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The Douglas County Stormwater Task Force ("Task Force") serves as a collaborative forum for
reviewing and evaluating the proposed Douglas County Stormwater Utility and its associated funding
framework, and for developing recommendations for consideration by the Board of County
Commissioners. The Task Force acts solely in an advisory capacity.

Questions regarding the agenda may be directed to the County Manager's Office at 775-782-9821.
Agenda items may be taken out of order, combined for consideration, or removed from the agenda at
any time.

To ensure that every citizen wishing to speak before the Douglas County Stormwater Task Force has an
opportunity to express an opinion, the audience is requested to refrain from making comments,
clapping, or making remarks or gestures that may interrupt, interfere with, or prevent a speaker from
commenting on any present or future project. Persons wishing to address the Stormwater Task Force
who are unable to attend the meeting may submit written public comment by email to
stfpubliccomment@douglasnv.us at least 24 hours before the meeting.

Supporting Materials: Copies of supporting materials may be requested in person from the Douglas
County Manager's Office, 1594 Esmeralda Avenue, Minden, Nevada, or by calling 775-782-9821.

A copy of the finalized agenda is posted at the Minden Inn, located at 1594 Esmeralda Avenue, Minden,
Nevada.

Electronic copies of the agenda and supporting materials are also available on 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 have a disability and require special
assistance or accommodations at the meeting 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
24 hours in advance.

Stormwater Information:
Douglas County Stormwater Task Force Page:
https://www.douglascountynv.gov/GOVERNMENT/departments/community-development/stormwater-
and-flood-management/establishment-of-stormwater-enterprise-utility
Stormwater Distribution List Sign-Up: https://lp.constantcontactpages.com/sl/bnuE28T
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1. CALL TO ORDER

2. PUBLIC COMMENT
At this time, public comment will be taken on those items that are within the jurisdiction and
control of the Stormwater Task Force. Public comment is limited to three minutes per speaker.
Public comment will only be taken at the beginning and end of the meeting.

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
For possible action. Approval of proposed agenda. The Douglas County Stormwater Task Force
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.

4. APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES

4.a For possible action. Discussion to approve the draft minutes of the Stormwater Task Force
regular meeting held on October 14, 2026, and workshop meeting held on October 22, 2026.

5. AGENDA ITEMS

5.a For presentation only. Presentation by Tom Dallaire, Community Development Director,
regarding land use, floodplains, drainage areas, lands identified as critical for conservation,
and agricultural water management (including the Alpine Decree, the Water Conveyance
Advisory Committee, and agriculture’s role in drainage and stormwater management).

5.b For Possible Action. Discussion for Task Force members to provide Task Force-related
updates and to identify topics on which they would like additional information. Discussion
may include, for example, requests to add topics to the parking lot or requests for
presentations or materials that are consistent with the Task Force's objectives. 

6. PUBLIC COMMENT
At this time, public comment will be taken on those items that are within the jurisdiction and
control of the Stormwater Task Force.

7. ADJOURNMENT

DOUGLAS COUNTY STORMWATER TASK FORCE

FINAL AGENDA

November 12, 2026
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MEETING DATE: November 12, 2026

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES

AGENDA ITEM NO. 4.a

 

STORMWATER TASK FORCE AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For possible action. Discussion to approve the draft minutes of the Stormwater Task Force regular
meeting held on October 14, 2026, and workshop meeting held on October 22, 2026.
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Approve the draft minutes of the Stormwater Task Force regular meeting held on October 14, 2026, and
workshop meeting held on October 22, 2026.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
None.
 
BACKGROUND:
 
ATTACHMENTS:
DRAFT Minutes 10-14-26.docx
DRAFT Minutes 10-22-26.docx
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DRAFT  
The Regular Meeting of the Stormwater Task Force was held on Wednesday, October 14, 2026, 

beginning at 5:30 PM in meeting room of the Community & Senior Center, Dining Room, 1329 Waterloo 

Lane, Gardnerville, NV 89410 and via Zoom participation 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 5:30 PM. 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  
Todd Whear 

Cameron Mckay 

Karin Peternel - via Zoom 

Chris Garrison 

Chad Cox 

Joseph “Joe” Ortiz 

George Phillips 

Steve Walker 

Jonathan “Jon” Lang 

Donna Tanner 

Tod Carlini 

Sheila Arnaud 

Virginia “Ginger” Starrett 

Lawrence “Larry” Werner 

 

MEMBERS ABSENT: 

Patrick “Pat” Garrahan 

 

STAFF PRESENT: 

Wendy Lang, Assistant County Manager and Staff Liaison 

Doug Ritchie, Chief Deputy District Attorney 

Carey Rosser, Esq. 

Kathy Lewis, Chief Operating Officer 

Courtney Walker, Stormwater Program Manager 

 
 
2. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Michael May, 1440 Walker View, Wellington, NV, recapped the previous Stormwater Task Force 

meeting and noted that he observed a Douglas County resident who appeared upset. He stated that he 

spoke with the resident after the meeting, and she shared that she lived on Cortez Lane. He explained 

that he drove out to Cortez Lane and believes the area would be an ideal example for the Stormwater 

Task Force to consider. He noted examples of preventive landscaping and ditches that need attention, 

adding that some of these issues have been addressed since the previous meeting. He stated that 

Community Development and others have affected drainage in the area and asked that this be 

considered. He also commended the Douglas County Stormwater program for its work and requested 

that the cost of materials be evaluated to help reduce expenses. 

 

Kim Magary stated that she was the resident Michael May referenced and clarified that she lives on Sheep 

Camp Road, adding that Cortez Lane was built after she moved to the area. She explained that 
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reinforcement repairs had been made near the bottom of the area where it connects to the electrical poles, 

but Cortez Lane has not been fixed. She stated that there is no channel between the top three properties 

to direct water through culverts and down the back side of the properties, where it reaches the power 

poles and flows toward the electrical infrastructure and homes. She expressed concern that the repairs 

have exposed gas and electrical lines because floodwater is not reaching the basin properly. Based on 

these concerns, she believes Cortez Lane would be an appropriate project for the Stormwater Task Force 

to address. She also raised concerns about missing recorded easements. She recalled that, at the previous 

Stormwater Task Force meeting, it was stated that Stormwater staff would investigate private easements 

if they became a nuisance. However, she said that, based on emails she has received, this has not been 

the case. She emphasized that she considers the situation a public safety issue because water ponds around 

her electrical pole and electrical box. 

 

Rachel Christensen expressed support for moving toward a possible resolution that all parties can agree 

upon. She stated that she is pleased that relief may be provided to homeowners and that their sense of 

safety and certainty may be restored. She also expressed appreciation for the Stormwater Task Force's 

attention to this important issue and recognized the benefits that proper stormwater maintenance provides 

to residents throughout Douglas County. She stated that she wants the Stormwater program to succeed in 

a way that benefits everyone. She was encouraged that the County is moving quickly to clean out and 

properly restore Smelter Creek, emphasizing that the issue presents a public safety concern that needs to 

be resolved before the next weather event. She expressed appreciation for the County's efforts to identify 

funding for the project but noted that it was unfortunate that the opportunity to secure a Natural Resources 

Conservation Service (NRCS) grant was lost, as it could have covered 75–90% of eligible project costs. 

She expressed hope that the County would take advantage of future grant opportunities to assist residents 

and protect taxpayer dollars. She also urged the Stormwater Task Force to insist on transparency 

regarding the projects that need to be completed, associated costs, funding sources, steps taken, and the 

path forward. 

 

Ted Gains stated that the County is directing water onto his property and expressed hope that the 

Stormwater Task Force is addressing the issue. He explained that he had developed two projects and that 

the County filled the detention ponds he paid for to protect the public. He stated that the County would 

now be responsible if flooding occurred and that the District Attorney's Office had written the letter that 

allowed the County to fill the detention ponds. He recalled a meeting a couple of years ago when the 

County identified a Johnson Lane program for research but did not address it at that time. He stated that 

the issue began in 2014 and was addressed in 2023. He also recalled that $125,000 had been allocated at 

that meeting for an engineer to conduct stormwater research and asked what happened to those funds. 

While expressing appreciation for the Stormwater Task Force's efforts, he emphasized that the County 

needs additional funding. He referenced Sharla Hales asking Task Force members to be transparent and 

questioned how many members had spoken with a County Commissioner since the Task Force began. 

He stated that he had paid into the system, that money had been wasted, and that the County was now 

seeking additional funding. He concluded that the Task Force had been placed in a position where it was 

expected to find more money. 

 

Darlene Wheeler, a resident of Ruhenstroth, stated that she lives at the lower end of the area, where water 

flows through her property. She explained that some neighbors farther up the road do not maintain their 

ditches, while she ensures that the ditches on her property remain clear so water can flow freely. She also 

raised concerns about a neighbor behind her on Pinto who does not maintain the ditch needed to carry 

water through the area. She stated that the neighbor has a tractor but piles debris along the side of the 

ditch, causing water to back up onto her property. She expressed uncertainty about how the County 

addresses these types of issues and stated that, despite speaking with County staff, she has not seen results. 

She asked what alternatives are available to her, given that water continues to pond on her property. 
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3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 

MOTION TO: Approve the agenda as recommended by staff; carried. 
 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Cameron Mckay, 

SECONDER: Donna Tanner, 

AYES: Todd Whear, Karin Peternel, Chris Garrison, Chad Cox, 

 

Joe Ortiz, George Phillips, Steve Walker, Jon Lang, Tod Carlini, Sheila 

Arnaud, Ginger Starrett, Larry Werner, Cameron McKay, Donna Tanner 
 

4. APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES 
 

4.a For possible action. Discussion to approve the draft minutes of the regular meeting on 

September 9, 2026, of the Stormwater Task Force. 
 

MOTION TO: Approve the minutes of the Stormwater Task Force Regular Meeting of September 9, 

2026 with corrections; carried. 
 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Steve Walker, 

SECONDER: Todd Whear, 

AYES: Cameron Mckay, Karin Peternel, Chris Garrison, Chad Cox, 

 

Joe Ortiz, George Phillips, Jon Lang, Donna Tanner, Todd Whear, Steve 

Walker, Tod Carlini, Sheila Arnaud, Ginger Starrett, Larry Werner 
 

5. AGENDA ITEMS 
 

5.a For possible action. Discussion to cancel or reschedule the October 21, 2026, and November  

11, 2026, Task Force meetings due to scheduling conflicts. 
 

Joe Ortiz stated that the scheduling conflicts were not due to himself or the Task Force, but rather 

the County’s ability to provide facilities and accommodate other needs of that nature. 

 

Joe Ortiz made a motion to change the two dates to October 22nd and November 12th. 

 

Ginger Starrett seconded the motion. 

 

Jon Lang made mention of his motion to address concerns regarding the Task Force Facilitator, 

Joe Ortiz. 

 

Joe Ortiz stated that Jon Lang could request a future agenda item, but it could not be presented at 

that time, according to Wendy Lang. 
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MOTION TO: Approve to change the two dates to October 22nd and November 12th. 
 

RESULT: APPROVED 
 

MOVER: Joe Ortiz, 
 

SECONDER: Ginger Starrett, 
 

AYES: Todd Whear, Cameron Mckay, Karin Peternel, Chris Garrison 
 

 Chad Cox, George Phillips, Steve Walker, Jon Lang 
On” 

 Tod Carlini, Larry Werner, Joe Ortiz, Ginger Starrett 
 

NAYES: 

 
 

Donna Tanner, Sheila Arnaud 
 

  
 

 

5.b For possible action. Discussion to establish a roadmap for the Stormwater Task Force’s 

future meetings. The roadmap may include key topics for consideration, information or 

presentations needed, meeting format options, and opportunities for public feedback.  
  

Todd Whear commented that the proposed road map by Joe Ortiz was well laid out and asked 

Joe to clarify whether his road map was for seven months or seven meetings. 

 

Joe Ortiz stated that his proposed road map, in place of the County’s proposed road map, was 

both expedited and curated after speaking with the public. Ortiz clarified that the County’s road 

map was proposed to take seven months, while his proposed road map consisted of seven 

meetings ending around January. Ortiz noted that there was room for adjustment if more time 

was deemed necessary. 

 

Tod Carlini expressed his opinion that the Task Force should take a “field trip” at some point. 

Carlini felt that the Task Force needed to see some of the work that had been done and the areas 

that had been identified as problems. Carlini stated that the Task Force was there to look at 

potential funding, but that it was important to be on the ground to understand the situation at 

hand and the extent of the problem. 

 

Joe Ortiz supported this idea and stated that the option should be looked into. 

 

Karin Peternel felt that the Task Force should adhere to the originally proposed timeline. She 

stated that this would allow the Task Force to be thorough and avoid the possibility of the public 

feeling that the Task Force was not transparent or open. 

 

Peternel stated that, with the holidays approaching, many people would be away, making public 

outreach more difficult over the next few months. Peternel stated that when the County visited 

different neighborhoods and consulted the public, the process took over a year. She noted that 

plenty of people who spoke at recent meetings stated that they had never heard about those 

meetings. Therefore, she felt that the timeline should not be rushed to ensure that this did not 

happen again. 

 

Jon Lang expressed concerns about the proposed road map provided by Joe Ortiz. He elaborated 

that it seemed to focus on “almost forensic” budgetary concerns and issues on which only one 

person at the meeting could comment on fiscal responsibility. Lang agreed that fiscal 
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responsibility and budgetary concerns were important components but noted that the time limits 

devoted to certain topics and individuals caused him to question the timeline.  

 

Jon Lang also stated that he felt the packet was driven for other reasons. 

 

Jon Lang suggested that a motion be made at some point during the meeting to address his 

concerns regarding Stormwater Task Force Facilitator, Joe Ortiz, and his ability to continue as 

Facilitator. Lang also suggested making a motion to determine whether the Board of County 

Commissioners would review its appointment of Joe Ortiz to the Stormwater Task Force. 

 

Chris Garrison stated that, after reviewing emails, he noticed references to Smelter Creek and 

Buckskin. He wanted to know what the inquiry regarding those locations was and why it was 

being made. 

 

Joe Ortiz stated that the County Attorney and Wendy Lang had asked him to have that 

information removed, so he declined to discuss it because of, alleged, pending litigation. He then 

deferred to Wendy Lang for guidance on the topic. 

 

Chris Garrison clarified that he wanted to know why Joe Ortiz was looking into past matters 

when he felt the intent of the Task Force was to address Douglas County’s problems moving 

forward. 

 

Joe Ortiz responded that he felt it was important to understand past operations and events. Ortiz 

again stated that he was unsure whether he could speak specifically about Smelter Creek, but, 

based on his experience speaking with the community, this proposal was merely a proposal and 

was 99% driven by the community. 

 

Sheila Arnaud felt it was important to revisit the Johnson Lane settlement. Arnaud stated that the 

Task Force needed to know what the law was and follow NRS. 

 

Arnaud stated that the Task Force was not intended to ensure that the County was clearing storm 

drains properly, but rather to find funding. Therefore, when looking at the budget, she was 

looking for “bumps.” Arnaud felt it was important to understand the tolerance of the community. 

Arnaud stated that Douglas County could not be compared to Carson City and needed to assess 

the community’s needs. She added that the Task Force had to follow the money. 

 

Joe Ortiz returned to explaining that his proposed road map was merely a proposal and that some 

things were missing, including someone to discuss the budget, which Ortiz stated was necessary. 

Ortiz stated that the proposed road map was presented with the intent of discussing it, as Open 

Meeting Law does not allow the Task Force to discuss matters among themselves. Ortiz stated 

that, as Facilitator, he had been meeting with many people since the last meeting to put something 

together that could be presented to the Task Force in a concise way. 

 

Joe Ortiz addressed Jon Lang and stated that he felt Lang had a personal issue with him. Ortiz 

stated that he had never received a phone call, text message, or email from Jon Lang attempting 

to discuss any problems. Ortiz reiterated that his road map was merely a proposal and was open 

for discussion. 
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Karin Peternel agreed that the road map felt hyper-focused on the budget and the past. She felt 

that everyone should participate in determining what the road map should look like. 

 

Joe Ortiz agreed with Peternel’s comments and stated that this was why he developed the 

proposed road map for discussion. 

 

Steve Walker felt that if the proposed road map might be used, the Task Force should go through 

it page by page, making comments as they proceeded, cleaning it up, and evaluating it as a group. 

Walker felt that the Alpine Decree did not contain anything specific to drainage and also 

commented on the 20 minutes devoted to it. Walker felt that there was nothing in the Alpine 

Decree specific to what the Task Force was intended to do. Walker suggested that, after the Task 

Force incorporated its feedback into the road map proposed by Joe Ortiz, the revised document 

could be brought back for further consideration. 

 

Joe Ortiz thanked Steve Walker and stated that this was what the Task Force was currently doing: 

discussing the road map. 

 

Ginger Starrett referenced the “homework” assigned to the Task Force at the end of the road 

map, which asked members to read the Executive Summary of the Stormwater Master Plan. She 

felt that if the summary were read, many of the questions being asked would already be answered 

in it. 

 

Todd Whear stated that he had read the summary and highlighted sections about which he had 

questions. Whear said his position was that something should not be built without funding for it. 

Whear felt it was important to look at what had happened in the past without proper funding. 

Whear expressed frustration that the Task Force was trying to “figure this out for the governing 

body.”. Whear stated that Nevada did not have a stormwater problem, but that other places did. 

Whear stated that mother nature could not be stopped and that there was nothing wrong with the 

County being reactive in its responses. Whear stated that the County could be proactive, but that 

the next storm could not be predicted, nor could it be predicted what would be flooded. Whear 

stated that Courtney Walker told him she could run her department on $1.1 million. Whear 

suggested that, in the meantime, efforts should focus on grants and funding, but that taxpayers 

should not be responsible for the costs. He stated that the community did not need another tax. 

 

Karin Peternel stated that every city, county, and state in the country had a stormwater program 

exactly like Douglas County’s. 

 

Todd Whear stated that this was not true. 

 

Karin Peternel asked Todd Whear to identify where there was no stormwater program and Whear 

responded that only about 60% of counties in the United States had stormwater programs. 

 

Carey Rosser cautioned Task Force members against discussing substantive information about 

the stormwater program because of Open Meeting Law. Rosser reminded the Task Force 

members that the topic under consideration was the road map and that members could discuss 

topics they would like to present in the future or dates. 
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Todd Whear stated that he would rather see the item move forward and felt that the process 

should not take seven months. 

 

Larry Werner stated that Joe Ortiz’s proposed road map made sense and that too many people 

were focused on solving flooding issues. He felt the focus should instead be on finding a 

consistent funding method that Courtney Walker could use for maintenance work, as well as 

finding and obtaining grants. Werner stated that the goal should be to find a consistent source of 

funding that did not rely on taxes or the General Fund. 

 

Donna Tanner stated that she liked the proposed road map and appreciated the effort made to 

narrow things down. Tanner explained that “taxes” and “fees” were two different things and 

questioned whether the proposed funding method was legal. Tanner stated that the issue needed 

to be examined from the beginning and that what was actually being addressed was flood control, 

not stormwater. 

 

Sheila Arnaud felt the direction should be to identify what needed to be funded, followed by 

determining how to fund it. Arnaud stated that keeping the funding within the General Fund 

should be included as one of the alternatives. Arnaud felt that the Task Force needed to 

understand the money, how to use it, and what options were available. 

 

Todd Whear stated that he would like to go through the entire road map as a group, as it seemed 

everyone had details they wanted to address and comments to make. Whear stated that he would 

like to continue the discussion. He was unsure whether a motion needed to be made or whether 

the discussion should be postponed. 

 

George Phillips stated that he would like to move on from the item. He was not “big” on the tax 

option and wanted to prove to the public that the Task Force would help guide the County toward 

getting this resolved. 

 

Steve Walker asked to begin on page 23 and go through the road map so everyone could comment 

on it page by page. 

 

Chris Garrison stated that he could tell a lot of work had gone into the proposed road map and 

questioned whether now was the time to go through it. 

 

Karin Peternel noted that no public outreach was identified at the top of page 23. Peternel also 

mentioned that public comment was not included in any of the seven proposed meetings and 

reiterated that ensuring transparency was important. 

 

Joe Ortiz stated that the workshops were designed to create an open-forum-type discussion 

between Task Force members and the community. 

 

Karin Peternel stated that there should be individual workshops for residents to learn what the 

Task Force was doing. Ortiz agreed and stated that this was what the upcoming workshops were 

intended to accomplish. Peternel felt this was not enough. Ortiz explained that he was open to 
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discussing additional workshops beyond those already scheduled if the public and/or other Task 

Force members wanted them. 

 

Karin Peternel continued that she felt more workshops needed to take place. She reiterated that 

November was Flood Awareness Week across the state and felt this would be a great time to 

hold the workshops. Peternel stated that the workshops she was referring to should be for the 

public only, not for Task Force members. She stated that this would allow the Task Force to 

listen directly to the public. 

 

Joe Ortiz asked Peternel whether she had reviewed the proposal in the meeting packet. Peternel 

confirmed that she had. Ortiz stated that the workshops included in the proposal were specifically 

intended to promote public engagement in a public setting. 

 

Wendy Lang attempted to clarify Peternel’s statements and said the question might concern how 

the structure and timing of the workshop proposed by Ortiz would work and how public outreach 

would be accomplished during that time. Peternel confirmed that Lang had clarified her concern. 

 

Karin Peternel felt that the proposed two hours was not enough. Peternel stated that she felt the 

public would ultimately have to pay for this, so the public should know what the Task Force was 

doing. 

 

Chris Garrison stated that, with transparency being a common theme, the Task Force should 

include a specific component in the road map that directly addressed transparency and 

community engagement beyond the mentioned workshops. 

 

Joe Ortiz asked whether Garrison had any specific ideas beyond the proposed workshops.  

 

Garrison stated that a plan could be discussed at one of the workshops and that he was not there 

to come up with ideas for community engagement at that moment. However, he felt that creating 

a community engagement component would ensure that community engagement was deliberate. 

 

Donna Tanner inquired how community engagement would work in relation to Open Meeting 

Law and agenda preparation. Tanner stated that she knew the County had spoken with residents 

but was unsure how that would work for the Task Force. 

 

Doug Ritchie responded that it would depend on the structure of those types of workshops. 

Ritchie stated that, in the past, the types of workshops Peternel was referring to had been staff-

driven and did not involve the commissioners, so there was no quorum. Ritchie stated that less 

than a quorum of this Task Force could participate. He reiterated that it would be more of an 

outreach effort to gather information to bring back and place on the agenda for a meeting. Ritchie 

also stated that informational workshops were generally exempt from Open Meeting Law and 

that it depended on how the Task Force wanted the workshop to be structured. 

 

Joe Ortiz stated that he would not structure the workshops; instead, the Task Force would 

structure them as a group. Ortiz stated that one of the frustrations people had was that typical 

public comment did not allow for interaction, as speakers were limited to three minutes. Ortiz 
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stated that the idea was for the Task Force to open the floor to the community and allow time to 

respond to the public. 

 

Wendy Lang stated that another type of workshop that could be conducted with involvement of 

public bodies is a round-table-type session. Lang explained that this could involve creating four 

or five stations, ensuring Task Force members were separated, and allowing members of the 

public and Task Force members to rotate through the stations. Materials such as sticky notes, 

conversation topics, and staff experts at the tables could be provided. Lang explained that, from 

these stations, the Task Force and/or the public would gather information, feedback, and 

questions. 

 

Karin Peternel expressed her opinion that the Task Force would fail if the public did not know 

what was going on. Peternel further explained that the two-hour meetings would not be enough, 

especially given the amount of public comment the Task Force received. 

 

Peternel proposed that public outreach meetings, separate from the workshops, be added to the 

road map. 

 

Joe Ortiz clarified that the road map was not his alone, but a collaborative effort intended to be 

discussed by the group. 

 

Karin Peternel countered that, based on what she had read, the road map did not feel 

collaborative. 

 

Joe Ortiz stated that the document was a summary of meeting notes that he had requested be 

placed on the record for transparency. 

 

Tod Carlini stated that he felt the presented road map was a good start. Carlini also stated that he 

had noticed more and more members of the public attending each meeting. Therefore, he felt that 

the focus of the workshops needed to be on outreach. Carlini added that he felt it was important 

for Task Force members to have an opportunity to visit the various areas experiencing challenges, 

understand the potential cost-benefit considerations, and learn about the efforts already 

undertaken by Stormwater. 

 

Tod Carlini also stated that there was no mandate requiring the Task Force to return to the 

Commission with a proposed fee. The goal of the Task Force was to return to the Commission 

with a possible avenue for funding, whether internal or external. 

 

Chad Cox stated that he felt staff had done a lot of great work and that the proposed road map 

was not significantly different from the road map presented by staff. He felt both road maps 

provided a good framework. Cox commended Ortiz on his goal of efficiency in the number of 

meetings proposed but wondered how the Task Force would fit additional meetings into each 

month if more were necessary. Cox agreed with other Task Force members that a field trip would 

be beneficial. Cox also stated that he wanted to ensure the Task Force learned about everything 

that had already been done so they would not recreate discussions that had already taken place 

regarding funding and could instead address what had not yet been considered. Cox concluded 
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by stating that both road maps looked good and that he would be willing to move forward with 

either the proposed road map or the County’s road map. 

 

Joe Ortiz reiterated that his proposed road map had been brought forward because the County’s 

road map had not received a second and therefore died. However, he stated that the County’s 

road map could be brought back for discussion if needed. 

 

Cameron McKay stated that he appreciated everything that had been done but acknowledged that 

changes might be made based on detours that could arise. McKay reiterated that the Task Force’s 

goal was to develop a funding mechanism, not determine a price. McKay also stated that the 

Task Force could not examine specific projects because that was not its role. 

 

Chris Garrison asked whether Item 5.b specifically referred to either the proposed road map or 

the County’s road map. He also asked whether the Task Force had the option to adopt one or the 

other. 

 

Doug Ritchie stated that, based on the agenda title, the Task Force was free to determine which 

road map they wanted to adopt. 

 

Chris Garrison stated that he liked the simplicity of the County’s road map and suggested 

adopting the County’s broad road map, with detailed reference to the road map Ortiz had 

presented. 

 

Joe Ortiz reminded the group that documentation had been submitted by Ginger Starrett and 

Sheila Arnaud and reminded the Task Force to consider their submitted documentation as well. 

 

Jon Lang revisited his earlier statements regarding Joe Ortiz and his role as Facilitator. Lang 

explained that his comments were professional and not based on anything personal. Lang asked 

for counsel on how to proceed based on the various discussions that had taken place and the 

questions that had been asked. 

 

Doug Ritchie stated that, based on his understanding of the question, it would be appropriate to 

go through the proposal line by line and make changes. However, discussions about someone’s 

conduct, personal motivations, competence, or character were not on the agenda and would also 

require proper notice to that individual under Open Meeting Law. 

 

Jon Lang felt that the road map proposed by Joe Ortiz was not geared toward what the community 

wanted. Lang also felt that some of the language used throughout the road map was subjective 

and directly called out individuals, which he did not agree with and would not want to associate 

his name with. Lang also stated that, in the interest of time, he would not ask Ortiz how many 

times he specifically mentioned Chairman Gardner, but that he had counted seven mentions. 

Lang commented that it seemed Ortiz had an “infatuation” with Chairman Gardner. Lang also 

stated that inviting Chairman Gardner to Task Force meetings to answer questions about prior 

Board meetings would be inappropriate because it would be difficult to encapsulate those 

discussions within an agenda item. Lang stated that the proposal suggested Chairman Gardner 

would be present to answer questions while the other Commissioners could sit in and listen but 

would not deliberate. 
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Joe Ortiz interjected and stated that there was no infatuation with Mark Gardner, but that it 

seemed prudent to invite him because he would have more oversight than other Board members 

regarding actions taken concerning stormwater. 

 

Jon Lang stated that, additionally, Ortiz never referred to Chairman Gardner as “Chairman,” but 

instead referred to him as “Mark Gardner”. Lang quoted a portion of the proposal that stated 

something similar to Mark Gardner not participating in Q&A sessions and therefore needing to 

attend meetings to “discuss” matters. Jon Lang wanted to make clear that those were Ortiz’s 

comments in the record. Lang also raised concerns regarding the Alpine Decree, the NRS 

involved, and the relationship between those topics. He stated that he would not be comfortable 

attaching his name to the road map proposed by Ortiz and would instead adopt the County’s road 

map. 

 

Joe Ortiz reiterated that his road map was only a proposal. He also stated that Jon Lang had not 

proposed an alternative beyond adopting the County’s road map, which had not received a second 

at the previous meeting and therefore died. 

 

Ginger Starrett stated that, when she read the road map, she felt it was far too detailed and had 

questions preprogrammed that might not reflect where “the road led”. She felt it would be better 

for the general topics in the road map to be broader. Starrett stated that, although she had initially 

resisted the County’s road map, she felt the Task Force needed to build its own road map because 

Ortiz’s proposed road map was too directed. She felt that having a general topic for each meeting 

would be more effective. 

 

Joe Ortiz countered and stated that the information shared among the Task Force was so 

compartmentalized that this was why he had used information from the County’s proposal and 

worked from that. 

 

Ginger Starrett stated that the role of the Task Force was not to dictate how the County conducted 

stormwater maintenance or judge how it had conducted stormwater maintenance in the past. 

Instead, the Task Force needed to determine whether stormwater maintenance was a 

responsibility and, if so, what the scope of that responsibility was and how much it would cost. 

Starrett stated that, after determining those things, the Task Force needed to figure out how to 

fund it. 

 

Jon Lang made a motion to approve the County’s road map that was proposed the previous week. 

 

Karin Peternel seconded the motion. 

 

Donna Tanner commented on why the County’s road map had not received a second the first 

time it was presented. Tanner stated that the Task Force should not give the perception that the 

County was leading the Task Force through the process and felt hesitant about moving forward 

with it. 
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Karin Peternel stated that the County had held other Task Force meetings and Ortiz had not, so 

she felt the Task Force should rely on the County to provide the detailed road map that had been 

presented, which was completely community-oriented. 

 

Sheila Arnaud asked whether Jon Lang and Wendy Lang were related. 

 

Wendy Lang stated that she and Jon Lang were not related and had never met before the 

formation of the Task Force. 

 

Jon Lang also stated that this information had already been disclosed during the interview 

process. 
 

MOTION TO: Approve the County road map that was presented to all people last week. 
 

RESULT: APPROVED 
 

MOVER: Jon Lang, 
 

SECONDER: Karin Peternel, 
 

AYES: Cameron Mckay, Karin Peternel, Chris Garrison, Chad Cox, 
 

 Steve Walker, Jon Lang, Ginger Starrett, Larry Werner 
 

NAYES: 

         
 

Todd Whear, Joe Ortiz, George Phillips, Donna Tanner,  
 

 Tod Carlini, Sheila Arnaud 
 

  
 

 

5.c For possible action. Presentation and discussion regarding the Stormwater Program’s 

budget, including historical expenditures and grant applications, and maintenance records. 

Discussion may include revenues, expenses, and fund accounting, grant applications and 

grant-funded projects; existing stormwater infrastructure and assets; maintenance 

activities and records. 
  

Courtney Walker, Stormwater Program Manager, began her presentation by stating that the work 

logs included in the packet could also be found under Stormwater Task Force Documents on the 

Douglas County website. Walker explained that an Excel spreadsheet contained records from 

2022 through 2026. 

 

Joe Ortiz asked that, for the sake of time, the presentation be shortened slightly to ensure that 

public comment could be heard and the meeting could end around 7:30 p.m., as intended. 

 

Courtney Walker acknowledged this and stated that the presentation would be much more brief 

than the last presentation she gave. 

 

Courtney Walker reminded the group that the $1.1 million budget also needed to cover staff 

time, equipment, equipment maintenance, and materials used for projects. Walker reviewed the 

program budget from FY2021 through FY2026, including total expenses and total revenue. 

Walker explained that, when possible, unspent funds were rolled over into the following year. 

 

Courtney Walker stated that Todd Whear had come to speak with her in her office and wanted 

to clarify that she had not said the program could operate within the $1.1 million budget. 

Courtney Walker explained that costs rise, the program was already exceeding that amount, and 
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what she had said would be addressed in the last slide of her presentation, which proposed what 

the program could look like.  

 

Courtney Walker also stated that she believed the County did had a stormwater problem. She 

explained that the County receives 11 inches of rain annually and that the problem was that, even 

with smaller storms, infrastructure needed to be maintained. Walker stated that there was also 

the issue of when three inches of the annual 11 inches of rain fell within one hour.  

 

Courtney Walker agreed that they likely would not be able to solve all of these problems, but 

there were some things the program could do to make the situation a little better. She felt the 

program should try if there was a cost-benefit analysis to support it. 

 

Chris Garrison asked whether the slide showing total expenses and revenue by year reflected 

year-to-date figures, and Walker confirmed that it did.  

 

Courtney Walker further explained that she did not have the actual figures for the current fiscal 

year because the fiscal year was still underway. 

 

Tod Carlini asked Courtney Walker whether, in the years when expenditures exceeded revenue, 

any of those expenditures were related to the 2023 flood event.  

 

Courtney Walker deferred to Kathy Lewis, who responded that she did not believe they were 

because those costs were funded through other funds to keep them separate from the Stormwater 

Program’s operating budget. Lewis explained that the years with higher expenditures likely 

reflected years when equipment was purchased. Lewis clarified that when expenditures 

exceeded revenue, this did not mean they exceeded the budget. Because it was a special revenue 

fund, any money that was not spent rolled over into the following year. 

 

Tod Carlini asked whether the Stormwater budget was responsible for any response, recovery, 

or mitigation costs. 

 

Kathy Lewis confirmed that the Stormwater budget was not responsible for the costs Carlini had 

mentioned. Lewis explained that those costs were covered by the stabilization fund, General 

Fund, and maintenance fund. 

 

Tod Carlini asked whether any of the presented figures included grant funding. 

 

Courtney Walker stated that some of the figures in the presentation came from the General Fund, 

some came from grant funds, and others were reimbursements. 

 

Tod Carlini then asked what percentage of the budget was spent on Lake Tahoe. Walker 

explained that she had a slide addressing that as well. 

 

Courtney Walker then reviewed the different categories of expenses and revenues. The expense 

categories included Salaries and Benefits, Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance, Overhead, 

Regulatory Fees and Monitoring, Maintenance Supplies and Projects, and Capital Assets. The 

revenue categories included Transfers In – Operating (General Fund), Transfers In – Other 
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(General Fund), Grant Revenue – Federal, Miscellaneous Revenue, and Investment Earnings. 

Walker also reviewed expenses and revenue by category and year. 

 

Tod Carlini asked about the recurring dollar amount listed under Transfers In – Operating 

(General Fund) and how that amount was established. 

 

Kathy Lewis explained that the dollar amount was determined by Board direction and had 

remained at $1.1 million transferred from the General Fund to support stormwater operations. 

 

Tod Carlini asked whether this occurred in any other department.  

 

Kathy Lewis stated that funds were also provided to support other programs, such as the Senior 

Services program, and to help pay for things such as non-park facilities. 

 

Todd Whear asked for clarification on what “Investment Earnings” meant. 

 

Kathy Lewis explained that Investment Earnings represented the interest earned on the fund 

balance, meaning the cash balance in each fund. Interest was earned countywide and then 

allocated to each fund based on its cash balance. Lewis also explained how interest had been 

earned over the years, the adjustments the County was required to make, and how the interest 

earned depended on the ending cash balance. 

 

Chad Cox asked what the fund balance was and whether it could be a potential funding source 

the Task Force could consider using for capital projects. 

 

Kathy Lewis stated that the interest earned in this fund remained in the fund and could be used 

for operations. 

 

Sheila Arnaud asked whether operations and maintenance consisted of 50% cleaning culverts, 

clearing swales, street sweeping, and maintaining physical damage. 

 

Courtney Walker used a slide to explain the percentage of expenses allocated to the different 

categories. 

 

Sheila Arnaud explained information she had found and stated that, under NRS, there would be 

certain requirements if a utility fee were implemented. 

 

Courtney Walker then reviewed the Daily Work Logs and the information they contained. 

Walker explained that the logs allowed the program to collect data as efficiently as possible 

without additional funding. 

 

Chris Garrison asked whether the Daily Work Logs were still maintained on a daily basis, and 

Courtney Walker confirmed that they were. 

 

Donna Tanner asked whether the presented Enterprise Fund was the only one the County had. 

 

Kathy Lewis answered that it was not, explaining that the Water Fund, Sewer Fund, and Airport 

Fund were also enterprise funds. 
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Courtney Walker then explained commonly used terms and definitions, including assets, 

BuiltWitt Training, CAMPO, and others. 

 

Courtney Walker then reviewed the Stormwater Program’s efforts to track activities conducted 

within and outside the Tahoe Basin. Walker stated that the work primarily conducted within the 

Tahoe Basin included TMDL program management, TMDL infrastructure maintenance, 

stormwater MS4 permit reporting, stormwater MS4 permit infrastructure maintenance, FEMA 

Community Rating System reporting, and FEMA Community Rating System infrastructure 

maintenance. Walker explained that the figures presented were approximations because the 

program did not currently track activities hour by hour. Walker stated that approximately 29% 

of operating costs were spent within the Tahoe Basin, while the remaining 71% was spent outside 

the Tahoe Basin. 

 

Tod Carlini asked what would happen if a fee were assigned only to the valley and southern 

Douglas County and where funding for Lake Tahoe would come from. 

 

Courtney Walker stated that she was not prepared to answer that question but agreed that it 

needed to be figured out. 

 

Courtney Walker stated that the Stormwater Program had actively applied for $12 million in 

grants. If awarded, the grants would provide $10 million to $11 million in funding, with a 

required match of $1.9 million. Walker stated that finding the matching funds was difficult but 

explained that she felt the match was a good deal for what the program would receive. Walker 

also explained that one problem with grants was that it could take years for them to be awarded, 

creating a risk that project costs would increase. She stated that this was something that needed 

to be considered in the future. 

 

Courtney Walker briefly reviewed current or recent projects underway within Douglas County 

and the grants that might apply to them. 

 

Courtney Walker presented a slide showing a proposed budget based on the operating budget 

that was under discussion. 

 

Todd Whear asked what the “Debt Service” line item was. 

 

Courtney Walker explained that the line item could assist with bonding and grant match 

requirements. 

 

Kathy Lewis stated that when the County approved the increase in the gas tax, it used the initial 

revenue to issue bonds. Lewis explained that, with a stable revenue source, the County could 

issue bonds and complete projects sooner rather than having to save enough cash to pay for them. 

 

Jon Lang requested clarification on the dollar amount presented and what it was intended to 

cover. Courtney Walker explained that it would cover all categories, including anticipated 

vehicle repairs, maintenance or replacements, bonding for projects, purchasing land in the 

floodplain for protection, and regular operations. 
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Chris Garrison asked what would happen to the money allocated to the Debt Service line item if 

a grant were not awarded, specifically whether the money would roll over into the following 

year.  

 

Kathy Lewis confirmed that the funds would remain in the fund and roll over to the next fiscal 

year. 

 

Cameron McKay asked whether interest was only paid on a bond once money was drawn from 

it.  

 

Kathy Lewis stated that debt service was paid on those bonds right away. Lewis explained that 

the County had to spend the money within approximately two years on the purposes it had 

identified and that the amount shown on the screen included those repayment costs. 

 

Sheila Arnaud asked whether the TIS funds were maxed out.  

 

Kathy Lewis stated that she would research the matter and report back to the group. 

 

RESULT: PRESENTATION HELD 
 

 
 

6. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Rachel Christensen stated that she feels it is important for the Task Force to remember why they are 

there. Christensen stated that they volunteered to help the community, and that comes with the 

responsibility to act like professional adults. She stated that the personal attacks and hostility shown 

were not productive, and she does not believe that is what the County wants this process to become. 

Christensen said that this behavior is not a good use of the Task Force’s time or the community’s time, 

and that the Task Force lost members in the audience because of the behavior.  

 

Kim Magary said that, while listening to the Task Force, she got the impression that some of the 

members do not feel it is important to look back. Magary stated that the Task Force will not be able 

to come up with a proper fee if they do not know the problem, how the problem started, and how the 

problems continue. Magary stated that when existing problems are not examined, a fee will not change 

the roadblocks presented to the community in getting issues fixed, and that the County’s answer is 

always “no.” Magary stated that, at a Board meeting in August 2023, the County Commission ordered 

the County to create the easements and amend the map, but later, the process was shut down. Magary 

stated that it was not a closed agenda, but the County was not willing “to do the agenda”. Magary 

stated that it was going to cost twelve thousand dollars to dig the channel and that nothing had been 

done. Magary stated that she and her neighbor both had technical drainage studies showing that they 

receive a massive amount of water through those channels. Magary stated that the Task Force should 

ask the County, “Why can we not control our blue line streams?”. Magary reiterated that she feels it 

is important for the Task Force to understand the problems that were created and the steps that were 

cut, and that a fee will not fix the fact that the County will not maintain the problems she described. 

Magary also stated that there are problems on Sheep Camp Road that cause water to flow into the 

County-owned, non-maintained road, which erodes the dirt road and has now left it concaved. Magary 

feels that the Task Force needs to look at all of this to come up with a fee or program that makes sense 

and actually fixes the problem. 
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Ruth Robertson stated that she looked up information about one of the last speakers from one of the 

last meetings and stated that it was a subdivision in which the homeowner and the developer were 

required to record those easements, and their attorney was supposed to write them up. Robertson said 

it seems to her that the County’s legal department would have had to approve the language and make 

sure it was recorded, and that those steps should have been completed prior to any development. 

Robertson said she wonders how many other properties out there have easements that have not been 

recorded. 

 

Ted Gains stated that, based on his understanding, the Task Force was put in place to create a fee to 

charge the community, and stated, “they know taxes ain’t gonna work”. Gains stated that the County 

created the problem and had the rights to make sure the water and drainage were taken care of, and 

that it was the County’s responsibility. Gains stated that it was the County’s problem, not the people’s 

problem. Gains stated that people study what they buy and asked why those people have to pay for the 

people who do not do their research or for the County’s mistakes. Gains said that, in his subdivision, 

the County made him put the drainage on record, and the legal department had to read it and put it on 

the deeds. He stated that the County overruled it and still filled the detention ponds. Gains said the 

County does what it wants and that this is a County problem, not the people’s problem. 

 

Launa Curtis stated that she thinks the Board of County Commissioners are probably happy with the 

Task Force passing and following their recommendations for the agenda. Curtis stated that she thinks 

the Commissioners were unhappy with the 400 people who showed up in the summer and said, “Hey, 

not okay.” Curtis stated that this Task Force should focus on what it can do to mitigate flooding and 

not just focus on financials. Curtis said to ask Courtney what she wants and to get it all passed, and 

she felt that is what the Task Force has already been doing by following the money “thing.” Curtis 

said the County does not want fees; they want things taken care of that should be taken care of, and 

she does not see how giving the County more money would help. Curtis asked what projects will be 

done, what culverts will be changed, what water studies have been done, etc. Curtis said that the 

floodwater only lasts a few hours and that, after plowing it, people could drive on it again. She said 

she does not think they have ever been stopped for more than 6 or 8 hours on East Valley. Curtis said 

that if the Task Force is going to try to impose fees, what specifically is that money going toward? 

Curtis also stated that it is the Board of County Commissioners’ job, not the Task Force’s job, and that 

the Task Force should focus on what needs to be done in which areas, how much it would cost, and 

what can be done cheaply. Curtis commended Joe Ortiz for putting that information out there and said 

she felt he was the only one who seemed to be trying to put something together. Curtis said she does 

not know how many of the other Task Force members put something together to follow based on what 

can be done, and she is really excited to see an open meeting. Curtis said the one-way conversations 

get old. Curtis said that if a fee is going to be imposed, which she feels is the same as a tax, what will 

it be spent on, what areas will it go toward, who will be in charge of it, who will be in control, etc.  

 

Michael May, Wellington, NV, said that, if he remembered correctly, at the last meeting it was stated 

that the Task Force’s job was to make recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners. He 

stated that he signed up and is glad that he did not get put on the Task Force. May stated that he was 

born and raised on the east side of the valley on a ranch, and all the stormwater on the east side of the 

valley ran into the canal and went into three reservoirs, where it was used for irrigation. He stated that 

it does not storm much over there now. May stated that the Alpine Decree is a river and that the 
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stormwater that occurs on the west side of the valley goes into that river. May said he brought that up 

because he spent 15 years working with government money from Clinton to keep Lake Tahoe blue, 

and it involved hand-placing rocks in ditches throughout all the communities before the water reached 

Lake Tahoe. May said what the Stormwater program is doing is kind of the same thing, but on a 

broader level. May said he also heard, but is not sure if it is true, that Moana Nursery moved out of 

Reno and moved to Heyborne on Johnson Lane, and that its buildings were designed to collect 

rainwater and use it to water plants in its hot houses. May said he was told that Douglas County said 

they could not do that, and he asked why they could not use stormwater in ways that make money, 

grow plants, or return water to agriculture. May said the people who used to live in this valley were 

the commissioners, and every rancher used to be a commissioner. He stated that, as Douglas County 

grows, the problems get bigger. 

 

Darlene Wheeler asked why property owners who have ditches along their property are not required 

to maintain them. Wheeler stated that if there were a fire hazard on a person’s property, the fire 

department would reach out and ensure it was dealt with and that the property owner was notified. 

Wheeler said that people can charge property owners to ensure they keep their ditches clean, like her 

neighbor, who refuses to keep his clean. Wheeler asked why the responsibility cannot be placed on 

the property owner instead of the County to keep things clean. 

 
 

7. ADJOURNMENT  
The meeting was adjourned at 7:57 PM. 

 
 
 
 

Respectfully submitted: 
 
 
 
 

______________________________________  
Joe Ortiz, Facilitator 

Douglas County Stormwater Task Force 
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DRAFT  
The Stormwater Task Force Workshop was held on Thursday, October 22, 2026, beginning at 5:30 PM 

in the Community & Senior Center, Dining Room, 1329 Waterloo Lane, Gardnerville, NV 89410 and 

via Zoom participation. When applicable, the minutes below have been transcribed.  
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 PM. 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  
Todd Whear 

Cameron Mckay 

Karin Peternel 

Patrick “Pat” Garrahan 

Chad Cox 

Joseph “Joe” Ortiz 

George Phillips 

Steve Walker 

Jonathan “Jon” Lang 

Donna Tanner 

Tod Carlini 

Sheila Arnaud 

Virginia “Ginger” Starrett 

Lawrence “Larry” Werner 

 

MEMBERS ABSENT: 

Chris Garrison 

 

STAFF PRESENT: 

Wendy Lang, Assistant County Manager and Staff Liaison 

Carey Rosser, Esq. 

Kathy Lewis, Chief Operating Officer 

Courtney Walker, Stormwater Program Manager 

Kathy Kaiser, Comptroller 
 
2. PUBLIC COMMENT  
Rachel Christensen stated that, following the previous week's meeting, she felt some Task Force 

members were doing the County's bidding. Christensen urged Task Force members to remember why 

they were appointed: to ask hard questions, demand transparency, examine the facts, and represent the 

interests of the public. She stated that when the Task Force fails to do these things, attacks one another, 

and resists allowing questions to be asked and issues to be explored, it reinforces the public's belief that 

"this is all a show". 

 

Christensen stated that the Task Force was asked to "sell this to the public", but that members did the 

opposite at the previous meeting. She stated that they would not be able to sell anything to the public if 

the process appeared predetermined, discouraged questions, and failed to demonstrate impartiality. 

 

Christensen stated that she wanted to make something clear: she felt residents did not want to attend an 

outreach meeting if they were going to be lectured to. She stated that people wanted answers supported 
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by details, facts, and the truth. She felt the public should have the opportunity to ask questions and 

receive meaningful answers. 

 

Christensen referred to previous stormwater workshops, stating that attendance was low and that she 

believed this was because residents had little confidence in those meetings. She noted that projected 

project costs had gone from $69 million to $141 million to $50 million and questioned how the public 

could have confidence when the numbers continued to fluctuate. Christensen stated, "residents are 

paying attention", noting that residents see the inconsistencies and are concerned that, without proper 

scrutiny, residents' tax costs could double or triple. 

 

Christensen reiterated that the Task Force needed to slow the process down when necessary, demand 

reliable numbers, examine alternatives, ask uncomfortable questions, and ensure the public understood 

what they were being asked to pay for. She stated that the Task Force had the opportunity to prove 

residents wrong, but that it would take more than presentations and flyers; it would take independence, 

transparency, accountability, and a willingness to challenge the County. 

 

Dan St. John stated that he was a resident with a background in "this kind of business" and supported 

the work of the Task Force. St. John acknowledged that it was a difficult assignment in an area where 

"we are all sensitive about costs" and "we all want to make sure we get what we pay for". He stated that 

he believed the County when it said it was not adequately funded and that there was not enough money 

available to address the work that should have been done. 

 

St. John stated that he attended the meetings and participated in the previous process, where he 

observed how staff and the Commission responded to public comment. He acknowledged that the 

process moved quickly but understood that the County was working to meet the annual budget cycle. 

He described the process as good and stated that the County handled it appropriately and had a strong 

team, although he did not agree with all of the results. 

 

St. John stated that "you get what you pay for" and that if residents did not want to pay, they would be 

left dealing with deteriorating roads, flooding whenever it rained, and a lack of water quality. He stated 

that if someone had a leak in their roof, they would ensure it was repaired, and provided another 

example to illustrate his point. St. John stated that he believed the community should come together to 

address stormwater issues and that Task Force members should be congratulated for trying to work 

through the problem with a "rambunctious" County. 

 

Michael May stated that he reviewed the agenda and understood that the Stormwater Program did not 

have sufficient funding to operate. May stated that while he agreed the workshop topics were 

appropriate, he felt the Task Force needed to provide recommendation(s) to the County Commission on 

how to lower the utility fee to an affordable amount. 

 

May emphasized the importance of the materials used to treat stormwater and stated, "we can't say 

gravel pit in this community", noting that there was a rock source in the valley that could help support 

and reduce the costs of treating the areas in need of treatment. May stated that he would not be able to 

afford $50 per month. 

 

May stated that the community was creating many issues that made it more difficult for the County and 

the Task Force to address stormwater concerns. He stated that the County needed to keep a record of 
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these issues because when the next flood occurred in those areas, residents would reach out for 

assistance. May stated that it would be their fault. 

 

Ted Gains stated that, at the previous meeting, he questioned how many Task Force members had 

spoken with the County Commission and noted that only one member appeared to have done so. Gains 

asked how many people "on this board" were related to County employees, stating that he had noticed a 

couple of matching last names. He added that if there was no relationship, then there was no issue. 

 

Gains identified a detention pond at 2885 Jackie Lane that he felt the Task Force should examine. He 

explained that it was the first pond in a series of detention ponds. Gains stated that he had previously 

brought this to the attention of a Task Force member when he was a County Manager, but no action was 

taken. He stated that the individual had suggested he should not be part of "that board", to which Gains 

agreed. 

 

Gains stated that there were individuals on the Task Force who had engaged in or were associated with 

"wrong doings", but that the matter was overruled because of the individuals it would expose. Gains 

stated, "The board members need to look at themselves and decide, and you people that are on the 

board, because I don't trust if a person wipes out inspections that were done and wrote up corrections 

for favoritism - they don't belong on this board". He added, "I believe in honesty and trans-parity. I have 

records of that, I can show you the papers for it..". 

 

Gains again referenced the location of the detention pond, stating that it was a County problem. He 

stated that Courtney Walker had approached him during a house construction project and said, "oh god, 

you flooded the neighbor next door". Gains stated, "The problem with Courtney Walker is I took 

pictures of everything. That was the Jobs Peak development out on Foothill that ran all the water out of 

that development down into Sheridan Acres and flooded all them houses.". He stated that the flooding 

was not his fault and was the result of the County not completing the necessary work. Gains added, 

"now you're wantin' us to pay for the County's incompetence." and, "they can buy theaters, they can 

look at equestrian centers...". 

 

Gains reiterated that he believed the issue was the County's responsibility, not the public's. 

 

Merrill Hanson stated that he owned a ranch in town and that his primary concern was the connection 

between how stormwater funds would be raised and how they would be spent. Hanson explained that 

his ranch had a lengthy stormwater ditch that he maintained himself. He stated that he had purchased a 

tractor to maintain the ditch and incurred ongoing maintenance costs, and that he would now also be 

paying taxes toward stormwater. 

 

Hanson described this as a "double whammy" and questioned whether there would be a mechanism to 

identify property owners who were already contributing to stormwater maintenance and whether that 

meant he should stop maintaining the ditch so the County could address it. Hanson stated that it did not 

seem right that he would have to pay the tax, fuel costs, and expenses associated with maintaining his 

tractor. 

 

Alex Peters stated that he had been a resident of the valley for more than 30 years and had recently 

purchased a home. Peters stated that what attracted "us" to the home was that the entire development 

was designed to accommodate flooding. He explained that they paid an additional $170 annually for the 

County to maintain a large drainage area on a weekly basis. 
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Peters stated that he learned his neighbors in the Windhaven development did the same and, to his 

understanding, the amount Windhaven paid had increased to cover draining some of the ditches and 

clearing debris. 

 

Peters stated that proposing a stormwater tax did not make tax-paying residents happy. He expressed 

that it was not really a utility fee, but rather a tax, and that it should be put before the voters. He 

cautioned Task Force members that if they continued with the approach presented by the County 

Manager, they would be in a lot of trouble. 

 

Peters stated that, for a utility fee to be imposed, similar to trash service where residents receive a 

service in exchange for payment, residents who would not receive a benefit should not be forced to pay. 

He provided an example, stating that he counted 500 homes in one development and another 180 homes 

in the development where he lived, noting that these were just some of the residents who would not 

benefit. 

 

Peters stated that he believed the Task Force should revisit whether the proposed approach was fair or 

consider placing each area with a stormwater problem requiring improvements under its own 

assessment, rather than requiring others to pay for it. He further stated that, based on the previously 

proposed rates, the costs would make many residents homeless because they would not be able to afford 

them. 

 

Rich Ostaggi, a resident of the East Valley, asked what the plan was for the funds and how the money 

would be used. Ostaggi also questioned whether new developments would mitigate flooding given the 

amount of permeable ground that would be displaced by development. He raised concerns about 

property ownership in the area and how conditions change as a result of other developments. He stated, 

"you're putting the cost on people who have already been here". 

 

Ostaggi stated that he would not mind paying his fair share for improvements that would be completed, 

but noted that he had not yet heard a plan outlining what would be done. 

 

Donald Ryan, a resident of Johnson Lane, stated that he had attended most of the Stormwater 

Management meetings. He noted that, among the topics discussed at those meetings, Roads and 

Stormwater had previously been combined into one department in 2017. Ryan stated, "If you want the 

money to go back into the Roads Department - merge Stormwater Management back in there.". 

 

Ryan stated that his biggest concern with having a separate Stormwater Management Department was 

that there were certain things Nevada law required the County to do, including maintaining roadside 

ditches, which he stated was required by code. Ryan stated that he had spoken with Courtney Walker 

about this and that, "she said, 'well, there's a - there is a report out of Arizona that substantiates that 

doing that doesn't accomplish anything'.". Ryan stated that, on one hand, there was the law, and on the 

other, there was a report. He stated that Courtney did not side with the law and had no intention of 

complying. 

 

Ryan stated that there were countless locations throughout the County where culverts were clogged 

because the County did not maintain them as required. He stated, "You want us to buy into this whole 

program, but yet though they won't even do the work they are required to do by law.". 
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Ryan referenced the list of $144 million in proposed projects and stated, "that they just love to do". He 

stated that the County had paid thousands of dollars to a consulting company to "dream up" the list, 

while failing to complete the work it was supposed to do. Ryan stated that the County wanted to "pony 

up" even more money, and he did not understand why. 

 

Ryan stated that he had contacted the County multiple times and that a "Jason" eventually came out and 

cleaned the ditch in front of his home and his neighbors' homes. Ryan identified Jackie Lane as an area 

where significant flooding had occurred in Johnson Lane. He also stated that residents had filled in the 

ditch with rock, despite it being a County ditch, and that the County should take action to have the rock 

removed to allow for proper maintenance. Ryan stated that if flooding occurred in that area again, 

residents would experience the same situation, with their yards being washed out. 

 

John Rusca stated that he was speaking on behalf of his neighbor in Fish Springs and read aloud a text 

message from his neighbor stating, "To me, it seems like Tahoe devised a scheme to have Douglas 

County provide infrastructure improvements for them with the formulary to have the rural areas pay for 

it.".  

 

Rusca added, "Tahoe paid the consultants who drafted the payment proposals based on hardscape, 

which is of course, conspicuously absent in Tahoe.". Rusca stated that he would like clarification from 

the Task Force on whether Tahoe paid for the consultants who developed the hardscape-based pricing. 
 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
Joe Ortiz spoke regarding the action taken at the previous meeting concerning the road map. Ortiz 

stated that he had raised a concern during the meeting and had discussed it with Wendy Lang and Carey 

Rosser at different times. His concern was that action was being taken on a road map that had 

previously been discussed at the September meeting but was not specifically included on the agenda for 

the previous week's meeting or in the meeting packet. 

 

Ortiz stated that Lang and Rosser advised him that the action taken was legal and that the item would be 

added as a supplement within 24 hours of the meeting. Ortiz stated that, due to his concerns about 

possible Open Meeting Law violations, he consulted with his attorney and prepared a statement to read 

into the record. Ortiz clarified that the statement reflected his own views and had no legal bearing on 

anything. 
 
Joe Ortiz read, "Before we proceed with tonight's schedule agenda, I want to make a formal statement 

for the record regarding our last meeting on October 14th. During that meeting the Task Force took a 

vote to adopt the Stormwater Task Force road map provided by the County. Upon subsequent review, 

the next day I had a conversation with Wendy Lang and Carey Rosser where I brought to them my 

concern about the Task Force and the County possibly not having followed proper Open Meeting Law 

procedures because of the specific item was not properly agendized and did not have supporting 

documentation in the agenda packet. Carey Rosser stated she felt like it was on the agenda properly and 

agreed they would add the item as a supplement and stated specifically they had at least 24 hours to do 

so retroactively. I personally have not found under the applicable Nevada Revised Statute regarding 

Open Meeting Law's anywhere that you can go in with supplemental documentation after an action has 

been taken. While this item was discussed it was not explicitly noticed for action on our published 

agenda and corresponding document was not included in the public supporting materials package. 

Under Open Meeting Law NRS, Chapter 241, public bodies must provide clear and complete advanced 
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notice of all action items along with public access to supporting materials. Out of an abundance of 

caution and strict adherence to the law, I believe the vote taken on October 14 regarding the road map is 

void and ineffective. I believe no further action should be taken based on that vote. Instead I am asking 

staff to place the Stormwater proposed road map as presented by myself on behalf of the community 

and the road map presented by the County to have added to our next scheduled meeting, so they stand 

on their own merit and as explicit items for possible action. This will ensure the documents are fully 

integrated in the public agenda packet, allowing the public the three working days to review it for 

proper discussion and a valid vote.". 

 

Ginger Starrett asked whether other Task Force members could also propose road maps. 

 

Joe Ortiz responded that they absolutely could. Ortiz stated that Task Force members could reach out to 

him or Wendy Lang at any time to request agenda items, whether related to a road map or any other 

topic. 

 

MOTION TO: Approve the agenda; carried. 
 

RESULT: APPROVED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Larry Werner, 

SECONDER: Steve Walker, 

AYES: Todd Whear, Cameron Mckay, Karin Peternel, Chad Cox, 

 Joe Ortiz, George Phillips, Steve Walker, Jon Lang, 

 Donna Tanner, Pat Garrahan, Tod Carlini, Sheila Arnaud, 

 Ginger Starrett, Larry Werner 
  

 

4. AGENDA ITEMS 
 

4.a For Presentation Only. Stormwater Workshop. An interactive roundtable workshop for 

community members and Task Force representatives to rotate through guided discussion 

stations and explore the General Fund, grant opportunities, and enterprise fund regulations. 

The Stormwater program is currently funded through an annual $1,105,000 transfer from 

the County's General Fund. During this item, Task Force members will separate into non-

quorum groups and members of the public will have the opportunity to join any or all of the 

groups to explore the covered topics. 
 

Wendy Lang explained that the Task Force had previously voted to add a workshop-style meeting each 

month to the schedule and that this was the first workshop scheduled. She wanted to discuss the plan for 

conducting the workshop and expressed that she looked forward to having successful dialogue and 

future workshops in whatever format was determined based on the topics and feedback received. 

 

Lang explained that the formal public meeting would be paused, the video would be stopped, and the 

microphones would be turned off while small-group discussions took place. She noted that the Task 

Force was divided among three tables, with approximately four or five members at each table to avoid 

creating a quorum, and asked Task Force members to remain in their assigned groups. 

 

Lang explained that County staff would be available to address various topics, with the workshop 

focused on finance based on the questions and comments received thus far. Staff would cover the topics 
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in three rotating sessions. Kathy Lewis would discuss Enterprise Funds, Courtney Walker would 

discuss grant funding, and Kathy Kaiser would discuss the General Fund. 

 

Lang stated that members of the public could choose a table based on the topic they wished to hear 

about. The topics would rotate among the tables, and members of the public could follow the staff 

members to remain with their preferred topic. Each session would last approximately 20 minutes before 

rotating. 
 

Carey Rosser emphasized the importance of Task Force members remaining in their assigned groups to 

avoid an Open Meeting Law violation by creating a walking quorum. Rosser also explained to members 

of the public that, when rotating tables, each new group should begin the conversation fresh and should 

not share what had been discussed at the previous table. 

 

Wendy Lang stated that the goal was to provide an opportunity for questions, feedback, ideas, and 

suggestions for future topics. She explained that, following the three 20-minute breakout sessions, the 

group would reconvene in a public meeting to summarize the discussions and identify common themes, 

including any questions or ideas the Task Force may want to consider in future months. 

 

RESULT: PRESENTATION HELD 
 

 
 

4.b For Possible Action. Stormwater Workshop Report-Out. Task Force members will report-out on 

the workshop round-tables to summarize themes, answer recurring questions, and identify 

topics for future conversations. Discussion may include requests to staff regarding topics or 

materials for future consideration based on the round-table discussions. 
 

Wendy Lang stated that the handouts provided at the meeting would be attached to the meeting 

supplemental materials and posted on the Stormwater webpage. 

 

Lang reported that one question asked what percentage of the County's overall budget comes from the 

General Fund. She stated that the answer was 60%. 

 

Lang stated that another question concerned the various transfers out of the General Fund and requested 

a line-by-line explanation of the transfers, including examples such as transfers to the Library and 

Senior Services. Lang stated that staff would follow up with additional information. 

 

Lang reported that another question concerned where grant match funding comes from. She explained 

that the source depends on the grant and where the County can identify available funds. As an example, 

she referenced the most recent Pamela Place grant, for which the match came from the Stormwater 

Department. The funding may have come from department reserves or a reallocation of maintenance 

funds. Lang stated that Courtney Walker would have additional information on the matter. 

 

Lang stated that another question concerned the distribution of property tax revenue between the valley 

and the lake. She said Kathy Kaiser would follow up with a specific percentage or dollar amount 

showing how much property tax revenue is realized in each area. 
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Lang reported that another question asked whether any portion of the General Fund is used to support 

Enterprise Fund bonding. She noted that this was presented more as an idea for consideration or a 

suggestion. 

 

Lang stated that there was a question regarding the property tax rate cap. She explained that the annual 

cap is 3% for residential properties and 8% for commercial properties. Lang also discussed how 

Douglas County collects property taxes on behalf of other jurisdictions and how the total amount 

collected is governed by NRS. She stated that several portions of the County were already at the 

maximum allowable amount. Lang explained that the County cannot increase property taxes in only 

certain areas and therefore does not have the ability to increase the amount collected in those areas. 

 

Lang stated that another question asked whether General Improvement Districts (GIDs) receive the 

total amount collected on individual property tax bills. She said staff would follow up with an answer. 

 

Lang reported that another question concerned where DMV fee revenues are expended and how those 

funds are allocated. She stated that additional information would be brought back to address the 

question. 

 

Lang stated that there was a request for a presentation on sales tax, which she would add to the list of 

topics for future discussion. 

 

Lang reported that another question asked why the Roads Department and Stormwater Department 

were separated. She recalled that the Board of County Commissioners at the time decided to dedicate 

an annual transfer of more than $1 million specifically to Stormwater. Lang explained that the 

separation was intended to ensure those funds were spent on Stormwater-related needs and to provide 

greater transparency so the public could see where the money was going. She gave the example of the 

public seeing Stormwater equipment, such as trucks, and recognizing that the dedicated funds had been 

used for that purpose. Lang stated that the separation also helped avoid Stormwater being subject to the 

limited resources of the combined department. She noted that, at the time of the separation, Stormwater 

was a high priority for the County. 

 

Lang stated that there was recognition that a large portion of the General Fund is spent on Public 

Safety, along with the sentiment that the amount spent on Public Safety was still not enough. 

 

Lang reported that there were discussions about developers paying more toward Stormwater. She 

explained that developers are required to mitigate stormwater impacts to a certain extent, but those 

requirements address storms of a particular frequency and do not cover all types of storms. Lang added 

that development requirements do not address the day-to-day maintenance of Stormwater infrastructure 

or related expenditures. 

 

Lang stated that there was also a request for a presentation on restricted funds and another presentation 

on a bill draft for the next legislative session concerning the Transient Occupancy Tax and the 

reallocation of those funds. She explained that the September 1st deadline for local governments to 
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submit bill drafts for the upcoming legislative session had already passed. Lang noted that legislative 

sessions occur every two years, providing another opportunity for submission in the future. 

 

Lang reported an idea to consider collecting stormwater maintenance taxes at the County level on 

behalf of the various entities that perform stormwater maintenance, with the funds placed into a single 

"bucket" for distribution. She added that a related idea was to share equipment among jurisdictions. 

 

Lang stated that there were also questions about NDOT, including where its culverts are located and 

whether NDOT should have additional funding responsibilities. 

 

Steve Walker stated that the State property tax rate is capped at $3.64 per $100 of assessed value, 

regardless of how many entities participate in the property tax. He asked where Douglas County 

currently stood relative to the $3.64 cap and whether there was any "wiggle room.". 

 

Kathy Lewis stated that several areas of the County, including Minden, Gardnerville, Indian Hills, 

Topaz, and Oliver Park, were at the cap. She explained that the County could not increase property tax 

rates in those areas. 

 

Lewis stated that the group at her table discussed the legality of the Enterprise Fund, how it was 

established, and potential issues that could arise in the future if the County continued with a utility fee. 

 

Lewis summarized the discussion as reflecting a strong desire to understand what funding possibilities 

were available and what options existed. She added to the ideas Lang had mentioned, including 

Transient Occupancy Tax, allocations between Special Revenue Funds and the General Fund, and an 

overall discussion of available funding options. 

 

Courtney Walker stated that one common question concerned who writes the grants and whether grant 

writing is contracted out, including any additional costs associated with that work. Walker explained 

that she would write the Stormwater grant applications, but the County also has an external grant writer 

who assists with writing and preparing applications. 

 

Walker stated that another question concerned whether grants cover ongoing maintenance costs in 

addition to project costs. She explained that grants cover only one-time capital costs and do not address 

ongoing maintenance expenses. 

 

Walker reported that another question concerned which funds could be used for grant matches and 

whether other departments or the State could provide matching funds. She explained that the 

requirement is for the match to come from a local, non-federal source. State funds may be used as long 

as they are non-federal. Walker added that departments can work together to identify funding for a 

match and have done so in the past when appropriate. 
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Walker stated that there were questions about a grant that had previously been referenced as lost. She 

clarified that the grant was not lost; rather, the NRCS wanted to help fund maintenance for the project 

in Ruhenstroth. 

 

Walker reported that another question asked where else grants and funding could be pursued. She 

explained that several other programs are available but that she typically pursues FEMA grants because 

they are specific to Nevada rather than nationally competitive, making the likelihood of an award 

higher. Walker noted that if a grant is awarded but the County cannot provide the required match, the 

County must “walk away” from the grant. 

 

Walker stated that a suggested future topic was a presentation on the Lands Bill, including what it 

means for Douglas County and how it overlaps with some of the proposed capital projects. 

 

RESULT: WORKSHOP REPORT-OUT HELD 
 

 
 

5. PUBLIC COMMENT  
Shawnyne Garren disclosed that she is the Douglas County Recorder and was speaking as a resident in 

an unofficial capacity. Garren asked whether a summary of the workshop's key takeaways and 

responses would be provided at a future Stormwater Task Force meeting. 

 

Michael May stated that he felt the workshop was very informative and well conducted. He said the 

biggest takeaway for him was the discussion about the Enterprise Fund and how revenue is collected 

through user charges. May explained that he lives in a different watershed and is not a Stormwater user, 

so fees cannot be collected from him. He stated that he felt the Enterprise "deal" may need to be 

completely scrapped in favor of finding another way to fund Stormwater because fees can only be 

collected from those who are affected. 

 

May recalled that, before the Task Force was formed, there had been discussion of a $14 base rate that 

every community member would be required to pay. He asked how a base rate could be applied if an 

Enterprise Fund can only collect user charges. May stated that there was an opportunity to identify 

another way to fund the program rather than relying on the Enterprise Fund. 

 

May stated, "I bless Courtney Walker for coming to these things and taking the abuse that she is taking. 

It's just a job, but I have a GID board member sitting right here that's telling me 'hey, when you put a 

culvert in a GID ditch and you drive across it to your house, that's your responsibility to clean it out'.".  

 

May added that he would never ask Courtney Walker to clean his storm drain pipe in TRE because he 

recognized that it was his responsibility. 

 

Rocky Walling thanked everyone for their efforts and stated, "This is not easy. This is going to be a 

tough thing. This is going to be hard. Everybody is here taking time away from their families and taking 

on this task and I just want to say thank you. This is right here what makes Douglas County a great 

place to live - tackling these issues and going after it.". 
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Ruth Robertson stated that she would like to see more community involvement, possibly through 

weekend events, because, as she stated, "the next month and a half is official Russian tumble weed 

month". She said it would be nice to bring the community together on a weekend to clear tumbleweeds 

and address other issues affecting properties, neighborhoods, and surrounding areas. 
 

6. ADJOURNMENT  
The meeting was adjourned at approximately 7:43 PM. 

 
 

Respectfully submitted: 
 
 
 
 

______________________________________  
Joe Ortiz, Facilitator 

Douglas County Stormwater Task Force 
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MEETING DATE: November 12, 2026

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: AGENDA ITEMS

AGENDA ITEM NO. 5.a

 

STORMWATER TASK FORCE AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For presentation only. Presentation by Tom Dallaire, Community Development Director, regarding land
use, floodplains, drainage areas, lands identified as critical for conservation, and agricultural water
management (including the Alpine Decree, the Water Conveyance Advisory Committee, and
agriculture’s role in drainage and stormwater management).
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Presentation only.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
None
 
BACKGROUND:
A presentation will be given at the meeting discussing the following (please see attached);
Zoning,  Title 20, Douglas County Design Standards Division 6, Flood Mapping, and Historical
information on the Alpine Decree and the Critical Land Appendix E that was included in the Agenda
Packet for the Board of County Commissioners on  May 28, 2026 (the Item was pulled from the agenda
with the remaining Stormwater Items). 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS:
Stormwater Overview Zoning Title 20 Design Standards.pdf
DEC2108_DCDCIS_Part II division 6.pdf
Douglas County, NV Code of Ordinances 20.50.pdf
CHAPTER_2.56.___WATER_CONVEYANCE_ADVISORY_COMMITTEE.pdf
Douglas County 2020 MasterPlan_Final - implementation only.pdf
Critical Lands - to bocc on MAY 28 2026- ITEM PULLED.pdf
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https://douglascountynv.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4477730/Douglas_County__NV_Code_of_Ordinances_20.50.pdf
https://douglascountynv.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4480357/CHAPTER_2.56.___WATER_CONVEYANCE_ADVISORY_COMMITTEE.pdf
https://douglascountynv.granicus.com/services/legistar/download/pdf/4480358/Douglas_County_2020_MasterPlan_Final_-_implementation_only.pdf
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Title 2 - ADMINISTRATION AND PERSONNEL 
CHAPTER 2.56. WATER CONVEYANCE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 

 

 

Douglas County, Nevada, Code of Ordinances    Created: 2026-09-28 09:57:57 [EST] 

(Supp. No. 7, Update 3) 

 
Page 1 of 2 

CHAPTER 2.56. WATER CONVEYANCE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

2.56.010 Established—Membership. 

There is established the water conveyance advisory committee (committee). The committee will consist of 
five members.  

A. Members of the committee must be current or past water conveyance users or have experience in soil 
conservation or other related fields.  

B. Members will serve without compensation.  

C. Members will be selected at large by the board of commissioners (commissioners) at their discretion. 
Preference will be given to persons who are representatives from the individual irrigation associations 
or major ditch organizations and preference will be given so that two members to represent the West 
Fork of the Carson River and three members to represent the East Fork of the Carson River.  

D. The commissioners must appoint members for a term of four years, except for the initial term, and 
may reappoint any member to subsequent terms of four years. Any vacancy occurring during a 
member's term shall be filled by the commissioners. A person appointed to fill a vacancy occurring 
during a term shall serve out the unexpired term of the member replaced. On the effective date of the 
ordinance codified in this chapter, the commissioners must set the initial appointed members' terms to 
provide for the terms of three of the appointed members to end on December 31, 1992, and for the 
terms of two of the appointed members terms to end on December 31, 1991.  

(Ord. 537, 1991) 

(Ord. No. 2024-1644, § I, 12-19-2024) 

2.56.020 Chairman, election, and duties. 

A. The committee must elect from its membership a chairman and vice-chairman.  

B. the chairman will preside at meetings and be the signatory of any correspondence necessitated by operation 
of the committee.  

(Ord. 537, 1991) 

2.56.030 Rules and regulations. 

The committee may adopt rules and regulations regarding its meetings and procedures.  

(Ord. 537, 1991) 

2.56.040 Quorum. 

Three members of the committee will constitute a quorum. The approval of a majority of all members 
present to vote is necessary on any action the committee desires to take.  

(Ord. 537, 1991) 
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    Created: 2026-09-28 09:57:57 [EST] 

(Supp. No. 7, Update 3) 

 
Page 2 of 2 

2.56.050 Meetings. 

The committee must hold a public meeting on a regular day each month unless a rule changing the meeting 
is adopted by the committee. At least three working days prior to any meeting, copies of the proposed agenda 
must be available to the public in the county clerk's office and shall, additionally, be mailed to each member of the 
committee. Notice of the meetings and the conduct of the meetings of the committee, including the taking of 
minutes and their transcription and retention, must comply with the provisions of NRS Chapter 241, Nevada Open 
Meeting Law.  

(Ord. 537, 1991) 

2.56.060 Duties. 

The committee will advise the commissioners regarding the effects of development on the water conveyance 
systems in Douglas County and carry out the duties of reviewing subdivision, parcel and land division maps and 
other land development proposals in accordance with the requirements of this Code.  

A. The committee must meet as soon as practicable following the enactment of this ordinance [chapter] 
to adopt procedures for reviewing maps.  

B. The committee shall hold public meetings with affected water conveyance users if necessary to gather 
evidence for its determination whether maps comply with the code.  

C. The committee may request technical support from the county when necessary to carry out its duties.  

D. The committee may also request the commissioners to adopt by resolution additional fees for maps to 
pay for any necessary expenses of the committee.  

(Ord. 537, 1991) 
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PURPOSE
The purpose of the Implementation Element is to set forth the Master Plan work 
program to provide direction to staff from the Board on priorities for future 
accomplishments.

MASTER PLAN ACTION MATRIX

The Action Matrix for the 2020 update of the Douglas County Master Plan lists the 
actions for each Master Plan Element along with the priority for each action item. These 
priorities are subject to staffing resources and budget constraints identified by the 
Board. Priority is categorized by a time frame based on four levels: (1) one to three  
years, (2) three to five years, (3) five to ten years or longer, and (4) ongoing items that
may be addressed each year. These actions identify amendments that may need to be 
added to the Douglas County Development Code and define actions that should be 
included in the County’s five-year Capital Improvement Program. The Matrix will be 
updated as part of the annual Master Plan reporting process.

8. IMPLEMENTATION
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Priority Explanation in Years | 1–3 (High), 3–5 (Medium), 5–10 (Low)

Priority 
LAND USE & HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Amend Title 20 to incorporate the Master Plan land use 
designations and compatible zoning districts. 1–3

Amend the Master Plan Land Use Designation Table to allow 
multi-family residential zoning in the Commercial land use 
category.

1–3

Ensure that Douglas County Community Development  works
with Douglas County GIS, the Recorder’s Office, and affected 
property owners to eliminate parcels with split land uses, split 
zoning, and other mapping inconsistencies. 

3–5

Ensure that Douglas County Community Development 
periodically amends the Master Plan Future Land Use Map to 
change the future land use designation for built-out receiving 
areas.

1–3

Support the Towns of Gardnerville and Minden in submitting 
Historic District nomination packages to the State of Nevada.

3–5

Apply for Certified Local Government status with the State of 
Nevada Historic Preservation Office.

5–10

Support efforts to secure state, federal, or other funding 
directed toward revitalizing historic areas or maintaining 
historic buildings and sites.

1–3

Continue to support proposed Main Street legislation in the 
Nevada Legislature to provide financial and technical 
resources.

Ongoing

Evaluate the creation of a county-wide Historic Preservation 
Board and program.

1–3

Examine changes to Title 20 to establish a 10-acre Rural 
Agriculture zoning district in keeping with the preservation of 
our rural nature.

1–3
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Priority 
LAND USE & HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Examine changes to Title 20 to clarify the use of TDRs. 1–3

Priority Explanation in Years | 1–3 (High), 3–5 (Medium), 5–10 (Low)

Priority

AGRICULTURE & CONSERVATION

Investigate creating an Open Space Land Trust to facilitate 
planning and implementation of an Open Space Acquisition 
Program.

1–3

Update the 2007 Open Space and Agricultural Lands 
Preservation plan prior to September 29, 2029, and 
incorporate the development of a River Corridor Open Space 
plan addressing the branches of the Carson and Walker 

Rivers.

3–5

Evaluate and update the definition of publicly valuable open 
space to include the provision of active recreation 
opportunities in less critical habitat to relieve recreation 
pressure in areas of more critical habitat and to manage public 

lands access. 

5–10

Establish an open space acquisition program. 1–3

Prepare recommendations for establishment of a TDR bank to 
encourage conservation of open space areas in the County. 1–3

Prepare a Low-Impact Development Ordinance for all new 
residential, commercial, and industrial development to reduce 
pollutants from entering surface waters in Douglas County.

1–3

Work with NDEP and the Carson Water Subconservancy 
District to remove one or more river segments from the EPA 
list of 303 (d) impaired waters.

3–5

Develop comprehensive storm drainage design criteria for 
developed areas in conjunction with the Towns and GIDs. 3–5
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Priority

AGRICULTURE & CONSERVATION

Develop and implement a stormwater management plan. 5–10

Implement the Clear Creek and Johnson Lane Stormwater 
Management Plans as required by the EPA’s MS4 National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NDPES) Permit.

1–3

Amend the Development Code to include noise standards for 
noise-generating activities, including limitations on hours of 
operation during the day.

3–5

Evaluate and update agricultural exemptions and incentives to 
encourage agricultural conservation of open space and the 
continuation of agricultural activities.

3–5

Evaluate agricultural zoning districts and property tax structure 
to support perpetual farming and agricultural uses in specific 
areas.

5–10

Minimize conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural 
uses and ensure that recognized needs for growth are met by 
infill and contiguous development.

Ongoing

Provide procedures for the acquisition, dedication, or purchase 
of agricultural preservation easements, by public or nonprofit 
entities, as a means to retain land in agriculture.

1–3

Expand and improve drainage facilities on U.S. Highway 395 
at Smelter Creek south of Gardnerville and from Minden north 
to Cradlebaugh Bridge.

1–3

Protect wetlands to provide for groundwater recharge, flood 
protection, sediment and pollution control, wildlife habitat, and 
open space.

1–3

Service development occurring at urban densities with a 
sanitary sewer utility. 3–5

Implement the Agrihood Strategy Framework accepted by the 
Board of County Commissioners on September 3, 2020. 1–3
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Priority

AGRICULTURE & CONSERVATION

Include provisions in the Development Code for the mandatory 
use of TDRs to increase density associated with a zoning map 
amendment.

1–3

Create alternatives to the urban development of existing 
agricultural lands to preserve those agricultural areas. 1–3

Priority Explanation in Years | 1–3 (High), 3–5 (Medium), 5–10 (Low)

Priority

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Consider amendments to the Development Code to allow 
permanent sidewalk merchandise displays in the downtowns. 1–3

Complete infrastructure projects, such as the Martin-Slough 
Trail, Muller Parkway, and utilization of Complete Streets 
vision and plan for U.S. Highway 395.

1–3

Implement the South Shore Area Plan for Stateline. 1–3

Complete the Tahoe Douglas Area Plan. 1–3

Implement the Expanded Kahle Drive Vision Plan. 3–5

Explore the creation of an Improvement District under NRS 
Chapter 271 for the Stateline area. 3–5

Develop a communication and marketing plan for the Minden-
Tahoe Airport. 3–5

Update the Airport Economic Impact Study. 5–10
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Priority

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Plan and develop the east side of the Minden-Tahoe airport to 
facilitate business development, retention, and expansion. 5–10

Seek funding to improve bicycle, pedestrian, and equestrian 
infrastructure that supports economic development. 3–5

Continue to work with our network of partners to promote and 
advocate for outdoor recreation experiences. Ongoing

Advocate for trails as part of infrastructure and development 
opportunities. Ongoing

Develop a GIS layer for the public viewer that shows existing 
trails in Douglas County. 3–5

Explore tools to promote economic development that do not 
require the investment of local funds. 3–5

Evaluate and update land use regulations to foster a positive 
atmosphere and attract appropriate types of business to the 
community. Promote the types of uses that provide middle-
income jobs and promote entrepreneurship.

1–3

Explore tools to connect local consumers to local suppliers. 3–5

Support local employees through efforts to make housing, 
daycare, and other needs more accessible and affordable. 3–5

Maintain locations for light industry and evaluate and update 
regulations relating to live/work light industry opportunities. 1–3

Develop a strategy to attract and retain independent, contract,
and remote workers. 3–5
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Priority

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Support development of business incubators, innovation 
centers, and co-working spaces. 1–3

Conduct a market analysis and develop a marketing strategy 
for the downtown areas of Minden and Gardnerville. 5–10

Work with providers to assess availability and reliability of 
broadband in the County and identify ways to expand access. 3–5

Work with the Douglas County School District and other 
agencies to develop career and technical training, 
apprenticeship programs, and internships to provide a 
qualified and educated workforce for our local businesses and 
industries.

1–3

Consider amendments to the Development Code to create a 
process for applying to install public art, including separate 
criteria for murals and sculptures and consideration for 
temporary, permanent, and rotating displays.

1–3

Facilitate the creation of a Cultural Commission, which will be 
an advisory board to the County Commissioners for matters 
relating to arts and culture for the benefit of all residents and 
visitors.

1–3

Continue to work with our network of partners to promote and 
advocate for arts and cultural programming.

Ongoing

Explore incentives for the inclusion of live/workspace in 
planned developments.

1–3

Priority Explanation in Years | 1–3 (High), 3–5 (Medium), 5–10 (Low)

Priority

GROWTH MANAGEMENT & HOUSING
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Priority

GROWTH MANAGEMENT & HOUSING

Develop key indicators to monitor the impacts of growth and 
the progress toward implementing the County’s growth 
management programs; report annually on their effectiveness 
and possible improvements.

1–3

Ensure that the Community Development Department 
provides input during the preparation of the annual CIP to 
ensure consistency with the Master Plan and the Growth 
Management Chapter of the Douglas County Development 
Code. 

Ongoing

Analyze the effectiveness of the TDR program before the next 
update of the Douglas County Master Plan and prepare 
recommendations on sending and receiving areas and TDR 
values.

1–3

Evaluate and update land development regulations in rural 
areas to better protect wildlife habitat, habitat connections, 
scenic vistas, and rural character.

1–3

Evaluate and update design regulations to encourage quality 
public space. 3–5

Amend the Douglas County Development Code to include 
minimum density requirements in the multi-family residential 
and mixed-use commercial zoning districts.

1–3

Revise the Master Plan land use designations to permit multi-
family zoning within the Commercial land use designation. 1–3

Review the single-family design standards in the Development 
Code to determine whether impediments exist for the 
development of moderately priced entry-level homes,
including single-family attached units.

1–3

Revise the criteria in the Mixed-Use zoning district to reduce 
the percentage of commercial usage required. 1–3
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Priority

GROWTH MANAGEMENT & HOUSING

Prepare recommendations for amending the Development 
Code to require developers to include a percentage of 
affordable units in large subdivisions in return for a density 
bonus.

1–3

Explore the viability of community land trusts to develop and 
maintain entry-level housing stock for households with 
incomes below 80 percent of median income.

3–5

Priority Explanation in Years | 1–3 (High), 3–5 (Medium), 5–10 (Low)

Priority

PUBLIC FACILITIES, SERVICES, & RECREATION

Develop a facilities master plan to address space needs for 
government services. 3–5

Identify critical services and define desired service levels from 
government service providers that address all policies of this 
section.

3–5

Define desired service levels and establish clear expectations 
for service providers to ensure efficient and cost-effective 
delivery of services.

3–5

Explore the feasibility of connecting communities with high 
concentrations of private wells, such as Ruhenstroth, Johnson 
Lane, Topaz Lake and Topaz Ranch Estates, to public water 
systems.

1–5

Create incentives to encourage existing development to 
connect to public water and sewerage systems upon public 
service provider’s system expansion, particularly in areas with 
high concentration of nitrates reaching groundwater, such as 
Johnson Lane and Ruhenstroth.

3–5
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Evaluate and update development exaction regulations to 
address capital improvements, intersection impacts, road or 
turning lane impacts, impacts to water or the sewer system,
and other needs.

1–3

Evaluate the feasibility of establishing impact fees in urban 
service/receiving areas (areas where increased density is 
proposed) to support expansion of required infrastructure and 
public facilities.

1–3

Identify appropriate locations for infrastructure before it is 
needed by projecting the location of future growth. 1–3
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Priority
PUBLIC FACILITIES, SERVICES, & RECREATION

Evaluate and update the definition of publicly valuable open 
space to include the provision of active recreation opportunities 
in less critical habitat in order to relieve recreation pressure in 
areas of more critical habitat and to manage public lands 
access.

1–3

Evaluate private land recreation needs and management to 
relieve the impact on public lands. 3–5

Establish an open space acquisition program that identifies 
acquisition area priorities based on capital costs, operation and 
maintenance costs, accessibility, open space needs, resource 
preservation, ability to complete or enhance the existing open 
space linkage system, and unique environmental features. 
Techniques for acquisition may include fee simple acquisition, 
acquisition of development rights, transfer of development 
rights, clustering, or other measures.

1–3

Utilize State of Nevada standards for the evaluation of new 
septic systems on the basis of the site’s susceptibility to 
groundwater pollution by septic effluent.

3–5

Continue to monitor areas with high septic system densities for 
signs of groundwater contamination from nitrates. Ongoing

Prepare amendments to the Development Code to support a 
Dig Once policy for underground telecommunications and fiber 
infrastructure.

1–3

Evaluate database offerings, including Nevada State Library 
and other database additions/subtraction. 3–5

Pursue development of a trail concept plan for the upper 
Kingsbury Grade segment of the Pony Express National 
Historic Trail.

3–5
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Priority
PUBLIC FACILITIES, SERVICES, & RECREATION

Update the Comprehensive Trails Plan. 3–5

Partner with and support USGS to update the Numerical 
Groundwater-Flow Model of the Carson Valley, Douglas 
County, Nevada, and Alpine County, California, in order to 
develop a complete understanding of the availability and quality 
of water in the Carson Valley/Carson River Basin.

1–3

Develop a regional water resource plan, pursuant to NRS 278. 3–5

Update the water conservation plan, pursuant to NRS 540. 3–5

Update the Nevada 80th Session’s AB240 growth management 
report, as required. 

Ongoing

Implement the Airport, Johnson Lane, Alpine View Estates, and 
Ruhenstroth Area Drainage Master Plans. 1–3

Encourage funding for art and cultural facilities and form a 
public arts coalition between the Towns of Minden and 
Gardnerville, Main Street Gardnerville, the Carson Valley Arts 
Council, and other interested parties to enhance cultural and 
performing arts. 

1–3

Investigate the feasibility of a County hospital with mental 
health facilities, including facilities for special needs children 
and adults.

Ongoing

Examine feasibility studies for arts complexes and the 
development and design of a theater venue for the Carson 
Valley.

1–3

Assist in the improvement of arts organizations’ existing 
facilities to enhance the quality and quantity of arts offerings. 

1–3
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Priority Explanation in Years | 1–3 (High), 3–5 (Medium), 5–10 (Low)

Priority

PUBLIC SAFETY 

Update and refine urban wildland interface and steep slopes 
maps and consider adopting the International Wildland Urban 
Interface Code (IWUI) within the East Fork Township.

1–3

Evaluate and update development regulations for naturally 
hazardous areas based on mapping and other relevant data. 1–3

Ensure that the Community Development Department, in 
coordination with East Fork Fire and the County Sheriff, 
provides an evaluation of population growth and changing 
demographics to effectively maintain fire service coverage and 
police services at an optimal level, as part of each Master Plan 

update.

5–10

Respond to and prepare for continued increases in emergency 
and non-emergency medical responses, with consideration to 
the aging population, new senior living facilities, and the 
evolving socio-economics of the Douglas community.

1–3

Meet the national standards for emergency response times for 
EMS and fire calls and the department standards for police 
Priority 1 calls.

Ongoing

Evaluate new technological advances and programs to 
modernize public safety efforts and provide efficient and 
effective services in the most cost-effective manner.

Ongoing

Develop a priority and phasing plan for a detailed watershed 
analysis and for improvement recommendations by watershed,
in relation to the seriousness of the existing and potential flood 
flow problems. 

3–5

Investigate the use of existing irrigation ditches and canals to 
help alleviate Carson River and stormwater flooding problems 
and to prevent critical water conveyances from being 
obstructed or abandoned.

1–3

Investigate acquisition of rights-of-way, development of 
conveyances, and utilization of wetlands southeast of Genoa 
as possible detention facilities.

3–5
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Priority

PUBLIC SAFETY 

Establish and enhance neighborhood programs to involve the 
community in crime and fire prevention, disaster preparedness, 
and shelter management.

3–5

Study the areas developed by serial land parceling and verify 
the current water conveyance capacity of the infrastructure.
Note deficiencies and correct, as practicable. Analyze 
downstream capacities and improve if needed. 

3–5

Explore and expand the use of social networks as a 
communication tool to reach as many residents as possible 
with public safety matters.

1–3

MASTER PLAN ANNUAL REPORTS AND 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS

The Planning Commission is required to submit an annual report to the Board of 
Commissioners on the implementation status of the Master Plan (NRS 278.190). When 
the 2011 Master Plan (15-year update) was adopted on March 1, 2012, it contained 95 
actions. When the South Shore Area Plan was adopted by the County in 2013, 11 more 
actions were added, increasing the total to 106 actions.

The Planning Commission has submitted four annual reports (in 2012, 2013, 2014, and 
2015) to the Board of Commissioners on the implementation status of each action. The 
2015 Annual Report stated that 22 actions had been completed, 33 actions were 
underway, and 51 had not been started. In 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, and 2020, data 
from the report was presented to the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Commissioners as part of the 20-year Master Plan update. 
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MEETING DATE: November 12, 2026

TIME REQUIRED:

AGENDA: AGENDA ITEMS

AGENDA ITEM NO. 5.b

 

STORMWATER TASK FORCE AGENDA ITEM
COVER PAGE

 

 

 
TITLE:
For Possible Action. Discussion for Task Force members to provide Task Force-related updates and to
identify topics on which they would like additional information. Discussion may include, for example,
requests to add topics to the parking lot or requests for presentations or materials that are consistent
with the Task Force's objectives. 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:
Request future information or discussion items.
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
None.
 
BACKGROUND:
Members of the Task Force may provide updates on topics relevant to the Task Force, and they may
request information or discussion topics. This agenda item is an opportunity for any member of the
Task Force to request information or future presentation topics.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
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