 9.5 9.2 8.4 8.6 10.7
HCM Lane LOS A A A A B
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.9 0.1 0.4 0.2 1.8
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Appendix E 

Existing Plus Project Conditions LOS Calculations 
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

AM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 16 182 144 71 335 17 299 48 66 10 44 9
Future Volume (veh/h) 16 182 144 71 335 17 299 48 66 10 44 9
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 18 209 166 82 385 20 344 55 76 11 51 10
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 30 399 338 107 480 407 472 349 483 20 684 580
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.21 0.21 0.06 0.26 0.26 0.14 0.49 0.49 0.01 0.37 0.37
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 711 982 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 18 209 166 82 385 20 344 0 131 11 51 10
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1694 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.7 7.1 6.6 3.2 13.7 0.7 6.8 0.0 3.0 0.4 1.3 0.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.7 7.1 6.6 3.2 13.7 0.7 6.8 0.0 3.0 0.4 1.3 0.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.58 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 30 399 338 107 480 407 472 0 832 20 684 580
V/C Ratio(X) 0.60 0.52 0.49 0.77 0.80 0.05 0.73 0.00 0.16 0.56 0.07 0.02
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 550 1365 1157 325 1129 956 970 0 832 100 684 580
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 34.8 24.8 24.6 33.0 24.8 19.9 29.5 0.0 10.0 35.1 14.7 14.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 17.8 1.1 1.1 10.9 3.2 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.4 22.9 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 3.1 2.5 1.7 6.2 0.2 2.9 0.0 1.1 0.3 0.5 0.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 52.6 25.9 25.7 43.9 28.0 20.0 31.7 0.0 10.4 57.9 14.8 14.4
LnGrp LOS D C C D C B C A B E B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 393 487 475 72
Approach Delay, s/veh 27.0 30.3 25.8 21.3
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.8 39.0 8.3 19.2 13.7 30.1 5.2 22.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 35.0 13.0 52.0 20.0 19.0 22.0 43.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.4 5.0 5.2 9.1 8.8 3.3 2.7 15.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.8 0.1 1.9 0.9 0.2 0.0 2.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 27.5
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr/Project Access 12/12/2022

AM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 37 2 19 2 4 30 17 230 1 10 129 24
Future Vol, veh/h 37 2 19 2 4 30 17 230 1 10 129 24
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 73 92 73 92 92 92 73 73 92 92 73 73
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 51 2 26 2 4 33 23 315 1 11 177 33
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 596 578 194 592 594 316 210 0 0 316 0 0
          Stage 1 216 216 - 362 362 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 380 362 - 230 232 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 415 427 847 418 418 724 1361 - - 1244 - -
          Stage 1 786 724 - 657 625 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 642 625 - 773 713 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 384 414 847 394 405 724 1361 - - 1244 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 384 414 - 394 405 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 769 717 - 643 612 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 596 612 - 740 706 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 14.2 11 0.5 0.4
HCM LOS B B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1361 - - 470 638 1244 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.017 - - 0.168 0.061 0.009 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 0 - 14.2 11 7.9 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - B B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0.6 0.2 0 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

AM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.9
Intersection LOS A

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 13 23 233 24 32 124
Future Vol, veh/h 13 23 233 24 32 124
Peak Hour Factor 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 16 28 288 30 40 153
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 8.4 10.8 8.8
HCM LOS A B A
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 91% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 257 13 23 32 124
LT Vol 0 13 0 32 0
Through Vol 233 0 0 0 124
RT Vol 24 0 23 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 317 16 28 40 153
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.406 0.028 0.04 0.059 0.208
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.612 6.231 5.021 5.39 4.888
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 784 576 714 666 736
Service Time 2.627 3.958 2.748 3.107 2.605
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.404 0.028 0.039 0.06 0.208
HCM Control Delay 10.8 9.1 8 8.4 8.9
HCM Lane LOS B A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.8
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HCM 6th TWSC
4: Main River Rd & Project Access 12/12/2022

AM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 53 28 0 0 8
Future Vol, veh/h 3 53 28 0 0 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 3 58 30 0 0 9
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 30 0 - 0 94 30
          Stage 1 - - - - 30 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 64 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1583 - - - 906 1044
          Stage 1 - - - - 993 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 959 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1583 - - - 904 1044
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 904 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 991 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 959 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.4 0 8.5
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1583 - - - 1044
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.002 - - - 0.008
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.3 0 - - 8.5
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

PM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 444 429 106 287 14 242 48 92 31 74 12
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 444 429 106 287 14 242 48 92 31 74 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 24 488 471 116 315 15 266 53 101 34 81 13
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 35 664 563 148 783 663 359 210 400 45 535 453
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.36 0.36 0.08 0.42 0.42 0.10 0.36 0.36 0.03 0.29 0.29
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 576 1097 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 24 488 471 116 315 15 266 0 154 34 81 13
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1673 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.2 21.2 25.4 6.0 11.0 0.5 7.0 0.0 6.0 1.8 3.0 0.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.2 21.2 25.4 6.0 11.0 0.5 7.0 0.0 6.0 1.8 3.0 0.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.66 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 35 664 563 148 783 663 359 0 610 45 535 453
V/C Ratio(X) 0.68 0.73 0.84 0.78 0.40 0.02 0.74 0.00 0.25 0.76 0.15 0.03
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 153 1385 1173 420 1666 1411 816 0 610 172 535 453
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 45.4 26.2 27.6 41.9 18.9 15.9 40.5 0.0 20.7 45.2 24.8 24.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 20.3 1.6 3.4 8.6 0.3 0.0 3.0 0.0 1.0 22.7 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 9.4 9.8 2.9 4.7 0.2 3.1 0.0 2.5 1.1 1.3 0.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 65.7 27.8 31.0 50.5 19.3 15.9 43.6 0.0 21.7 67.9 25.0 24.0
LnGrp LOS E C C D B B D A C E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 983 446 420 128
Approach Delay, s/veh 30.3 27.3 35.5 36.3
Approach LOS C C D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.3 38.0 11.8 37.1 13.7 30.7 5.9 43.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 34.0 22.0 69.0 22.0 21.0 8.0 83.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.8 8.0 8.0 27.4 9.0 5.0 3.2 13.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.9 0.2 5.7 0.7 0.3 0.0 2.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 31.1
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr/Project Access 12/12/2022

PM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 19 5 10 1 3 22 9 201 1 30 277 43
Future Vol, veh/h 19 5 10 1 3 22 9 201 1 30 277 43
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 85 92 85 92 92 92 85 85 92 92 85 85
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 22 5 12 1 3 24 11 236 1 33 326 51
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 690 677 352 685 702 237 377 0 0 237 0 0
          Stage 1 418 418 - 259 259 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 272 259 - 426 443 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 359 375 692 362 362 802 1181 - - 1330 - -
          Stage 1 612 591 - 746 694 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 734 694 - 606 576 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 335 359 692 340 346 802 1181 - - 1330 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 335 359 - 340 346 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 605 572 - 738 686 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 701 686 - 571 558 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15 10.6 0.3 0.6
HCM LOS C B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1181 - - 400 666 1330 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.009 - - 0.099 0.042 0.025 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.1 0 - 15 10.6 7.8 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - C B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0.3 0.1 0.1 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

PM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.9
Intersection LOS A

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 15 70 142 11 52 236
Future Vol, veh/h 15 70 142 11 52 236
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 18 83 169 13 62 281
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 8.6 9.6 10.4
HCM LOS A A B
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 93% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 7% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 153 15 70 52 236
LT Vol 0 15 0 52 0
Through Vol 142 0 0 0 236
RT Vol 11 0 70 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 182 18 83 62 281
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.25 0.031 0.118 0.094 0.386
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.936 6.294 5.084 5.453 4.951
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 727 569 704 657 728
Service Time 2.971 4.035 2.824 3.185 2.683
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.25 0.032 0.118 0.094 0.386
HCM Control Delay 9.6 9.2 8.5 8.8 10.8
HCM Lane LOS A A A A B
HCM 95th-tile Q 1 0.1 0.4 0.3 1.8
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HCM 6th TWSC
4: Main River Rd & Project Access 12/12/2022

PM Existing Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 49 80 0 0 5
Future Vol, veh/h 14 49 80 0 0 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 15 53 87 0 0 5
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 87 0 - 0 170 87
          Stage 1 - - - - 87 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 83 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1509 - - - 820 971
          Stage 1 - - - - 936 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 940 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1509 - - - 812 971
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 812 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 927 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 940 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 1.6 0 8.7
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1509 - - - 971
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01 - - - 0.006
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 0 - - 8.7
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0
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Appendix F 

Future Conditions LOS Calculations 
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 255 190 98 469 24 388 62 90 14 59 13
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 255 190 98 469 24 388 62 90 14 59 13
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 25 293 218 113 539 28 446 71 103 16 68 15
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 38 517 438 145 629 533 559 297 431 27 530 449
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.28 0.28 0.08 0.34 0.34 0.16 0.43 0.43 0.01 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 690 1001 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 25 293 218 113 539 28 446 0 174 16 68 15
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1690 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.1 10.9 9.4 5.1 21.8 1.0 10.1 0.0 5.3 0.7 2.2 0.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.1 10.9 9.4 5.1 21.8 1.0 10.1 0.0 5.3 0.7 2.2 0.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.59 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 38 517 438 145 629 533 559 0 728 27 530 449
V/C Ratio(X) 0.66 0.57 0.50 0.78 0.86 0.05 0.80 0.00 0.24 0.60 0.13 0.03
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 482 1196 1014 285 989 838 850 0 728 88 530 449
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 39.5 25.2 24.7 36.6 25.1 18.2 32.8 0.0 14.7 39.8 21.7 21.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 18.0 1.0 0.9 8.7 4.6 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.8 19.9 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 4.8 3.5 2.5 10.0 0.3 4.3 0.0 2.1 0.5 1.0 0.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 57.5 26.2 25.6 45.3 29.7 18.3 35.9 0.0 15.5 59.7 21.8 21.1
LnGrp LOS E C C D C B D A B E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 536 680 620 99
Approach Delay, s/veh 27.4 31.8 30.2 27.8
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.2 39.0 10.6 26.5 17.2 27.1 5.7 31.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 35.0 13.0 52.0 20.0 19.0 22.0 43.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.7 7.3 7.1 12.9 12.1 4.2 3.1 23.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.0 0.1 2.7 1.1 0.3 0.0 3.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 29.9
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 52 27 24 315 178 34
Future Vol, veh/h 52 27 24 315 178 34
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 73 73 73 73 73 73
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 71 37 33 432 244 47
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 766 268 291 0 - 0
          Stage 1 268 - - - - -
          Stage 2 498 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 371 771 1271 - - -
          Stage 1 777 - - - - -
          Stage 2 611 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 358 771 1271 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 358 - - - - -
          Stage 1 751 - - - - -
          Stage 2 611 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.9 0.6 0
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1271 - 438 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.026 - 0.247 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.9 0 15.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 1 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 12.1
Intersection LOS B

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 25 325 32 42 171
Future Vol, veh/h 14 25 325 32 42 171
Peak Hour Factor 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 17 31 401 40 52 211
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 8.9 14 9.6
HCM LOS A B A
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 91% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 357 14 25 42 171
LT Vol 0 14 0 42 0
Through Vol 325 0 0 0 171
RT Vol 32 0 25 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 441 17 31 52 211
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.577 0.032 0.047 0.079 0.294
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.711 6.666 5.451 5.508 5.005
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 767 536 655 651 718
Service Time 2.733 4.417 3.203 3.234 2.731
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.575 0.032 0.047 0.08 0.294
HCM Control Delay 14 9.6 8.5 8.7 9.8
HCM Lane LOS B A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 3.7 0.1 0.1 0.3 1.2

736



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 31 622 566 144 402 20 318 62 126 43 97 17
Future Volume (veh/h) 31 622 566 144 402 20 318 62 126 43 97 17
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 34 684 622 158 442 22 349 68 138 47 107 19
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 43 843 714 190 997 845 428 147 298 61 331 280
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.45 0.45 0.11 0.53 0.53 0.12 0.27 0.27 0.03 0.18 0.18
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 551 1118 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 34 684 622 158 442 22 349 0 206 47 107 19
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1669 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.1 35.6 39.9 9.8 16.3 0.7 11.1 0.0 11.6 2.9 5.6 1.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.1 35.6 39.9 9.8 16.3 0.7 11.1 0.0 11.6 2.9 5.6 1.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 43 843 714 190 997 845 428 0 445 61 331 280
V/C Ratio(X) 0.79 0.81 0.87 0.83 0.44 0.03 0.82 0.00 0.46 0.78 0.32 0.07
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 111 1214 1029 348 1463 1240 676 0 445 143 331 280
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 54.6 26.8 27.9 49.3 16.1 12.4 48.0 0.0 34.5 53.9 40.4 38.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 26.8 2.8 5.9 9.1 0.3 0.0 4.3 0.0 3.4 18.8 0.6 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.3 16.0 15.8 4.8 6.9 0.3 5.0 0.0 5.1 1.6 2.6 0.4
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 81.4 29.6 33.8 58.4 16.4 12.5 52.3 0.0 37.9 72.7 41.0 38.7
LnGrp LOS F C C E B B D A D E D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1340 622 555 173
Approach Delay, s/veh 32.9 26.9 47.0 49.3
Approach LOS C C D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 7.8 34.0 16.0 54.7 17.9 23.9 6.7 64.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 30.0 22.0 73.0 22.0 17.0 7.0 88.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.9 13.6 11.8 41.9 13.1 7.6 4.1 18.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.1 0.3 8.8 0.8 0.3 0.0 3.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 35.5
HCM 6th LOS D
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 27 14 13 277 374 60
Future Vol, veh/h 27 14 13 277 374 60
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 32 16 15 326 440 71
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 832 476 511 0 - 0
          Stage 1 476 - - - - -
          Stage 2 356 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 339 589 1054 - - -
          Stage 1 625 - - - - -
          Stage 2 709 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 333 589 1054 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 333 - - - - -
          Stage 1 614 - - - - -
          Stage 2 709 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.5 0.4 0
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1054 - 391 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.015 - 0.123 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.5 0 15.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.4 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 12.1
Intersection LOS B

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 18 94 197 10 59 329
Future Vol, veh/h 18 94 197 10 59 329
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 21 112 235 12 70 392
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 9.5 11.1 13.4
HCM LOS A B B
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 95% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 5% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 207 18 94 59 329
LT Vol 0 18 0 59 0
Through Vol 197 0 0 0 329
RT Vol 10 0 94 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 246 21 112 70 392
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.356 0.04 0.171 0.11 0.558
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.198 6.724 5.51 5.63 5.127
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 688 530 646 634 701
Service Time 3.263 4.504 3.288 3.388 2.884
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.358 0.04 0.173 0.11 0.559
HCM Control Delay 11.1 9.8 9.4 9.1 14.2
HCM Lane LOS B A A A B
HCM 95th-tile Q 1.6 0.1 0.6 0.4 3.5
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 22 255 198 99 469 24 410 66 92 14 61 13
Future Volume (veh/h) 22 255 198 99 469 24 410 66 92 14 61 13
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 25 293 228 114 539 28 471 76 106 16 70 15
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 38 516 437 146 629 533 584 304 424 27 517 438
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.28 0.28 0.08 0.34 0.34 0.17 0.43 0.43 0.01 0.28 0.28
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 707 986 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 25 293 228 114 539 28 471 0 182 16 70 15
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1693 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.1 10.9 9.9 5.1 21.8 1.0 10.7 0.0 5.6 0.7 2.3 0.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.1 10.9 9.9 5.1 21.8 1.0 10.7 0.0 5.6 0.7 2.3 0.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.58 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 38 516 437 146 629 533 584 0 729 27 517 438
V/C Ratio(X) 0.66 0.57 0.52 0.78 0.86 0.05 0.81 0.00 0.25 0.60 0.14 0.03
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 482 1196 1014 285 989 838 850 0 729 88 517 438
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 39.5 25.3 24.9 36.6 25.1 18.2 32.5 0.0 14.8 39.8 22.1 21.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 18.0 1.0 1.0 8.7 4.6 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.8 19.9 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 4.8 3.7 2.5 10.0 0.3 4.6 0.0 2.2 0.5 1.0 0.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 57.5 26.3 25.9 45.3 29.7 18.3 36.2 0.0 15.6 59.7 22.2 21.5
LnGrp LOS E C C D C B D A B E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 546 681 653 101
Approach Delay, s/veh 27.5 31.8 30.4 28.1
Approach LOS C C C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.2 39.0 10.7 26.4 17.7 26.5 5.7 31.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 4.0 35.0 13.0 52.0 20.0 19.0 22.0 43.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.7 7.6 7.1 12.9 12.7 4.3 3.1 23.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.1 0.1 2.7 1.1 0.3 0.0 3.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 30.0
HCM 6th LOS C
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr/Project Access 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 52 2 27 2 4 30 24 320 1 10 180 34
Future Vol, veh/h 52 2 27 2 4 30 24 320 1 10 180 34
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 73 92 73 92 92 92 73 73 92 92 73 73
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 71 2 37 2 4 33 33 438 1 11 247 47
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 816 798 271 817 821 439 294 0 0 439 0 0
          Stage 1 293 293 - 505 505 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 523 505 - 312 316 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 296 319 768 295 309 618 1268 - - 1121 - -
          Stage 1 715 670 - 549 540 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 537 540 - 699 655 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 268 304 768 270 295 618 1268 - - 1121 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 268 304 - 270 295 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 691 662 - 530 522 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 487 522 - 655 647 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 20.3 12.5 0.6 0.3
HCM LOS C B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1268 - - 344 518 1121 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.026 - - 0.321 0.076 0.01 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.9 0 - 20.3 12.5 8.2 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - C B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 1.4 0.2 0 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 12.2
Intersection LOS B

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 17 30 326 33 44 173
Future Vol, veh/h 17 30 326 33 44 173
Peak Hour Factor 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 21 37 402 41 54 214
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 9 14.2 9.7
HCM LOS A B A
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 91% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 359 17 30 44 173
LT Vol 0 17 0 44 0
Through Vol 326 0 0 0 173
RT Vol 33 0 30 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 443 21 37 54 214
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.584 0.039 0.056 0.084 0.299
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.744 6.687 5.472 5.544 5.041
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 762 534 652 646 713
Service Time 2.771 4.443 3.228 3.275 2.772
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.581 0.039 0.057 0.084 0.3
HCM Control Delay 14.2 9.7 8.6 8.8 9.9
HCM Lane LOS B A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 3.8 0.1 0.2 0.3 1.3
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HCM 6th TWSC
4: Main River Rd & Project Access 12/12/2022

AM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.7

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 74 39 0 0 8
Future Vol, veh/h 3 74 39 0 0 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 3 80 42 0 0 9
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 42 0 - 0 128 42
          Stage 1 - - - - 42 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 86 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1567 - - - 866 1029
          Stage 1 - - - - 980 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 937 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1567 - - - 864 1029
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 864 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 978 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 937 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.3 0 8.5
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1567 - - - 1029
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.002 - - - 0.008
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.3 0 - - 8.5
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary
1: Riverview Rd & US 395 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 31 622 591 147 402 20 333 65 128 43 102 17
Future Volume (veh/h) 31 622 591 147 402 20 333 65 128 43 102 17
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 34 684 649 162 442 22 366 71 141 47 112 19
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 43 867 735 193 1024 868 441 144 286 61 306 259
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.46 0.46 0.11 0.55 0.55 0.13 0.26 0.26 0.03 0.16 0.16
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 3456 559 1111 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 34 684 649 162 442 22 366 0 212 47 112 19
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1728 0 1670 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.2 36.1 43.4 10.4 16.3 0.7 12.1 0.0 12.6 3.1 6.2 1.2
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.2 36.1 43.4 10.4 16.3 0.7 12.1 0.0 12.6 3.1 6.2 1.2
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 43 867 735 193 1024 868 441 0 429 61 306 259
V/C Ratio(X) 0.79 0.79 0.88 0.84 0.43 0.03 0.83 0.00 0.49 0.78 0.37 0.07
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 107 1170 992 336 1411 1195 652 0 429 137 306 259
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 56.6 26.5 28.4 51.0 15.6 12.1 49.7 0.0 36.9 55.9 43.4 41.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 26.5 2.6 7.4 9.4 0.3 0.0 5.8 0.0 4.0 18.7 0.7 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.3 16.3 17.4 5.1 6.9 0.3 5.5 0.0 5.6 1.7 2.9 0.5
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 83.1 29.1 35.9 60.5 15.9 12.1 55.4 0.0 40.9 74.6 44.2 41.4
LnGrp LOS F C D E B B E A D E D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1367 626 578 178
Approach Delay, s/veh 33.7 27.3 50.1 51.9
Approach LOS C C D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 8.0 34.0 16.6 58.1 18.9 23.1 6.8 67.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 9.0 30.0 22.0 73.0 22.0 17.0 7.0 88.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 5.1 14.6 12.4 45.4 14.1 8.2 4.2 18.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.1 0.3 8.7 0.8 0.3 0.0 3.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 36.9
HCM 6th LOS D
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HCM 6th TWSC
2: Dresslerville Rd & Muir Dr/Project Access 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 27 5 14 1 3 22 13 280 1 30 384 60
Future Vol, veh/h 27 5 14 1 3 22 13 280 1 30 384 60
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 85 92 85 92 92 92 85 85 92 92 85 85
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 32 5 16 1 3 24 15 329 1 33 452 71
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 927 914 488 924 949 330 523 0 0 330 0 0
          Stage 1 554 554 - 360 360 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 373 360 - 564 589 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 249 273 580 250 260 712 1043 - - 1229 - -
          Stage 1 517 514 - 658 626 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 648 626 - 510 495 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 228 258 580 229 246 712 1043 - - 1229 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 228 258 - 229 246 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 508 494 - 646 615 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 612 615 - 471 476 - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 20.6 11.9 0.4 0.5
HCM LOS C B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1043 - - 284 548 1229 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.015 - - 0.189 0.052 0.027 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.5 0 - 20.6 11.9 8 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - C B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0.7 0.2 0.1 - -
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HCM 6th AWSC
3: Main River Rd & Dresslerville Rd 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 12.2
Intersection LOS B

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 20 97 198 14 69 330
Future Vol, veh/h 20 97 198 14 69 330
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 24 115 236 17 82 393
Number of Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1

Approach WB NB SB
Opposing Approach      SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left NB      WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 0 2
Conflicting Approach Right SB WB      
Conflicting Lanes Right 2 2 0
HCM Control Delay 9.6 11.3 13.5
HCM LOS A B B
   

Lane NBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 93% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 7% 0% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 212 20 97 69 330
LT Vol 0 20 0 69 0
Through Vol 198 0 0 0 330
RT Vol 14 0 97 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 252 24 115 82 393
Geometry Grp 4 7 7 7 7
Degree of Util (X) 0.366 0.045 0.178 0.129 0.562
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.219 6.763 5.548 5.656 5.153
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 684 526 641 631 695
Service Time 3.288 4.546 3.33 3.419 2.916
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.368 0.046 0.179 0.13 0.565
HCM Control Delay 11.3 9.9 9.5 9.3 14.4
HCM Lane LOS B A A A B
HCM 95th-tile Q 1.7 0.1 0.6 0.4 3.5
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HCM 6th TWSC
4: Main River Rd & Project Access 12/12/2022

PM Future Year Plus Project Synchro 11 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 69 112 0 0 5
Future Vol, veh/h 14 69 112 0 0 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 15 75 122 0 0 5
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 122 0 - 0 227 122
          Stage 1 - - - - 122 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 105 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1465 - - - 761 929
          Stage 1 - - - - 903 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 919 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1465 - - - 753 929
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 753 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 893 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 919 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 1.3 0 8.9
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1465 - - - 929
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01 - - - 0.006
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.5 0 - - 8.9
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0
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PLAN 2 2406 SF
4 BEDROOMS

3 BATHROOMS
2 CAR GARAGE

RV OPTION
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PLAN 2
ELEVATION A

PLAN 2
ELEVATION B

RV OPTION

RV OPTION
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PLAN 3 2453 SF

4 BEDROOMS
3 BATHROOMS
3 CAR GARAGE

RV OPTION
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PLAN 3
ELEVATION A

PLAN 3
ELEVATION B

RV OPTION

RV OPTION
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PLAN 4 2788 SF

4 BEDROOMS
3 BATHROOMS
3 CAR GARAGE

RV OPTION
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PLAN 4
ELEVATION A

PLAN 4
ELEVATION B

RV OPTION

RV OPTION
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Matthew Alexander, Senior Planner for Douglas County introduced item, 
noting that area is part of receiving area which dictates the ultimate use 
of the land.  Mr. Alexander pointed out that the original plan presented 
to the Planning Commission has been revised and includes better 
circulation and a centrally located park.  Traffic, compatibility and 
density to surrounding areas, and neo-traditional plan were issues raised 
by the Planning Commission.  GRGID will provide water service after the 
third well is drilled for the district.  Steve Orr, Lieutenant for Douglas 
County Sheriff’s Office, sent a letter stating that the alleyways should be 
illuminated. Applicant’s intention is to provide uniform open fencing.  
Staff recommends open fencing or barbed wire fencing.  Staff is not 
recommending improvements to Dresslerville Road.  Mr. Alexander noted 
staff report contained a number of letters in opposition as well as a letter 
from the Washoe Tribe in opposition to this proposal.  TDR sending place 
will be identified and certified prior to pulling building permits.   
 
Rob Anderson, on behalf of applicant, stated the traffic report prepared 
by Paul Solegey indicated the current level of service at the Riverview and 
Dresslerville intersection is failing under the existing conditions.  This 
project does not worsen the situation.  Intersection reconfiguration may 
take level of service above a C.  The redesigned intersection is part of the 
project. 
 
Bob Nunez agreed that level of service would be approximately a C and 
felt the design was refreshing.   
 
Rob Anderson stated the GRGID Board approved this project 
unanimously.  According to the State Water Engineer, there are enough 
water rights to meet this development.  The client will participate 
financially with pumping capacity requirements and storage.  This plan 
will construct an open space buffer around the development.  There is a 
transportation plan, 67 acres of irrigated agriculture land, wastewater 
treatment plan, and the storm drainage issue has been addressed.  
Client concurs with staff’s report and conditions as requested.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
 
Mildred Griffin, resident of Ranchos Unit 1, stated she had repeated been 
assured by some members of the Board that there would be no more 
development in this area until the water and traffic issues have been 
taken care of.  Unit 5 has since been developed along with Units 6 and 7.  
GRGID has made no application for a new well since November 1999 
according to the Water Resources Board.  New traffic plan will not work 
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on icy days.  Ms. Griffin feels the project violates prior assurances by the 
Planning Commission and County Commissioners to address issues 
before development.  GRGID did not approve this project but agreed to 
service the project if approved.  The Planning Commission did not 
unanimously approve this project.   
 
Ms. Steelsmith, feels major road improvements are needed.  Traffic study 
should be done at 6:30 AM when traffic is at its peak. Stop sign is 
ignored.   
 
Tim Seward, general counsel for the Washoe Tribe, stated this project is 
premature.   Applicant has bisected this 33 acre parcel from the receiving 
area.  Plan does not distinguish between the 33 acre parcel and the rest.  
The Master Plan considered the area as a whole and should have a 
specific plan.  Development buffer is inadequate, issues created with 
tribal community next to density, RV parking on boundary with Washoe 
Tribe, children walking to school on a failing road, drainage and runoff 
plan is unacceptable, groundwater rights does not mean there is water, 
cultural resources impacted, MGSD may not have the capacity to handle 
the sewer, noise and dust during construction are issues the specific 
plan should address.   
 
Mimi Moss clarified the requirements of the specific plan.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT CONTINUES: 
 
Duke Triolitch, a Ranchos resident, stated that a State Water Engineer 
said the pumpage rate is rapidly closing in on the recharge rate.  This 
site is chipping away at the larger parcel.  The plan should be considered 
as a whole plan.  The Master Plan was amended 40 times in the last six 
years.   
 
Mimi Moss explained 45 applications for Master Plan amendments since 
1998.  10 were withdrawn or denied, 10 were Master Plan text 
amendments, 1 was a court ordered amendment, and 24 were approved. 
 
Roger Paul, a 9 year resident of the Ranchos, stated he was opposed to 
the infrastructure design of the development which includes alleyways 
because alleys add impervious paved surface, more maintenance, twice 
as many intersections, and secluded venues for mischief.  He urged 
rejection of the alleyways.   
 
Robert Cook, a Ranchos resident, is concerned that there has been no 
definitive data on water supply. 
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Jim Slade, not a Ranchos resident, concerned that water rights are three 
times greater estimated annual water recharge.  He suggested 
Commissioners refrain from approving any more large scale 
developments until a Capital Improvement Plan has been adapted. 
 
Bob Spellberg, District Manager for GRGID, state the Board did vote to 
provide water, sewer, streets, storm drains, maintenance, and open 
space.  Water enforcement policies have been stiffened up, a new well is 
needed to properly serve with Ranchos LLC participating in cost of 
construction, MGSD has the capacity to handle the sewer, storm drain 
plan is feasible.  Open space needs to be cleaned up.  The developers of 
this project have suggested that the County create a maintenance 
district.  GRGID has not been receptive to this.  Alleyways should be 
included in the maintenance agreement, if alleyways stay.   Streetlights 
are maintained by GRGID.   
 
Commissioner Etchegoyhen asked if the well site at Kerry Lane will offer 
more than adequate water for this development.  Mr. Spellberg stated the 
history of the well field has been good.   
 
Commission Curtis asked if Mr. Spellberg was comfortable with 
alleyways.  Mr. Spellberg stated GRGID main concern was maintenance 
of the alleyways. 
 
Chairman Miner asked how the water situation for the subdivision 
evolves.  Mr. Spellberg responded that the State Water Engineer is the 
final authority for the approval of water for subdivisions.   
 
Chairman Miner asked about the improvements to the traffic flow.  Mr. 
Spellberg stated the traffic would still be slowed. 
 
ADDITIONAL PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Terry Pfaff, a resident of Ranchos 1.367, supports the development.  
Changing the traffic flow at Riverview will be a problem for Fairway Drive 
traffic.   
 
Richard Servantes, a Ranchos resident, feels the big issues are water and 
traffic.  He did not want Commissioners to vote for this at this time until 
water and traffic issues are resolved.  More workshops are needed.  
Property owners say they were not notified. 
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Mimi Moss stated dual notices were sent to property owners within 600 
feet. 
 
John Spradley, resident of Dresslerville Rd, stated he received his notice 
after the GRGID meeting. 
 
Mimi Moss clarified that the County notice is different than the GRGID 
notice. 
 
Public comment closed. 
 
Rob Anderson, on behalf of the applicant, stated there has been a 
commitment by the local developer to come forward with a specific plan 
for the remainder of the property.  Wet water is available and GRGID 
committed contractually with the will serve letter.  CIP requirements on 
traffic are based on NRS 278 standards.   
 
Mimi Moss stated the Master Plan is too general when it comes to 
density.  
 
Commissioner Etchegoyhen stated intersection improvement will be a 
condition for approval. 
 
Commissioner Curtis stated open space maintenance is a concern.   
 
County Manager Dan Holler suggested the County could be the agency 
implementing maintenance policy with GRGID would be in charge of it. 
 
Commissioner Weissinger stated that this area is where density was 
designed to go.  This is the least amount of density in a receiving area 
than ever imagined.   
 
Commissioner Etchegoyhen stated suitable water for the long term must 
be in place before signing the final map along with bringing the 
intersection to a level C.   
 
Chairman Miner, for the record, asked Rob Anderson if they would 
support a landscape maintenance district and delete a homeowner’s 
association along with the reconfiguration of the intersection.  Mr. 
Anderson replied that they would support those changes and would like 
those changes notated.   
 
Motion to approve with conditions (traffic improvements and landscape 
district) by Curtis/Weissinger; carried unanimously with Kite absent.   
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Discussion and possible action on Ordinance 2002-1022 
reclassifying APN 1220-15-701-001 from the FR-19 (forest and 
range, 19 acre minimum lot size) zoning district to the SFR-8,000 
(single-family residential, 8,000 sq ft minimum lot size) / PD 
(planned development overlay) zoning district and other properly 
related matters  (1st reading)      
 
No public comment. 
 
Motion to approve by Etchegoyhen/Wesiinger; carried unanimously with 
Kite absent. 
 
DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON DEVELOPMENT 
APPLICATION 02-101, A REQUEST FOR AN ABANDONMENT OF A 60 
FT RIGHT-OF-WAY COMMONLY KNOWN AS VECTOR DRIVE 
BETWEEN BUCKEYE ROAD TO THE NORTH AND BENTLY PARKWAY 
TO THE SOUTH AND AN ABANDONMENT OF AN EXISTING 50 FT 
DRAINAGE, LANDSCAPE, PEDESTRIAN ACCESS AND UTILITY 
EASEMENT GENERALLY EXTENDING SOUTH FROM ITS 
INTERSECTION WITH VECTOR DRIVE, BUCKEYE ROAD AND 
ENDING NORTH OF BENTLY PARKWAY SOUTH    
 
No public comment. 
 
Motion to approve by Etchegoyhen/Weissinger; carried unanimously 
with Kite absent. 
 
 
COUNTY MANAGER 
 
DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON PRESENTATION BY 
CARSON VALLEY TENNIS ASSOCIATION REPRESENTATIVES   
 
Dr. Carol Coats, President of Carson Valley Tennis Association, stated 
that there is a lack of courts at Lampe Park.  Douglas High School 
players are using the public courts and therefore banning the public 
during the hours of 2:30 and 6:30.  Restoration of the high school courts 
should be a priority.  This will cost $20,000 to $60,000 per court.  
Addition of courts at Lampe Park is a long range goal. 
 
Steve Wood, U.S. Tennis Association representative for 22 counties, 
would like to re-involve schools in tennis.  U.S. Tennis Association 
provides rackets and balls making it a free program.  With Douglas High 
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From: Terry Burnes
To: maureen.casey1@hush.com; neddenriepm@gmail.com; kirkwalder@comcast.net;

bruno.arbitration.mediation@gmail.com; brycec@metcalfbuilders.com; Ken Paxton; dave davenelsonrealtor.com
Cc: Dallaire, Thomas; Pawling, Andrea; Inbox - Planning Department; Kurt Hildebrand
Subject: 85 unit Ranchos subdivision on your January 9 agenda
Date: Tuesday, January 2, 2024 9:03:03 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. If you did not expect to receive something from
this sender - we suggest you call the sender to verify (only if you know the sender).

Otherwise - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
You should almost NEVER be prompted to enter your login credentials as a result of opening or clicking anything.

Commissioners,

I have commented on this project when it was previously on your agenda. Those comments
are below. Here is a summary.

1. The TDR program sets up a simple cost/benefit question, which is, do the open space
benefits of the project at the sending location in the rural area offset the costs of development
at the receiving location in the urban area? 

2. The costs of this project at the Ranchos receiving location are reasonably clear: 85 new
homes and their impacts, which include the loss of 33 acres of local open space; unknown
burdens on Ranchos water supplies; 800 daily trips, most of which will be funneled directly to
one of the county’s busiest and most dangerous intersections; unknown impacts on the road
network between the project and that intersection (because they haven’t been analyzed); and
potential impacts on other public services and facilities (also not analyzed).

3. The open space benefits at the sending location are unknown but likely small. They are
unknown because the sending location and the nature and quality of the open space to be
preserved are unknown, to be determined later without public review, simply as the result of a
sale of development rights negotiated between this developer and a willing seller. Because of
bonuses built into the TDR program the number of development rights will be small, perhaps
half a dozen or so, equating to about 120 acres, a net gain of only about 90 acres given the loss
of open space in the Ranchos (ask your staff to calculate these numbers). There is nothing in
the TDR program that requires this open space to be of any specific character or value. It
could simply be junk land never likely to be developed anyway, of little value to its current
owner and of little value to local open space planning efforts.

4. If this project were denied and much less development (six or so units) was instead to occur
at some unknown sending location in the rural area the impacts of that rural development
would be much less and would be much more easily absorbed. For example about 50 trips
feeding into a rural road network with few constraints rather than 800 trips feeding into an
urban road network already seriously strained.

5. To me the conclusion is plain, significant adverse impacts with little offsetting benefit. This
can’t be what the TDR program was meant to do. Perhaps it made sense when the TDR
program was established and the cumulative effects of development here were small. But
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development in Douglas County is approaching some undeniable limits, traffic and water
being the prime examples, so the calculus is different now. The fundamental problem here is a
lack of what planners call concurrency, where infrastructure and service improvements clearly
keep pace with new development. Here they simply don’t, so each increment of new
development is more painful than the last and each project becomes sort of another straw
breaking the camel’s back. And the TDR program’s supposed offsetting open space benefits
simply don’t compensate.

6. Douglas County is currently engaged in a study of the TDR program. And NDOT is
engaged in a U.S. 395 corridor study. The minimally prudent approach would be to defer
action on this project until the results of those are in. Then proceed under any revised TDR
program that results. And see what traffic solutions for 395 are actually likely to happen and
accomplish.

7. The traffic study for this project relies on County plans to “four lane” Riverview near the
golf course. That will never happen. The analysis of this project should take that into account.
The study also provides no analysis of impacts between the project and 395. That should be
corrected.

8. There is some evidence that the County’s designation of the project site’s zoning is
incorrect, that it was rezoned in the past as the result of a TDR project never completed, so
that the owners essentially got a “free” rezoning without any compensating open space
preservation in the rural area. If so this clearly represents a failure of the TDR process and a
mistake by the County. The County is not bound by that and clearly retains the authority to
zone this property in whatever manner it deems appropriate. That mistake should not “drive”
an approval of this project. Decide what is appropriate here and zone accordingly.

9. If the zoning here is a result of past mistakes in the administration of the TDR program it is
quite likely that mistake has been repeated elsewhere. As part of its current review of that
TDR program the county should undertake a search for such mistakes and go about correcting
them.

10. Given the above there is a good case for simply denying this project. Despite the
statements in the staff report it is questionable whether many of the findings can be made.
Look at those with no supporting facts and I think you will come to the same conclusion. But
if the project is to be approved please give consideration to getting more information about
and analysis of its impacts, and the likely offsetting “benefits,” first and then consider scaling
back the project to minimize its impacts. For example, the project currently consists of three
phases. Why not make subsequent phases contingent upon street and highway improvements
that would negate its traffic impacts entirely? And shouldn’t you know more about the water
supply situation in the Ranchos and this project’s impacts on those?

Thank you for considering my concerns.

Sincerely,
Terry Burnes
1209 Sierra Vista Dr.
Gardnerville, NV 89460
775-781-7306
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Begin forwarded message:

From: Terry Burnes <burnes@mac.com>
Subject: 85 unit Ranchos subdivision on your January 9 agenda
Date: December 13, 2023 at 12:39:08 PM PST
To: maureen.casey1@hush.com, neddenriepm@gmail.com,
kirkwalder@comcast.net, bruno.arbitration.mediation@gmail.com,
brycec@metcalfbuilders.com, paxton3x@att.net, "dave davenelsonrealtor.com"
<dave@davenelsonrealtor.com>
Cc: Thomas Dallaire <tdallaire@douglasnv.us>, apawling@douglasnv.us,
Planning@douglasnv.us, Kurt Hildebrand <khildebrand@recordcourier.com>

Commissioners,

Regarding the correct current zoning of this property, if it is in fact legally SFR-
8000 that is clearly the result of past mistakes by the County, and the County is
not and should not be bound by its mistakes. It should correct them.

This is a good example of why the TDR program needs revision as it always
seems to get the cart before the horse. The purpose of the TDR program is
presumably to preserve open space in exchange for the approval of development.
But the development always gets approved in advance of knowing much of
anything at all about the open space to be preserved. Development comes first,
open space second. In this case the landowner may have gotten a rezoning of the
property without ever doing anything to preserve open space. And now the
current applicants will no doubt try to rely on that as a reason to approve the
density they’ve proposed.

The bottom line is that the County always has the legislative authority to zone, or
rezone, property. You should consider this project on its merits, regardless of the
current zoning, and then zone the property accordingly. I don’t believe the master
plan is much of a factor here because the master plan designation of receiving
area doesn’t really say much about density, leaving that decision to the zoning and
permitting process for a development relying on TDRs.

Please don’t let this become a distraction. The real issues with this project remain.
Too much density inconsistent with its surroundings. Excessive traffic in an area
already burdened with too much. Unknown consequences for Ranchos water
resources. Loss of local open space. And no information whatsoever about the
supposed open space benefits elsewhere.

This project illustrates well a general problem in Douglas County: development
first, problem solving later. No traffic solutions in sight. Water becoming a
critical issue in the Ranchos with no plans to address that. And a TDR program
that is more about facilitating development while transferring wealth to rural
landowners than it is about preserving open space in any sort of rational, cohesive
way. Yet Ranchos residents are expected to simply accept 85 more homes on
smaller lots with 800 added trips a day, and the loss of 33 acres of local open
space, without even knowing the ostensible offsetting open space benefits
elsewhere, which will likely prove minimal.
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It’s time to start putting the community you represent first. Say no to this project,
or scale it back, and get on with solving the many problems residents here face
due to past decisions to put development first, community second.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Terry Burnes
1209 Sierra Vista Dr.
Gardnerville, NV 89460
775-781-7306

Begin forwarded message:

From: Terry Burnes <burnes@mac.com>
Subject: 85 unit Ranchos subdivision on your December 12 agenda
Date: December 12, 2023 at 8:39:32 AM PST
To: maureen.casey1@hush.com, neddenriepm@gmail.com,
kirkwalder@comcast.net, bruno.arbitration.mediation@gmail.com,
brycec@metcalfbuilders.com, paxton3x@att.net, "dave davenelsonrealtor.com"
<dave@davenelsonrealtor.com>
Cc: Thomas Dallaire <tdallaire@douglasnv.us>, apawling@douglasnv.us,
Planning@douglasnv.us, Kurt Hildebrand <khildebrand@recordcourier.com>

Commissioners:

On Saturday I had the opportunity to talk with one of the applicants for this project. I made
two suggestions, below, which I’d like to share with you.

This project essentially involves a cost-benefit trade-off. The cost is 800 added trips in an area
that doesn’t need them. The benefit is the ostensible preservation of open space, the
magnitude, nature and location of which is currently unknown. That trade-off could be
improved by reducing the traffic impacts, strengthening the open space benefits, or both. So,
my suggestions:

1. Make subsequent phases of the project contingent on implementation of the applicants’
suggested improvements to the U.S. 395/Riverview intersection, or equivalent improvements
satisfactory to NDOT, and on appropriate improvements to the Riverview traffic corridor as
determined by the County Engineer.

2. Require that staff and the applicants return to you prior to recordation of any map with a
detailed analysis of the open space to be preserved by this project through the acquisition of
TDRs, ideally for your approval, not just review.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
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Terry Burnes
1209 Sierra Vista Dr.
Gardnerville, NV 89460
775-781-7306

Begin forwarded message:

From: Terry Burnes <burnes@mac.com>
Subject: Fwd: 85 unit Ranchos subdivision on your December 12 agenda
Date: December 2, 2023 at 10:09:05 AM PST
To: maureen.casey1@hush.com, neddenriepm@gmail.com,
kirkwalder@comcast.net, bruno.arbitration.mediation@gmail.com,
brycec@metcalfbuilders.com, paxton3x@att.net, "dave davenelsonrealtor.com"
<dave@davenelsonrealtor.com>
Cc: Thomas Dallaire <tdallaire@douglasnv.us>, apawling@douglasnv.us,
Planning@douglasnv.us, Kurt Hildebrand <khildebrand@recordcourier.com>

Commissioners,

This is a follow-up to my earlier emails on this project, included below.

The obvious question with this project is whether its supposed open space
preservation benefits outweigh its traffic impacts on the road network between the
project and U.S. 395.

As to the former, the open space benefits will be marginal. We’ll construct 85
homes eliminating 33 acres of open space in the Ranchos and generating 800 trips
per day, where the impact of that traffic will be significant, to avoid about 6
homes on about 100 acres generating about 50 trips somewhere in the rural area,
where that traffic would likely be nearly unnoticeable. It is important to note that
at this time you have no idea what rural open space will be preserved. That will
essentially be whatever the applicants later negotiate with a willing seller of
development rights. It’s entirely possible that the rights acquired will be from land
with little actual open space value (perhaps less than the open space lost in the
Ranchos) and likely to remain undeveloped anyway. There is nothing that
requires otherwise.

But, on to traffic. We now know that at 395 and Riverview one turning movement
is already at Level of Service F (over capacity, with added traffic only making
that worse) and this project will degrade service on another movement from LOS
D to E (nearly over capacity). We don’t need more traffic there. As to mitigating
impacts at that intersection the project will contribute $45,000 to future
intersection improvements. As far as I can tell that amount was calculated by the
applicants’ consultants, based on 3% of their estimated $1.5 million cost of future
intersection improvements. The improvements and their cost again appear to be
those suggested and calculated by the applicants’ consultants. There is no
indication in previous reports of whether NDOT agrees with those suggestions or
has any actual plans to implement them. So, in the end, we have this project
degrading service at that intersection with the applicants essentially calculating
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their own mitigation fee. And thus buying their way out of their traffic impacts for
the sum of $45,000, out of a project likely worth in excess of $35 million, with no
certainty that any mitigations will actually be implemented.

Furthermore, there appears to be no analysis of traffic impacts on Riverview Dr.
from its intersection with Dresslerville to 395. The very busy
Riverview/Dresslerville intersection was entirely excluded from the analysis
despite the obvious reality that most of the traffic from this project will pass
through it. And the rest of Riverview seems to be dismissed by saying it is
designated for widening to four lanes in County transportation plans, which say
that is needed by 2025. Does anyone seriously think that will ever happen, much
less by 2025? Of course not. We have a long list of unfunded projects. And that
would result in major disruptions to properties along Riverview (including the
golf course) and would involve the replacement of a very expensive bridge, and
thus be extremely difficult to implement and likely quite controversial. There is
also no discussion of the golf cart traffic that shares the road in that area. Again,
we don’t need more traffic there.

Please insist on a detailed understanding of the traffic impacts of this project, the
traffic situation in this area in general and realistic, not fictional, plans to improve
it. And please also insist on a detailed understanding of how the TDR program
has worked to date, especially the nature of open space actually preserved. And
then have a heartfelt discussion as to whether the unknown but very likely minor
open space benefits of this project are worth what the applicants are asking the
Ranchos community to accept, on every trip to Walmart.

Your understanding of that trade-off would be greatly improved by having the
results of NDOT’s current 395 corridor study and the County’s current study of
the TDR program in hand before acting on a project of this magnitude and
significance.

You may be under the impression or may be told that you have no choice but to
approve this. I doubt that. This involves a rezoning, a legislative act, in which the
County has its broadest discretion. Yes, the master plan contemplates use of
TDRs here but I don’t believe it requires or specifies the magnitude of that,
especially in a situation where a project has significant adverse impacts. My
review also suggests that the case for several of the required findings is doubtful.
And you clearly have authority to limit the extent of any zoning change to that
which avoids adverse impacts. For example, a project that would not add traffic to
any movement already at F or degrade any other movement’s Level of Service,
both at 395 and Riverview and at other intersections affected by this project and a
project that reflects the clear likelihood that Riverview will never be widened. If
the applicants want more they can come back after the suggested or referenced
improvements upon which they seem to rely have been completed.

This situation is a direct result of Douglas County’s failure to implement a
“concurrency” policy here. Concurrency is a land use planning concept that says
that public facilities and services must be expanded concurrently with new
development, so that the former keep pace with the latter. Absent concurrency
new development creates unavoidable adverse effects that in turn lead to public
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resistance to that development and widespread public controversy. This situation
is exacerbated when there is also public resistance to additional taxes and
developer resistance to paying the full costs associated with new development.
We can see the results in Douglas County clearly, worsening traffic, a
deteriorating road network, inability to manage flood risk, concerns about the
long-term adequacy of water supplies and the difficulty funding expanded
services such as the new criminal justice facility. Yet development continues
without regard to the need for solutions to those problems first.

Finally, I will not be attending your December 12 hearing on this project as I will
be recovering from surgery (you’re welcome). Thank you for reading and
considering my concerns.

Sincerely,

Terry Burnes
1209 Sierra Vista Dr.
Gardnerville, NV 89460
775-781-7306

Begin forwarded message:

From: Terry Burnes <burnes@mac.com>
Subject: 85 unit Ranchos subdivision that is being rescheduled to
December 12
Date: November 10, 2023 at 1:39:59 PM PST
To: maureen.casey1@hush.com, neddenriepm@gmail.com,
kirkwalder@comcast.net, bruno.arbitration.mediation@gmail.com,
brycec@metcalfbuilders.com, paxton3x@att.net,
dave@davenelsonrealtor.com
Cc: tdallaire@douglasnv.us, apawling@douglasnv.us,
Planning@douglasnv.us, Kurt Hildebrand
<khildebrand@recordcourier.com>

Commissioners,

I wrote to you about this project on September 12. Those comments
follow below.

The TDR program was presumably created to avoid or solve
problems, not create them. So why would we use it to add 800 daily
trips in an area of the county already heavily impacted by traffic, with
no practical plans in place to mitigate that traffic?

Presumably the answer is to preserve open space in some location in
the rural area. But what rural development would be prevented? The
truth is you don’t know. Would it be high value open space facing
some immediate threat? Or garden variety rural land never likely to
be developed anyway? Or something in between? Ask your staff and
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the applicant.

What I can tell you is that the amount of rural development
theoretically prevented by this is small by comparison, perhaps a half
dozen or so homes on a bit over 100 acres, generating perhaps 50
trips per day somewhere where the impact of that would be
negligible, probably unnoticeable. Again, ask your staff. 

As opposed to 85 homes and 800 trips in a location ill-equipped to
handle that. Most of those trips will funnel fairly directly to
Riverview and 395, one of the busiest and most dangerous
intersections in the county.

This can’t be what TDR was intended to do. I urge you to deny this
project pending the completion of the County’s study of the TDR
program and NDOT’s 395 corridor study, both now underway. And
encourage the applicants to reapply under whatever revised TDR
program results and when we know the plans for alleviating traffic at
395 and Riverview. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely,

Terry Burnes
1209 Sierra Vista Dr. 
Gardnerville NV 89460
775-781-7306

On Sep 12, 2023, at 07:59, Terry Burnes
<burnes@mac.com> wrote:

Commissioners,

Item 1 on today’s agenda asks you to rezone a 33 acre
property in the Ranchos to allow construction of 85
homes on land now zoned for one home but located in a
“receiving area." Your staff has recommended a
continuance to better address the traffic impacts of this
project, which is appropriate, but you should at the same
time ask staff for more analysis of the fundamental
question raised by projects of this type. That question is
whether the community as a whoie would be better off
with this project or with the development that might
occur in it’s absence. In other words, would we be better
off to simply allow whatever development might occur
in the absence of the transfer of development rights
related to this project?
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To answer this question you need to know the details of
each scenario. Staff has presented the details of the 85
homes involved in this project. But I see no information
in the staff report that tells you what would happen in its
absence. I suspect that what you would learn if that
information was provided is that we are avoiding a very
small amount of development in the rural area of the
county by accommodating a relatively large amount of
development in the urban area of the county, along with
its attendant impacts, such as traffic.

The question is whether that trade-off is worth it in
today’s circumstances. The TDR program was
established at a time of lower overall development levels
here and when open space protection seemed paramount.
But times have changed. The urban area of the county is
now struggling with the impacts of development,
particularly traffic. And I think there is growing concern
about the sustainability of urban water supplies here. At
the same time the “ranchettes” that the TDR program
was likely intended to avoid have proliferated without
much controversy.

The TDR program includes what I would call excessive
density bonuses. The net result is that, when density is
transferred it is also substantially multiplied. And it is
relocated to the parts of the county that are suffering the
stress of new development, traffic in particular, and away
from parts of the county where development stress is
relatively low.

I think today’s project illustrates this well. To save the
relatively benign impacts of small amount of rural
development should we be asking an already impacted
part of the county to accept 85 new units. If you drive
Riverview regularly, as I and many other county
residents do, it shouldn’t be hard to see the growing
problems with traffic in that area. Do we really want to
add to that through the TDR scheme?

Since you’re likely continuing this item anyway, why not
ask for more information about this so that you can make
an informed decision about the trade-offs here? Thank
you.

Terry Burnes
1209 Sierra Vista Dr
Gardnerville, NV 89460
775-781-7306
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MEETING DATE: February 1, 2024

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA

AGENDA ITEM NO. 8.

 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For presentation only. Announcements/reports/updates from County Commission members including
updates on the various boards and/or commissions that they may be a member of or a liaison to or
meetings/functions they have attended and any request by a Commissioner for discussion of a future
agenda item. (Chairman Rice)
 
 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
For presentation only. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
None 
 
BACKGROUND:
This is an opportunity for Commission members to update the other Commissioners about what is
occurring on the various boards to which they have been appointed. These
boards/commissions/meetings include but are not limited to the following: 
 
Commissioner Mark Gardner:

Carson Valley Chamber of Commerce
Carson Valley Visitors Authority
Carson Water Subconservancy District
Douglas County Parks and Recreation Advisory Board
Nevada Association of Counties (NACO)
Northern Nevada Development Authority (NNDA) (Alternate)
Quad County Coalition

 
Vice Chairwoman Sharla Hales:
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Carson Valley Arts Council
Carson Water Subconservancy District
China Spring Youth Camp and the Aurora Pines Girls Facility Advisory Committee
Nevada Works (Alternate)
Northern Nevada Development Authority (NNDA)
South Shore Transportation Management Association
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) (Alternate)
Tahoe Transportation District (Alternate)

 
Commissioner Walt Nowosad:

Audit Committee
Debt Management Commission
Law Library
Lake Tahoe South Shore Chambers (Alternate)
Nevada Works 
Regional Transportation Commission (RTC)

 
Chairman Wesley Rice:

Carson-Truckee Water Conservation District
Douglas County Lake Tahoe Sewer Authority
Joint Powers/Waste Management
Lake Tahoe Visitors Authority (LTVA)
Lake Tahoe South Shore Chambers
Quad County Coalition (Alternate)
Regional Transportation Commission (RTC)
Stateline Storm Water Association
Tahoe Douglas Visitors Authority (TDVA)
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA)
Tahoe Transportation District

 
Commissioner Danny Tarkanian:

Carson Valley Visitors Authority (Alternate)
Nevada Association of Counties (NACO) (Alternate)
Nevada Tahoe Conservation District
Western Nevada Development Authority (WNDD)
Joint Powers/Waste Management (Alternate)

 
 
There will be no discussion or action taken on these reports/updates.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
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