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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
On August 6, 2009, the Douglas County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) approved participation 

in the State of Nevada’s Integrated Source Water Protection Program (ISWPP), a voluntary program 

undertaken to prevent the pollution of community drinking water sources, including ground water, lakes, 

rivers, springs, and streams. The Douglas County Community Wellhead Protection (CWHP) Plan has 

been prepared, under the guidance of the ISWPP, to provide a framework for the long-term protection of 

public drinking water supply sources (consisting mainly of ground water) across Douglas County. 

The Douglas County CWHP Plan includes public water systems (PWSs) throughout the Carson Valley, 

Holbrook Junction, and Topaz areas (maps are provided for reference in Appendix A).  For the purposes 

of this Plan, the term “Community” collectively refers to the PWSs, residents, and local governments 

located within these three areas of Douglas County.  Since PWSs located in the Lake Tahoe Watershed 

are already protected by stringent water quality regulations specific to that area, they are not addressed in 

this Plan. 

The Douglas County CWHP Team (Team) responsible for creating this document was primarily 

composed of representatives from the various PWSs within Douglas County and from local and state 

government. The Team met on numerous occasions to develop this CWHP Plan, and summary notes from 

each of these meetings is provided in Appendix B. Additionally, the United States Geological Survey 

(USGS) provided the invaluable technical expertise of several of its representatives in an advisory 

capacity. The Team’s mission was to review existing conditions around each of the public drinking water 

sources to determine if they were adequately protected from potential sources of contamination or if 

additional measures to manage these critical water supplies were necessary. The mission was successfully 

accomplished and is documented in this report.  

The goal of this CWHP Plan is to ensure a clean drinking water supply for future generations, to reduce 

the risk to human health by ensuring the communities of Douglas County have an uninterrupted supply of 

uncontaminated drinking water, and to provide for future cooperation and coordination between PWSs 

and the state and county government. Historically, some land use has resulted in the contamination of 

wells or other drinking water sources and the subsequent loss of those sources. Such losses are not only 

expensive, but are frequently preventable. Simply stated, the goal is to protect drinking water from 

contamination sources through education and the management of land uses around or near drinking water 

sources.  

A PWS is defined by Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) as any system which regularly serves 25 customers 

or more, or has 15 or more connections. Thus wells, such as those used for individual households, do not 

meet the definition of a PWS and are not included for evaluation in the CWHP Plan. Within the Douglas 

County Community, there are currently 26 PWSs (reference Appendix C for PWS Inventory 

information).  There were 81 ground water wells and one spring associated with the 26 PWSs studied. Of 

the 81 wells reviewed, 60 were active, 11 were inactive (but for the purposes of the CWHP Plan were 

considered potential backup wells), six were abandoned, and four were formally designated as backup 

wells.  

A wellhead protection area (WHPA) was established around each of the identified PWS drinking water 

sources by using available site-specific ground water data. The WHPA is the area on the ground surface 

which must be managed in order to protect the ground water below. The outlined area is the result of 

complex ground water modeling and delineates the above ground land surface where various human 
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activities can contribute to pollution or contamination of an underground well or spring water supply. 

Information relevant to the WHPA delineation approach for each system is provided in Appendix D.   

The modeled capture zones created some uncertainties for the technical sub-team, specifically whether or 

not the areas were conservative enough, and reflected on the ground conditions enough, to provide the 

best protection of the Community’s drinking water sources.  To address this concern, the Team modified 

the capture zones by extending the WHPAs to include a 0.1 mile “buffer” and incorporating adjacent 

commercially or industrially zoned areas.  The team agreed to use this approach for existing, as well as 

newly modeled WHPAs. The exception to this method was the WHPAs in the Gardnerville Ranchos 

General Improvement District (GID) services area, as the Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvement 

District declined participation in the CWHP Plan development process. 

The WHPAs have been plotted on a series of maps (provided in Appendix A) to facilitate their use by 

County residents, land use planners, and water system operators. County residents may want to use these 

maps to determine the source of their drinking water supply.  County residents can also use the 

information provided in the CWHP Plan to take active steps to improve the quality of the Carson and 

Antelope Valleys’ ground water. 

A survey was undertaken to document potential contamination sources within, or in the vicinity of, the 

WHPAs for each water source.  Specific information relevant to this contaminant source inventory (CSI) 

is provided in Appendix E.  Two hundred seven potential contaminant sources (PCSs) were identified 

near the PWSs in Douglas County; the majority of which were either residential (septic systems) or 

automotive (auto repair shops, gas stations, etc.).  The WHPAs identified during the field survey appeared 

to be adequately protected.  However, based on the results of the contaminant source survey, the CWHP 

Team developed a strategy to proactively manage PCSs in the community and a schedule for 

implementing this strategy in the future.  As new projects are proposed and processed through the Plan 

review procedure, information about each project located within a WHPA will be forwarded for review 

and comment by the operator of the PWS associated with that WHPA. PWS operator comments will be 

compiled by the Planning Department and included in the Conditions of Approval for the project. The 

Douglas County Planning Commission and the BOCC review, approve, or deny projects as required by 

Title 20, the Douglas County Master Plan, and NRS as applicable. Additionally, where practicable and 

when financially feasible, areas with high concentrations of septic tanks will be converted to sewer 

systems with associated wastewater treatment plants. The Work Plan for Community Wellhead Protection 

Plan Implementation is included in Appendix F. 

The Contingency Plans for PWSs with State-endorsed wellhead protection (WHP) plans are referenced in 

the CWHP Plan and contain reviews of potential contaminant scenarios and measures to address possible 

contamination either through treatment or the development of a new water source. Information in the 

Contingency Plan can include, but is not limited to, an emergency contact list, a description of possible 

primary contingencies and emergencies, short and long-term water treatment options, emergency and 

long-term drinking water replacement sources, and a cost/benefit analysis for possible actions. 

The East Fork Fire and Paramedic District (EFFPD) also maintains a County-wide Contingency Plan that 

details emergency response and planning measures to safeguard the drinking water supply or, if 

necessary, remediate or replace the water supply components, in support of PWS-established contingency 

plans and emergency response needs during emergency situations. 
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The CWHP Plan should be revisited on a regular basis to ensure its continued success.  The community 

may later identify new sources of contamination, not originally considered in the Plan, or experience an 

event that changes the characteristics of the community’s water supply.  Regular updates will ensure the 

CWHP Plan incorporates significant and/or future changes within the community. Templates to assist in 

future updates to the CWHP Plan are provided in Appendix G. 

The Public Education Plan is located in Appendix H and is an organized and strategic approach to 

educating residents and encouraging them to take action to protect their water resources.  “Action” refers 

to changing practices and behaviors which could be detrimental to drinking water sources and to 

obtaining feedback on land uses from the PWS operators charged with managing their systems to promote 

projects compatible with the goals outlined in the Douglas County CWHP Plan.  The objective of the 

Public Education Plan is to present water providers, residents, and other stakeholders with a set of tools 

and tactics to promote source water protection outreach and education. The Public Education Plan is 

organized into three main components: messages, tactics, and measurement techniques. It is aimed at two 

different audiences: community members who are public water users and local sixth-grade students.  
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SECTION 1:  INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Overview 

 

The Douglas County Community Wellhead Protection (CWHP) Plan is divided into the following 

sections: 

 

 Section 1 presents the participants, the background, and purpose of this CWHP Plan. 

 

 Section 2 describes the formation and activities completed by the CWHP Team (Team) to 

develop the CWHP Plan. 

 

 Section 3 discusses the CWHP Plan development and includes mutually developed and adopted 

protocols for protecting public drinking water sources/supplies. 

 

 Section 4 describes the means to implement this CWHP Plan and establishes a schedule for 

updating and maintaining the CWHP Plan.   

 

 Section 5 presents the Public Education Plan that is the foundation for a successful and 

sustainable CWHP Plan. 

 

1.2 Background  

 

Public water systems (PWSs) throughout Douglas County, Nevada, have voluntarily participated in the 

development of this comprehensive and coordinated CWHP Plan in order to protect their drinking water 

resources and thereby ensure a high quality, sustainable water supply for their communities. The Douglas 

County CWHP Plan includes PWSs throughout the Carson Valley, Holbrook Junction, and Topaz areas. 

For purposes of this Plan, the term “Community” collectively refers to the PWSs, residents and local 

governments located within these three areas of Douglas County. Since PWSs located in the Lake Tahoe 

Watershed are already protected by stringent water quality regulations specific to that area, they will not 

be addressed in this Plan. 

 

A PWS is defined by Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 445A.235 as any system which regularly serves 25 

customers or more or has 15 or more connections. The 26 PWSs located in the Carson Valley, Holbrook 

Junction, and Topaz areas of Douglas County are listed in Table 1 (page 3). The Nevada Bureau of Safe 

Drinking Water (BSDW) classifies PWSs according to the following definitions: 

 

 Community Water System (C) – “Community water system” means a public water system that 

has at least 15 service connections used by year-round residents of the area served by the system 

or regularly serves at least 25 year-round residents of the area served by the system (NRS 

445A.808). Examples of Cs include mobile home parks (MHPs) or municipal water systems 

operated by a county or town. 

 

 Non-community Water System (NC) – “Non-community water system” means a public water 

system that is not a community water system (NRS 445A.828).  Examples of NCs include 

restaurants and service stations. 
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 Non-transient non-community Water System (NTNC) – “Non-transient water system” means a 

non-community water system that regularly serves at least 25 of the same persons for more than 

6 months per year (NRS 445A.829). Examples of NTNCs include schools and factories.  

 

The CWHP Plan was developed by the Community to protect its drinking water resources from 

contamination, manage land use in high risk areas, and provide education regarding the reasons for the 

Plan and its continued development. Of the PWSs listed in Table 1 (page 3), five had established 

wellhead protection (WHP) plans prior to the development of this CWHP Plan. This CWHP Plan is 

intended to provide a broader, community-wide perspective, building upon the pertinent information and 

results from the previous plans completed by individual PWSs and communities. 

 

Development of this Plan is based on the guidance document entitled Nevada Integrated Source Water 

Protection Program (ISWPP), which was prepared by the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 

(NDEP) in February 2010 as an update to the State Wellhead Protection Program developed in 1994. The 

guidance document sets the framework for local plan development and outlines the criteria required for a 

CWHP plan to receive State endorsement. With a State-endorsed plan, the local Community may be 

eligible to receive additional technical assistance from NDEP to continue implementing the management 

strategies outlined in the CWHP Plan. The CWHP Plan has been developed with the intention of 

achieving State endorsement. Furthermore, since the Douglas County Community is one of the first in 

Nevada to develop a comprehensive plan, it may serve as a model for establishing community-wide 

source water (wellhead) protection programs throughout the State. 

 

1.3 Purpose  

 

The purpose of the CWHP Plan is to document the development of strategies intended to provide 

comprehensive and collaborative protection of the Community’s public drinking water sources following 

the framework of the ISWPP. By following the ISWPP, the Community has developed a coordinated 

approach, with the support of local governments and stakeholders, to protect both individual water 

sources as well as areas where water resources cross jurisdictional boundaries. As system interties 

continue to be developed and PWSs in Douglas County are connected together, the CWHP Plan will 

provide a tool to facilitate cooperation between water purveyors to aid in the management and continued 

safety of the Community’s water resources.   
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Table 1.  Public Water Systems within the Carson Valley, Holbrook Junction, and Topaz Areas 

Public Water System Type Class Previous WHP Plan 

East Valley Water System Residential C 

Douglas County Community 

Development Wellhead Protection 

Program, January 2008 

West Valley Water System Residential C 

North County Water System Other non-transient NTNC 

South Valley Water System Recreation, Residential C 

Foothill Water System Other area C 

China Springs Youth Camp Institution NTNC 

Lampe Park Recreation NC 

Topaz Park Recreation NC 

Gardnerville Ranchos General 

Improvement District (GID) 
Residential C 

Wellhead Protection Report for 

Gardnerville Ranchos General 

Improvement District, December 

1997 

Gardnerville Water Company 
Industrial/Agricultural, 

Residential 
C 

Gardnerville Water Company 

Wellhead Protection Plan, July 2004 

Indian Hills GID Residential C 

Indian Hills General Improvement 

District Well Head Protection 

Program Final Report, July 2002 

Town of Minden 
Industrial/Agricultural, 

Residential 
C 

Town of Minden Wellhead 

Protection Plan, July 2004 

Holbrook Station RV and MHP 
MHP, Recreation, 

Restaurant 
C None 

Johnny’s Roadhouse Restaurant NC None 

La Ferme Restaurant Restaurant NC None 

Mountain View MHP MHP, Residential C None 

Pinion Pines MHP MHP C None 

Riverview MHP MHP C None 

S and J Ventures, dba Junction 

Bar 
Restaurant NC None 

Seven Eleven No. 23074 Service NC None 

Sierra Country Estates Residential C None 

Sierra Estates GID Residential C None 

Topaz Lake Water Company 
Hotel/Motel, 

Residential 
C None 

Topaz Ranch Estates GID Residential C None 

Topaz Summit Spring Other transient NC None 

Williams Ridge Tech Park Industrial/Agricultural NTNC None 
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1.4 Location and Description 

 

A vicinity map of Douglas County is presented in Figure 1 (page 6).  PWSs in Douglas County can be 

found in both the Carson and Antelope Valleys. The majority of the systems are located in the Carson 

Valley, including those associated with the towns of Genoa, Minden and Gardnerville; Gardnerville 

Ranchos and Indian Hills GIDs, and Douglas County Utilities.  The Antelope Valley contains the 

communities of Topaz and Holbrook Junction. The Carson Valley spans approximately 420 square miles 

(1,087.8 square kilometers) in the central portion of the County and is bounded on the west by the Carson 

Range of the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range and by the Pine Nut Mountains on the east.  The Carson 

Valley is drained by the Carson River, which flows northward through the valley.  Antelope Valley is 

located in the southeast portion of the County and is approximately 110 square miles (284.9 square 

kilometers) in area.  Antelope Valley is drained by the West Walker River which traverses northeast 

through the valley.  Figure 1 corresponds to the maps, provided in Appendix A, of the PWS well 

locations, associated wellhead protection areas (WHPAs), and potential contaminant sources (PCSs) 

within the WHPAs. PCSs are discussed further in Section 3.3 of this CWHP Plan.  

 

According to the United States Census Bureau, Douglas County has experienced significant population 

growth from an estimated 41,259 residents in 2000 to 46,997 residents in 2010. PWSs located in the 

Carson Valley, Holbrook Junction, and Topaz areas serve approximately 34,240 of these residents 

according to current NDEP records.  Since the majority of the County’s population is served by PWSs in 

these areas, continued protection of the Community’s potable water supply will ensure the long-term 

health and sustainability of the Community.   

 

1.5 Coordination with Other Community Plans 

 

The CWHP Plan has been developed in coordination with existing Community documents, including the 

Douglas County Master Plan 2006 Update.  The CWHP Plan is proposed for incorporation into the 

Douglas County Master Plan 2011 Update. Information pertaining to maps, WHPAs, and PCSs is 

available in electronic format through the Douglas County Planning and Geographic Information System 

(GIS) Departments. The WHPAs proposed in the CWHP Plan incorporate adjacent or overlapping areas 

designated as commercially or industrially zoned. The technical sub-team expressed concerns with the 

modeled capture zones, specifically whether or not the areas were conservative enough and were an 

accurate reflection of on the ground conditions to provide the best protection of the communities’ 

drinking water sources.   To address this concern, the Team modified the capture zones by extending the 

WHPAs to include a 0.1 mile “buffer” and incorporating adjacent commercially or industrially zoned 

areas.  The team agreed to use this approach for both existing as well as newly modeled WHPAs. 

Information corresponding to the Planning Areas and Community Areas established in the Douglas 

County Master Plan Update can be used in conjunction with the WHPAs established in this CWHP Plan 

so the County planners and the affected PWS operators can readily compare the location of sensitive 

potable water protection areas with existing or proposed projects within the WHPAs. This comparison 

process is useful for implementing proactive planning measures that protect the quality of Douglas 

County’s drinking water supply.  

 

The Contingency Plans for PWSs with State-endorsed systems are referenced in the CWHP Plan and 

contain reviews of potential contaminant scenarios and measures to address possible contamination either 

through treatment or the development of a new water source. Information in the Contingency Plan can 

include, but is not limited to, an emergency contact list, a description of possible primary contingencies 

and emergencies, short and long-term water treatment options, emergency and long-term drinking water 
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replacement sources, and a cost/benefit analysis for possible actions.  Douglas County Public Works has 

conducted Vulnerability Assessments on each system in the relevant contingency and emergency 

planning sections of previously prepared and state-endorsed WHP plans. 

 

The East Fork Fire and Paramedic Districts (EFFPD) were recently assigned responsibility by the 

Douglas County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC), to prepare and maintain emergency planning 

documents for the County. The Douglas County Emergency Response Plan, which includes the County’s 

Hazard Mitigation Plan, was authorized in 2008 by the BOCC and was prepared prior to the EFFPD 

assuming responsibility for preparation of this document.  The current Hazard Mitigation Plan addresses 

mainly natural disasters but is proposed for amendment by the EFFPD to include other infrastructure 

issues, including the PWSs within the County. Thus, the information in this CWHP Plan will be shared 

with EFFPD to incorporate relevant information into the amended Douglas County Emergency Response 

Plan. 

 

As a sovereign nation, the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California complies with the Safe Drinking 

Water Act (SDWA). As such, the Tribe enjoys Treatment as a State (TAS) status in its coordination with 

other governmental subdivisions. The environmental policies and codes developed by the Tribe, including 

those related to water quality standards, are developed internally but are generally consistent with federal 

and state standards.  

 

The policy of the Tribe is to notify and coordinate with the local water system operator in the event of 

water quality concerns or planning issues. The Tribe coordinates with the County on the basis of sharing 

information and approaches (such as those relevant to Wellhead Protection outreach).  Consistent with 

this level of coordination, a copy of this CWHP Plan will be provided to the Tribe upon endorsement of 

the Plan by the Douglas County BOCC. 
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Figure 1.  Vicinity Map 
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SECTION 2:  TEAM FORMATION 

 
In order to begin the initial process, representative stakeholders throughout the Community participated in 

a series of meetings that culminated in a workshop.  Workshop participants identified Team members 

responsible for developing and implementing the CWHP Plan.  Subsequent sections document the series 

of events leading to the formation of the Team and Sub Teams and summarize their activities.   

 

2.1 Request to Participate in the Nevada Integrated Source Water Protection Program 

 

On August 6, 2009, an NDEP representative presented the ISWPP opportunity to the BOCC. The NDEP 

representative explained the purpose and benefits of the ISWPP, including how the CWHP Plan works to 

protect the Community’s potable water sources. She also highlighted the benefits to PWSs within 

Douglas County. The BOCC agreed to participate in the ISWPP, submitted a letter to NDEP requesting 

participation in the program, and directed staff to support the development of the CWHP Plan. Copies of 

the BOCC agenda, meeting minutes, and letter to NDEP are provided in Appendix B.  

 

2.2 Pre-Workshop 

 

A pre-workshop meeting was conducted with Douglas County staff on March 8, 2010, to review the 

proposed workshop agenda and the list of invited entities.  Preferred format, date, and venue for the 

workshop were also selected.  Copies of the pre-workshop agenda and minutes are included in Appendix 

B. 

 

2.3 Workshop 

 

On April 7, 2010, NDEP hosted a public workshop in Minden, Nevada, at the CVIC Hall.  The purpose of 

the workshop was to introduce the ISWPP to Community stakeholders, provide an overview of the water 

resources within Douglas County, identify the Community’s goals and objectives for protecting their 

potable water sources, and nominate members for the CWHP Team.  Attendees suggested Team meetings 

should be held on the first Wednesday of each month in order to minimize potential conflicts with other 

regularly scheduled meetings of the local government entities.  The workshop agenda and meeting 

summary are included in Appendix B. 

 

2.4 Community Wellhead Protection Team Meetings  

 

Team meetings were held on the dates listed below in order to develop the CWHP Plan:   

 

 May 5, 2010 

 June 2, 2010 

 July 7, 2010 

 October 6, 2010 

 December 1, 2010 

 January 5, 2011 

 April 6, 2011 

 June 1, 2011 

 September 7, 2011 

 October 5, 2011 

 

At the initial meetings of the Team, members were nominated for specific roles and the structure of the 

Team was established to include Sub Teams responsible for developing specific elements of the CWHP 

Plan.  Sub Team meetings were held as follows: 
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 July 19, 2010 – Technical Support and Mapping Sub Team  meeting to discuss geologic 

description and delineation sections and finalized table of current water sources and conditions.  

 September 1, 2010 – Conceptual Model review with Technical Support and Mapping Sub Team. 

 December 1- 3, 2010 – Modeling Information Exchange with the Technical Support and Mapping 

Sub Team. 

 June 23, 2011 – Technical Support and Mapping Sub Team meeting to review the Minden and 

Gardnerville WHPA delineation methodology by incorporating commercially and industrially 

zoned areas into adjacent WHPAs. 

 July 8, 2011 – Technical and Mapping Sub Team meeting to discuss revising the approach for 

delineating WHPAs for all of the PWSs in the County. The new approach entailed using the 

modeled or otherwise delineated WHPAs, incorporating a 0.1-mile buffer to the ten-year time of 

travel (TOT) capture zone, and expanding the ten-year TOT zone to include adjacent industrially 

or commercially zoned areas. 

 

Team members included representatives for Douglas County, the Town of Minden, and the Town of 

Gardnerville. Table 2 summarizes the roles of Team members and Team structure.    

 

Table 2.  Community Wellhead Protection Team Members 

Lead Cathe Pool, Douglas County Public Works  

Secretary Eileen Church, Douglas County Public Works 

Plan Development and 

Review Sub Team 

Cathe Pool, Douglas County Public Works (Lead) 
Roger Van Alyne/Jenifer Scott, Town of Minden

†
 

Kim Borgzinner, NDEP 

Kathleen Johnson/Eileen Christensen, BEC Environmental, Inc. 

Education and 

Outreach Sub Team 

Steve Lewis, Nevada Cooperative Extension (Lead) 
Leigh Luce, Douglas County School District  

Judie Fisher, Sierra Estates GID 

Technical Support and 

Mapping Sub Team 

Eric Schmidt, Douglas County GIS (Co-Lead) 
Tim Russell, Resource Concepts, Inc., consultant to Town of Minden 

and Indian Hills GID (Co-Lead) 
Chad Foster, Douglas County GIS 

Tom Dallaire, Town of Gardnerville 

Ed James, Carson Water Subconservancy District 

Michael Rosen, United States Geological Survey (USGS)* 

Government Liaison 

Sub Team 

Mimi Moss, Douglas County Community Development 

Carl Ruschmeyer, Douglas County Public Works 

Margaret Pross, Douglas County Planning Commission 
†
Roger Van Alyne is no longer the Minden Town Manager and has been replaced by Jenifer Scott.  

*Note: Michael Rosen served solely as technical advisor to the Team; he did not approve or vote on 

Team decisions, nor did he provide direction to the Team. 

 

The Team approved Community goals and objectives to develop the CWHP Plan at the first Team 

meeting.  Subsequent meetings focused on addressing each element required by the ISWPP.  Whenever 

possible, multiple elements were addressed simultaneously during the Team meetings until the five 

ISWPP elements were addressed.  At each opportunity, the Team provided direction on how the CWHP 
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Plan should be developed and implemented. Copies of agendas and minutes from each Team meeting are 

provided in Appendix B.  Sub Team meetings were held on an as needed basis to address specific 

elements of the CWHP Plan.  NDEP worked closely with the Community, providing technical assistance 

to the Team as necessary.   

 

2.5 Community Goals and Objectives 

 

The Team identified the following goals and objectives for protecting their drinking water supplies: 

 

I. Goal 1: Create an integrated Plan based on the needs of each PWS. 

 

a. Objective: Solicit participation from as many water systems as possible and define their 

respective roles. 

 

b. Objective: Clearly delineate each system’s existing service area.  

 

c. Objective: Coordinate Plan development between GIDs, political entities, and water 

system operators. 

 

d. Objective: Incorporate WHPAs in the design review process prior to development. 

 

e. Objective: Prepare a list of goals for the CWHP Plan that can be submitted for review, 

consideration, and buy-in by stakeholder Boards. 

  

II. Goal 2: Successfully implement the integrated Plan. 

 

a. Objective: Obtain additional information and continually improve data quality for PCSs 

and WHPA maps.  Distinguish between natural and man-made contaminant sources.  

Prevent long term source contaminant issues. 

 

b. Objective: Establish a risk ranking system to prioritize protection of water supply wells. 

 

c. Objective: Consider regulatory management options, such as ordinances and impact fees. 

 

d. Objective: Create an outreach program to educate business owners and the public about 

the interaction of different water systems, communication between surface and ground 

water, the extent of the hydrographic basin into Alpine County, California, risks 

associated with wide-spread septic use, and water conservation and best management 

practices during construction. 

 

e. Objective: Develop a CWHP Plan that identifies funding opportunities for specific 

projects.  

 

SECTION 3:  PLAN DEVELOPMENT 
 
3.1 Water Supply Source Inventory and Planning  
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PWS sources in the Douglas County Community have been summarized in Appendix C.  Ground 

water serves as the principal drinking water supply for these systems. However, drinking water 

originates from many sources, including ground water, surface water, and springs. The evolution 

and development of these water supplies is reviewed in subsequent sections.   

 

 3.1.1 Historical Water Sources and Conditions 

 

Initial settlement took place in Douglas County in 1851, when a small Mormon trading post was 

opened in what is now the town of Genoa. The early economy was almost entirely based on trade, 

until 1859 when the Comstock Lode was discovered to the north, in Virginia City. This sudden 

boom in mining created a vast demand for lumber, and Douglas County’s economy became 

enmeshed in the clear cutting timber industry. By the end of the mining boom in 1874, the Carson 

Range surrounding Lake Tahoe had been completely denuded of forests. With no more forests 

and a reduced demand for lumber, the local economic driver shifted to agriculture, specifically 

the growing of alfalfa for livestock. Land was brought into production through the use of gravity 

fed irrigation ditches. Mining interests began moving into the County near the turn of the 

twentieth century, with several gold placer mines and at least one large body of copper ore. 

 

Following the 1960s, there was a rapid rise in population as well as new development in the 

Carson Valley, primarily in single family land use.  Because there was no coinciding increase in 

central wastewater disposal, many residents relied on septic tanks, which significantly increased 

in density into the present.  

 

Since the 1970’s, new septic tanks have been installed at a rate of 1,000 per decade and now total 

over 4,500 in the region. This has resulted in elevated nitrate concentrations in several areas 

across the valley, including the Ruhenstroth and Johnson Lane areas (Jacobson, 2010). 

 

3.1.2 Current Water Sources and Conditions 

 

Within the Douglas County Community, there are currently 26 PWSs. Of these, 16 are classified 

as community systems (Cs), six are classified as non-community systems (NCs), and the 

remaining four are non-transient non-community systems (NTNCs). All of the studied PWSs 

(with the exception of Topaz Summit Springs) relied exclusively on wells as their source of 

drinking water, with a total of 81 wells. Of these, 11 PWSs consist of only one well. Of the 

remaining systems, four have two sources (this includes one backup well or an inactive well that 

may be used as backup), and the remaining ten systems have three or more sources. This 

information is summarized in Appendix C.  Of the 81 wells reviewed, 60 were active, 11 were 

inactive (but for the purposes of this Plan were considered potential backup wells), 6 were 

abandoned, and 4 were formally designated as backup wells. 

 

Twelve of the active PWSs in Douglas County have prepared previous WHP plans endorsed by 

NDEP. The status of each source (active, backup, etc.) and pumping rates referenced from these 

endorsed plans have been summarized in Appendix C.  According to the previous WHP Plan for 

these PWSs, there were no documented concerns regarding the overall quality of the ground 

water supplying each system. However, arsenic concentrations in excess of United States 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) maximum concentration levels prompted interties 

among several PWSs to improve drinking water quality.  
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Many PWS within Douglas County did not develop WHP Plans for a variety of reasons, mainly 

associated with lack of resources to request assistance from NDEP to begin the process, and/or 

lack of personnel to actively participate in the WHP Plan development process. Individual WHP 

plans did not typically consider neighboring systems mainly due to resource and funding 

limitations in addition to the historical program approach, which consisted of a PWS focus rather 

than community wide focus. The new approach to drinking water protection through the ISWPP 

allows communities to pool resources and coordinate management strategies for multiple PWSs 

across town boundaries. In Douglas County, this new approach was particularly valuable because 

several systems were and are in the process of interconnecting system operations. 

 

3.1.3 System Descriptions 

 

Descriptions of the basic location, clientele and components of major PWSs in Douglas County 

follow.  PWSs have been separated into categories based on their ownership status; County 

owned, publicly owned or privately held. 

 

3.1.3.1 County-Owned Water Systems 

 

East Valley Water System 

The East Valley water system serves as a backup water supply for the Mountain View and 

Johnson Lane residential communities, the Minden/Tahoe Airport and the Johnson Lane, 

Heybourne Road and Airport Road commercial/industrial areas. The system comprises the North 

Clapham, Airport, and South Airport wells. Storage is currently provided by a pair of 1.5 million 

gallon water storage tanks, a 600,000 gallon water storage tank, and one 500,000 gallon water 

storage tank, but the main water supply for this service area draws from the combined 

Minden/Gardnerville system through the Minden Intertie. 

 

West Valley Water System 

The West Valley water system currently serves Genoa Lakes, Sierra Shadows, Walley’s Hot 

Springs Resort, Eagle Ridge, portions of the Town of Genoa and the Montana subdivision.  Water 

supply is provided by two infiltration wells adjacent to Sierra Canyon Creek, and two active and 

one backup ground water wells near the Walley’s Hot Springs Resort and the Montana 

subdivision.  Storage is currently provided by a 410,000 gallon water storage tank, a 500,000 

gallon water storage tank, a 450,000 gallon water storage tank utilizing booster pumps and fire 

drivers, and a one million gallon water storage tank. 

 

North County Water System 

The North County water system currently serves the commercial and retail centers along Topsy 

Lane and US 395.  The water system currently consists of two wells and two 1 million gallon 

water storage tanks.  An emergency interconnection has been provided between Indian Hills GID 

and the North County water system to provide a backup and redundant water supply. 

Construction is underway to develop an interconnection with the Town of Minden. The system 

was also interconnected to Sierra Estates GID as an emergency backup. 

 

South Valley Water System 

The South Valley water system in the Ruhenstroth Planning community currently serves the 

Douglas County Fairgrounds, Ruhenstroth fire station, transfer station and animal control facility.  

The water system currently consists of one production well, one backup well, one emergency 
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backup well and a 200,000 gallon water storage tank. This PWS consists of the combined 

Fairgrounds and Sunrise Estates systems. 

 

Foothill Water System 

The Foothill water system currently serves the Sheridan Acres and Jobs Peak service areas.  The 

systems have been interconnected to develop a regional system along Foothill Road. The Foothill 

water system currently consists of three wells which are currently in production, a 550,000 gallon 

water storage tank, a 250,000 gallon water storage tank, and a 66,000 gallon water storage tank.  

Two wells from this system (the Sheridan Old Well and the former Job’s Peak Well #2) were 

recently abandoned. 

 

 China Springs Water System 

The China Springs water system serves only the China Springs Youth Camp and expansion to 

serve other communities is not anticipated.  The water system consists of a 240,000 gallon water 

storage tank, a production well, and one irrigation well/back-up well.  The domestic water supply 

is treated to remove iron and manganese.   

 

Lampe and Topaz Parks Water Systems 

The Douglas County Parks and Recreation Department operates two water systems serving 

County facilities in Lampe and Topaz Park. Lampe Park serves a multi-use park and County 

office facility in Gardnerville.  The water system consists of one well, a booster pump and a 

pressure tank.  The Topaz Lake Park serves a ranger station and campsite, similarly consisting of 

one well, a booster pump and a single pressure tank. 

  

3.1.3.2 Publicly-Owned Water Systems 

  

Gardnerville Ranchos GID Public Water System 

The Gardnerville Ranchos GID PWS serves both residential and commercial customers in the 

Gardnerville Ranchos Planning Community. The Gardnerville Ranchos GID was invited to 

participate, but declined participation in the CWHP Planning process. As such, the information 

presented herein is current only as of the last update of their WHP Plan published in 1997. For 

additional information relevant to wellhead protection planning for this community, the 

Gardnerville Ranchos GID should be contacted directly, as the information provided herein may 

not be accurate. 

 

The Team welcomes future participation from the Gardnerville Ranchos GID and other 

stakeholder entities in future updates and amendments to the Douglas County CWHP Plan. 

 

 Indian Hills GID Public Water System 

The Indian Hills GID PWS serves residential, commercial, and other customers in the Indian 

Hills/Jacks Valley Planning Community. The Ridgeview water system, previously owned and 

operated by Douglas County, has been consolidated into the Indian Hills GID water system. The 

system contains 12 wells; however, only seven wells and two booster stations are currently active.  

As of October 2011, Indian Hills GID receives a majority of its water supply from the Town of 

Minden via an intertie with the Town of Minden and Douglas County PWSs. It is anticipated 

further wells will be made inactive and/or abandoned with the connection to the Minden system.  

There are currently plans to abandon all inactive wells in the Indian Hills GID.  A network of five 

storage tanks exists for the system, including one 100,000 gallon water storage tank, two 188,000 
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gallon water storage tanks, two 420,000 gallon water storage tanks and one 600,000 gallon water 

storage tank. 

 

Town of Minden Public Water System 

The Town of Minden PWS currently consists of six active wells with plans to construct at least 

two more wells within the next two years.  Storage for the PWS consists of only one 2,500,000 

gallon water storage tank located to the east of the Town.  The Town of Minden currently 

provides wholesale water to the Douglas County East Valley and Indian Hills GID water systems 

with plans to provide water to the Douglas County North Valley Water System and Carson City 

by 2013.An intertie also exists between the Town of Minden and the Gardnerville Water 

Company, which allows the two systems to share storage and capacity in emergency situations. 

 

 Sierra Estates GID Public Water System 

This system is located in the Indian Hills/Jacks Valley Planning Community and consists of one 

well located within the Eagle Valley ground water basin.  The District maintains a single 60,000 

gallon water storage tank and is connected to the North County Water System through a single 

intertie as an emergency backup. 

 

 Topaz Ranch Estates GID Public Water System 

This system serves a portion of Topaz Ranch Estates residential area.  The system consists of five 

wells, one of which is currently inactive, and an additional well that is pending construction.  

Storage is currently provided by two 460,000 gallon water storage tanks, a 660,000 gallon water 

storage tank, and a 230,000 gallon water storage tank.  

 

3.1.3.3 Privately-Owned Water Systems 

 

Gardnerville Town Water Company Water System 

The Gardnerville Town Water Company is a non-profit entity owned by the residents of 

Gardnerville. It serves residential and commercial interests within the town.   The water system 

contains seven wells and storage consists of small pressure tanks on location at wells #1, 2, 3, 4, 

and 6, in addition to a 1.5 million gallon water storage tank and a 2.6 million gallon water storage 

tank located off Virginia Ranch Road. 

 

Old Sawmill Industrial Park Water System 

This system presently serves the Aervoe-Pacific buildings at the Old Sawmill Industrial Park in 

the East Valley Planning Community and consists of one well and a 225,000 gallon water storage 

tank.  

 

 Additional Private Water Systems 

Several additional privately owned water systems exist in Douglas County, which will not be 

described here but can be found in Table 1 (page 3) and in Appendix C. These systems are 

typically small, providing services to a single business or community, and operate only one or 

more low volume wells connected to a distribution system with minimal storage capacity; but, 

because they have more than 15 connections and/or service more than 25 customers, they are 

regulated as PWSs. The privately owned water systems include:  Holbrook Station RV and MHP, 

Johnny’s Roadhouse LLC, La Ferme Restaurant, Mountain View MHP, Pinion Pines MHP, 

Riverview MHP, S and J Ventures - dba Junction Bar, Seven Eleven No. 23074, Sierra Country 

Estates, Topaz Lake Water Co. Inc., and Topaz Summit Spring. 
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3.1.4 Future Water Sources and Conditions 

 

Prior to the development of the Team approach for ground water protection throughout Douglas 

County, there were five independent, NDEP-approved, WHP Plans in force: 

 

 Douglas County Community Development WHP Program (2008) 

 Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvement District WHP Program (1997) 

 Gardnerville Water Company WHP Plan (2004) 

 Indian Hills General Improvement District WHP Program (2002) 

 Town of Minden WHP Plan (2004) 

 

Each report indicated water supplies were currently sufficient in quantity and quality, but 

additional water may be needed in the future due to expected community growth.  However, the 

EPA compliance deadline for its new arsenic standard (revising the drinking water standard from 

50 parts per billion to 10 parts per billion) became effective on January 23, 2006, subsequent to 

finalization of these reports. The new arsenic standard prompted the need for an intertie project to 

connect water systems for the Town of Minden, East Valley, Indian Hills, North County, and 

Carson City.  The intertie projects were subsequently completed, and plans to connect the South 

Valley Water System in the future are dependent on funding.  

 

Any new wells for individual systems or those incorporated into the intertie projects need to abide 

by the guidance set forth in the plans, and a preemptive PCS Survey would need to be conducted 

to assist in well siting.  New wells are proposed for construction for:  the Indian Hills system (the 

well has not yet been sited, but is proposed to draw from the same aquifer as the current primary 

water source, Brown’s Well); the West Valley area at Hollister; and in the Old Sawmill location 

at the Williams Ridge Tech Park.   

 

3.2 Source Water Protection and Delineation  

 

In order to update the information and results presented in the previous WHP Plans and establish a source 

water protection program for PWSs for which a WHP Plan had not previously been prepared, a 

comprehensive review of pertinent geologic, hydrogeologic, and water supply data for the PWSs within 

the Douglas County Community was completed. This information is detailed in the Delineation Summary 

Report in Appendix D, and an illustration of how the Carson Valley hydrologic system works is provided 

as Figure 2 (page 16).   

 

Source Water Protection Areas (SWPAs) are comprised of the land surface surrounding and area beneath 

a water supply source (ground water, surface water, or spring) in which activities and land uses must be 

managed in order to protect the water supply.  WHPAs are those that specifically surround a well and are 

a subset of SWPAs. The protection area is generally represented on the land surface as a circular or 

elliptical shape around the water supply source. The areas are typically computer generated models that 

outline the anticipated distance traveled by a particle of water entering the water supply over a fixed 

period of time (Time of Travel or TOT). SWPAs are prepared to allow communities to plan for and 

respond to situations in which contamination occurs. 

 

The Technical Team worked to delineate the boundaries around each well, based on a computer generated 

analytical model, thereby creating WHPAs that designated three main TOTs. The TOTs were estimated at 
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two, five and ten years. For example, this means that (theoretically) contaminants entering the aquifer in 

the five year TOT region of the WHPA are estimated to take between five and ten years to reach the well 

or water source and could contaminate the drinking water.  Figure 3 (page 17) provides a conceptual 

drawing of the WHPA for a well. The updated and newly established protective areas for the current 

drinking water sources supplying PWSs throughout the Douglas County Community are presented in 

Appendix A. 

 

The shapes of the WHPAs for different wells or between different systems can vary widely, depending on 

the model used and the specific hydrogeologic characteristics associated with the area. The Arbitrary 

Fixed Radius (AFR) method has been chosen for the proposed Sawmill Well, described in the Minden-

Gardnerville map, mainly because there is insufficient information to use another modeling method 

approved by NDEP.  The AFR establishes a circle with a specified radius around the well; the distance of 

the radius is based on established set back requirements for specific contaminant sources from ground 

water wells. NDEP uses a 3,000-foot fixed radius as a minimum for all SWPAs at the State level in 

performing vulnerability surveys around existing public water supply wells. NDEP also utilizes the 3,000-

foot fixed radius for consideration in various permitting activities and to meet contaminant survey 

requirements for the development of new public drinking water wells funded through NDEP grant and 

loan programs.  

 

The Calculated Fixed Radius (CFR) method is typically used when minimal information is available and 

uses a simple mathematical relationship between pumping rate, aquifer porosity, length of well screen and 

TOT to establish a radius around the well. These radii represent the estimated maximum time required for 

contaminants to reach the well in question. An example of this method can be observed at the 7-Eleven 

Convenience Store well. A modified version of this method, that incorporates local surface water 

considerations, was also chosen for the Topaz Park well. 

 

Analytical modeling requires the most geological and hydrologic information and is the preferred method 

for WHPA delineation due to its relative accuracy in reflecting ground water and contaminant movement 

through the subsurface. Variations of shapes developed using this method can be attributed mainly to the 

modeling program used, and sub-surface geologic and surface water influences. Examples of these 

variations can be seen in viewing the Minden-Gardnerville wells. Additional information relevant to 

analytical modeling and the other modeling methods described above is provided in Appendix D. 
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Figure 2.  Conceptual Illustration of the Carson Valley Hydrologic System 
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Figure 3.  Conceptual Drawing of the Wellhead Protection Areas for the Douglas County Water 

Supply Sources (modified from Nevada Bureau of Water Quality Planning Guidance Document, 2000)  

 
 

3.3 Contaminant Source Inventory  

 

A PCS inventory is performed to identify potential hazards to the quality of a community’s drinking 

water supply.  The contaminant source inventory (CSI) conducted in Douglas County assisted the Team 

in obtaining basic information used in designing management tools to prevent future contamination. 

Although the contaminant sources observed during field surveys indicated the WHPAs appeared to be 

adequately protected, there were specific instances of PCSs that could adversely affect drinking 

water quality for these areas in the future. For example, the high density of septic tanks in the vicinity 

of the Fairgrounds Well and other locations throughout the Carson Valley prompted the Team to include 

conversion from septic to sewage systems, as practicable, as a management approach for related organic, 

inorganic and microbiological contamination.  Many types of industry, businesses, land uses, and 

activities may have an impact on ground water quality (as indicated by active NDEP Bureau of Corrective 

Actions case files near the airport and at the Old Saw Mill Industrial Park), so the Team recommended 

local business owner education programs, particularly for existing businesses located within WHPAs.  
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Appendix E provides the methodology used to develop the PCS inventory and a table with the detailed 

CSI information available as of publication of this CWHP Plan. However, the initial review of the table 

indicated the majority of PCSs were residential in nature (septic systems) and accounted for 37 percent of 

the PCSs inventoried. Other PCSs located within the PWS WHPAs included gas stations, automotive 

shops and underground storage tanks (USTs) (approximately 27 percent of all PCSs); agricultural-related 

facilities, including irrigation ditches and golf courses/parks/nurseries comprised approximately 13 

percent; industrial manufacturers and commercial enterprise such as photographers, paint shops, and dry 

cleaners, each made up approximately 4 percent (8 percent total); existing public ground water wells 

made up another 8 percent of PCSs; and the remaining medical, educational, and municipal facilities 

comprised the last 7 percent of PCSs inventoried.  

Of the 26 systems surveyed, 25 were found to have at least one PCS, with some areas, such as the South 

Valley Water System, containing as many as 32 separate PCSs.  This is because the Carson Valley 

contains regions of relatively high population density without central utilities, resulting in an abundance 

of septic systems within the WHPAs. This is the case in the South Valley, Indian Hills, Sierra Country 

Estates and Sierra Estates GID water systems. 

PCSs are numbered within the WHPAs depicted on the maps in Appendix A.  The numbers on these 

maps correspond to the code for the contaminant source listed in Table 1 located in Appendix E. 

 

3.3.1 Desktop Research 

 

A review of the WHPAs versus PCS locations was performed by the CWHP Team as part of the 

CSI. This process entailed a desktop review of existing regulatory databases, previously endorsed 

WHP Plans, NDEP Source Water Assessment Program (SWAP) files, and information leveraged 

from other NDEP field activities. The University of Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV) conducted a 

field survey of PCSs in Douglas County as part of NDEP’s SWAP/Vulnerability Assessment 

Program (VAP) in 2010.  In the UNLV study, surveys were conducted using a 3,000 foot 

perimeter around each well, analogous to a WHPA created using the AFR methodology. 

Additionally, NDEP provided UNLV with select WHPAs that extended beyond the 3,000-foot 

radius and asked UNLV to include PCSs within the WHPA and beyond the 3,000-foot radius. 

While many of the same PCSs appear in both the Team and UNLV’s studies, the different WHPA 

criteria utilized produced different results (i.e. PCSs that were within the 3,000-foot radius, but 

outside of the WHPA). Both studies showed a prevalence of PCSs from septic tank and 

automotive sources; however, the AFR methodology of the UNLV study identified several PCSs 

outside of the WHPAs that were surveyed within the scope of work for the CWHP Plan. 

Additional detail regarding the inventory process and specific findings are provided in Appendix 

E, and the location of PCSs is provided in the figures in Appendix A. 

 

3.3.2 Field Surveys 

 

Field surveys were conducted on April 6 and 7, 2011, in order to supplement the data from the 

UNLV study and other desktop research. Surveys utilized handheld global positioning system 

(GPS) receivers (Garmin GPS eTrex Vista HcX) to ensure accuracy and to identify PCSs within 

WHPAs in Douglas County. GPS data points were cross-referenced against known locations 

using GIS software (ArcGIS Version 10, Build 2800) to provide reasonable data quality 

verification. 
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3.3.3 Risk Rankings 

 

The WHPAs managed by Douglas County contain numerous potential sources of contamination.  

In addition, areas and features adjacent to, and in some cases up-gradient of these WHPAs also 

contain potential sources of contamination.  For this reason, PCSs are addressed by category, 

rather than individually. Discussed below are the five most significant categories of PCSs in 

Douglas County; however, a complete list of all PCSs has been included in Appendix E. 

 

In general, the highest risk for contamination for the majority of the PWSs in Carson and 

Antelope Valleys, including Sierra Estates GID, Indian Hills, Genoa Lakes, Montana, La Ferme, 

East Valley’s North Clapham well, the Foothills, Job’s Peak, Gardnerville Ranchos GID, Sierra 

Country Estates, South Valley and Topaz Ranch Estates, is associated with residential septic 

tanks. Risks associated with automotive repair shops and USTs appeared to be most prevalent in 

the Gardnerville Water Company, Town of Minden, Topaz Ranch Estates-Holbrook, and Topaz 

Lake Water Service Areas. East Valley PWS PCSs were mainly associated with operations at the 

airport. Above-ground storage tanks and aviation/automotive repair and maintenance activities 

were prevalent in the immediate vicinity of both airport wells.  

 

3.3.3.1 Auto Repair Shops 

 

Automotive repair shops are the most common PCS found in WHPAs in the studied areas of the 

County, and consequently have been given the most significant risk ranking. Some PCSs include 

gasoline, diesel fuel, motor oil and other volatile organic compounds (VOCs). The persistent 

nature of these contaminants combined with the inadequacy of disposal practices historically 

associated with this industry (reflected by active NDEP Bureau of Corrective Actions case files 

near the Minden Airport and at the Old Saw Mill Industrial Park), has made the effective 

management of repair garages within WHPAs a high priority. Repair shops are concentrated in 

the Minden/Gardnerville area, but can be found in WHPAs throughout the county. 

 
3.3.3.2 Septic Systems 

 

While septic systems are not found within every WHPA in Douglas County, in regions where 

these systems occur, they are numerous and often found in high densities.  According to the 

ISWPP guidance document put forward by NDEP, septic systems are given a risk ranking of 

moderate to high. This variance in risk rating is based on the wide variety of contaminants which 

could potentially escape from a septic system, including: synthetic organic compounds, inorganic 

compounds and microbial agents. In some locations, such as near the East Valley water system’s 

Fairgrounds Well, growing residential neighborhoods lacking central utilities have resulted in an 

extremely high density of septic tanks. Numerous septic systems in close proximity to sources of 

drinking water pose a significant risk of contamination.  

 
3.3.3.3 Aboveground Storage Tanks 

 

Numerous Aboveground Storage Tanks (ASTs) are utilized throughout Douglas County, many of 

which are located in areas which were inaccessible for study.  ASTs are commonly used by 

ranchers and large residences as a short-term storage solution for kerosene, gasoline and diesel 

fuel.  Because these tanks are often found in open, unpaved areas, fuel spills can lead directly to 

soil and aquifer contamination. 
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3.3.3.4 Underground Storage Tanks 

 

Several USTs are found within WHPAs in Douglas County and are generally associated with gas 

stations.  USTs in the valley are typically used for the storage of VOCs such as diesel fuel or 

gasoline, although many have been abandoned. USTs represent a direct threat to ground water 

because they have been partially buried and leaking material is released directly into the vadose 

zone (in general, this zone extends downward, from land surface to the groundwater table). 

However, regulations require that USTs be registered and undergo rigorous monitoring, which 

helps to mitigate the associated risk. Regardless of regulations elsewhere, USTs must be properly 

inspected and managed to prevent accidental release and long term damage to the aquifer. 

 

3.3.3.5 Private Wells 

 

The historic absence of central utilities in many parts of the Douglas County has led to the 

development of a vast number of private wells in the region.  Although small, these wells often 

share the same aquifer as PWSs and can provide a direct conduit for contamination to enter the 

ground water system if they have not been properly installed, maintained or abandoned. The 

location of every private well in the County is beyond the scope of this program; however, the 

office of the State Engineer and the BSDW can be contacted for additional information relevant 

to specific locations. Douglas County recognizes private wells are a concern and strongly 

encourages private well owners to implement protective management strategies near their wells 

similar to the ones recommended in this CWHP Plan for PWS wells. 

 

3.4 County-Wide Management Strategies 

 

Based on the results of the contaminant source survey, the CWHP Team developed a strategy to manage 

PCSs in the community and a schedule for implementing this strategy. As new projects are proposed and 

are processed through the Plan review process, information about each project located within a WHPA 

will be forwarded for review and comment by the PWS associated with that WHPA. PWS comments will 

be compiled by the Planning Department and included in the Conditions of Approval for the project. The 

Douglas County Planning Commission and the BOCC review, approve, or deny projects as required by 

Title 20, the Douglas County Master Plan, and NRS as applicable. 

 

In its capacity as Emergency Manager, the EFFPD interacts with PWS Operators to facilitate the 

continuous supply of safe drinking water to the residents of Douglas County during emergency situations. 

The EFFPD has a plan review process for most potentially hazardous projects, with the exception of 

agricultural chemical storage, to help identify potential hazards, including those that could present a 

potential contaminant risk to ground water. 

 

The EFFPD website lists projects that qualify for plan review as those including: 

 

 New Construction 

 Automatic Fire Extinguishing System 

 Fuel Tank 

 Sub-division Map 

 Proposed Development 

 Tenant Improvement 

 Fire Sprinkler System 
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 Fire Alarm System 

 Utilities 

 Excavation and Grading 

 

Douglas County does not issue business licenses; individuals and other entities operating in the state of 

Nevada under an assumed or fictitious name or designation must file with the County. The County can 

identify PCSs when they provide information regarding the type of business to be conducted (as required 

through the fictitious name, or provided on a voluntary basis), or when they fall under  the purview of the 

Douglas County plan/permit process, or other State and federal reporting requirements. There are 

approximately 59 companies in Douglas County currently subject to State Fire Marshal, NDEP, or federal 

regulations governing the management of hazardous materials.  

 

Table 3 (page 22) discusses generalized regulatory and non-regulatory management strategies for use 

throughout the County, to address general threats associated with local contamination. Possible 

management approaches for specific types of PCSs are provided in Table 4 (page 23). 
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Table 3.  Management Tools and Strategies 

Regulatory  Management Tools 
Applicability to the Douglas County 

CWHP Plan 

Zoning Ordinances 

Comprehensive land use requirements designed to direct the 

development of an area where certain land uses may be restricted or 

regulated in WHPAs. One of the most powerful tools for managing 

future contamination events that could impact underground sources 

of drinking water. 

As new projects are proposed and are 

processed through the Plan review process, 

information about each project located within 

a WHPA will be forwarded for review and 

comment by the PWS associated with that 

WHPA. PWS comments will be compiled by 
the Planning Department and included in the 

Conditions of Approval for the project. The 

Douglas County Planning Commission and 

the Board of County Commissioners review, 

approve, or deny projects as required by Title 

20, the Douglas County Master Plan, and 

NRS as applicable. 

 

Source Prohibitions 

Regulations that prohibit the presence or use of chemicals or 

hazardous activities within a given area. Local governments will 

use restrictions on the storage or handling of large quantities of 

hazardous materials within a WHPA to reduce or eliminate the 

threat of contamination. 

Special Use Permits 
Regulations which provide for specific exceptions to general land 
use ordinances. 

WHPA reviews for possible impacts will be 
conducted prior to the issuance of Special 

Use Permits 

Subdivision Ordinances 

Community adopted subdivision rules and regulations to regulate 

road drainage/runoff in subdivisions within WHPAs. Used to 

ensure subdivision road drainage is directed outside of WHPAs. 

Future development projects will be 

evaluated by the applicable PWS to ensure 

compatibility with the WHPAs. 

Operating Standards 

Regulations that apply to ongoing land use activities to promote 

safety or environmental protection. Such standards can minimize 

the threat to the WHPA from ongoing activities such as the 

application of agricultural pesticides or the storage and use of 

hazardous substances. 

Douglas County is reviewing existing 

ordinances for their applicability to the 

CWHP Plan.  

Non-Regulatory  Management Tools 
Applicability to the Douglas County 

CWHP Plan 

Ground water Monitoring 

A program which consists of regular sampling of wells for 

contaminants.  It helps the community measure the effectiveness of 

its source controls and compliance with drinking water standards. 

Water supply wells are routinely monitored 

in accordance with state requirements.  More 
rigorous monitoring can be required by PWSs 

as a Condition of Approval for projects 

proposed within Douglas County or local 

communities in high risk locations. 

Local Business Owner 

Education 

Encourage local business owners to take advantage of the Business 

Environmental Program offered by Nevada Small Business 

Development Center (NSBDC). 

Local business owner education regarding the 
implementation of the CWHP Plan and the 

need for WHPAs is critical to the success of 

the program. 

Household Hazardous 

Waste (HHW) Collection 

A good management tool to reduce the amount of hazardous waste 

going to the landfill or septic systems.  Coordinate with local 

government to implement a HHW Collection Day.  This option 
helps to educate the public about the types of household products 

which are toxic or hazardous.  It encourages public involvement.  

Educate the citizens in your community by distributing NDEP’s 

flyer about Safer Alternatives to Hazardous Household Products. 

Douglas County has an active HHW program 

in place, but additional education regarding 
the program days and conditions is 

recommended. 

Public Education 

Public education is a key aspect of any WHP Program.  Public 

education efforts are important in building public support for 

regulatory changes and local funding.  NDEP has prepared a flyer 

listing the available sources for getting ground water protection 

related public education materials.   

Public education through the public school 

system is appropriate and the Education and 

Outreach Sub Team has created tools to begin 

this process (reference Appendix H). 

Implementation assistance is needed to 

circulate educational materials. 
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Table 4.  Management Approaches for Potential Sources of Contamination 

Contaminant Sources  Suggested Management Approach Applicability to the  CWHP Plan 

Auto Salvage Yards 

Automotive fluids should be properly collected, contained and 

disposed of according to local regulations.  Monitor activities 

near WHPA to detect violations.  Encourage recycling and 
take advantage of NDEP’s recycling program by calling 

Nevada Recycling Hotline (1-800-597-5865). 

Salvage yards were located within the 
Douglas County WHPAs. Property 

owners may need specific information to 

manage the materials they store. 

Abandoned/Orphaned 

Water Wells 

Poorly constructed wells and improperly abandoned wells can 
act as a ‘direct route’ for ground water contamination.  State 

regulations require proper plugging of water wells.  Educate 

the citizens in your community by distributing NDEP’s 

Abandoning Unused Water Wells fact sheets. 

Several wells are abandoned, proposed 

for abandonment, or inactive within 
existing WHPAs. The CWHP Team 

may want to identify either specific 

wells or perform an inventory of 

orphaned wells as a goal of this CWHP 

Plan. 

Illegal Dumping 

Monitor WHPAs to detect illegal dumping.  Use Nevada’s 
Recycling Hotline (1-800-597-5865) to report illegal 

dumping. 

Illegal dumping is a challenge 
throughout Nevada. Education and 

outreach materials, combined with 

enforcement of nuisance ordinances 
generally assist in preventing this 

practice.  

Accidental Spills 

Monitor WHPAs for accidental spills. Have an emergency 

response/contingency plan ready if an accidental event 

threatens the water supply. 

Emergency response plans are in place 
and the EFFPD has requested enhanced 

coordination with the CWHP Team to 

obtain WHPA information and updates 
through Douglas County’s internal GIS. 

USTs / Home Heating Oil 

Tanks 

All USTs and home heating oil tanks should be monitored and 

tested according to the requirements of NDEP.  Leaking tanks 

should be removed as soon as possible and corrective actions 
should be taken for site remediation.  Coordinate with NDEP 

for financial assistance from the State Petroleum Fund.  

Educate the citizens in the community by distributing NDEP’s 
Home Heating Oil Tanks fact sheets. 

This approach is appropriate and should 
be implemented when funding can be 

obtained. 

ASTs 

Coordinate with local Fire Department and utility purveyors 

about siting and construction of ASTs, and reporting spills to 
appropriate PWS representatives. 

This approach is appropriate and should 

be implemented when funding can be 
obtained. 

Septic Systems 

Proper design, construction and maintenance of septic systems 

are vital for your water quality.  It is important not to dispose 
of common household hazardous materials into your septic 

system.  Educate the citizens in your community by 

distributing NDEP’s Domestic Septic Systems fact sheets. 

Educational materials will be made 

available as part of CWHP Plan 
implementation. Additionally, where 

practicable and when financially 

feasible, areas with high concentrations 
of septic tanks will be converted to 

sewer systems with associated 

wastewater treatment plants. 

Chemical Storage Facilities 

Avoid storage or use of chemicals/hazardous materials within 

WHPAs.  Storage and transportation of chemicals/hazardous 

materials should comply with all applicable laws. 

At a minimum, education efforts aimed 

at business owners and residents within 

WHPAs should be conducted. 
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3.5 Contingency Plan 

 

Contingency Plans differ from the Emergency Response Plan required by the Bureau of Safe Drinking 

Water (BSDW) for PWS Operators, as they are intended to provide a long term course of action in the 

event drinking water resources for a community become contaminated. Contingency plans are provided in 

each of the five approved WHP Plans previously developed for PWS in Douglas County, referenced in 

Table 1 (page 3) and in Section 6 of this CWHP Plan. 

 

Emergency Response Plans are typically short term solutions in response to an immediate shut-down of a 

water supply, either related to mechanical issues, water quantity problems, or in response to a 

contamination threat or natural disaster.  However, emergency response plans do not address the longer 

term problems associated with contaminated aquifers.  

 

Contingency Plans, within the context of the ISWPP, are built on Emergency Response Plans and provide 

guidance and direction to the local community and PWSs in the event the aquifer or main source of 

drinking water is significantly contaminated.  The Contingency Plan should demonstrate the community’s 

planning capacity to address a long-term emergency situation.  Some considerations include assessing the 

time frame needed for the community to switch to an alternate source, the capacity and quality of water 

alternate sources may provide, and what local resources are currently available to implement the use of an 

alternate source. Contingency plans could also include conservation measures intended to prolong the use 

and availability of water supplies (e.g., during periods of interim decision making, remediation, or new 

source development). 

 

The Contingency Plan reviews potential contaminant scenarios and measures to address that 

contamination, either through treatment or the development of a new water source. Information in the 

Contingency Plan can include, but is not limited to: 

 

 Emergency contact list 

 List of individuals and their responsibilities 

 Description of possible primary contingencies and emergencies 

 Short and long-term water treatment options 

 Long term drinking water source replacement, augmentation or remediation 

 Cost/Benefit analysis for possible actions 

  

3.5.1 Short-Term Emergencies 

 

Short-term emergencies are transient events which prevent the availability of drinking water in a 

community for a limited period of time and are described in the existing Emergency Response, 

Water Conservation and Emergency Management Plans for the respective area. A list of potential 

alternate supply options is included below; however, the emergency water supply options listed 

here are not intended to provide permanent solutions for the affected community. 

 

Existing System Sources:  Few of the two-year TOTs in the County overlap, which suggests a 

contamination event for one well may allow for isolation of other wells within the same system. 

These wells may provide a temporary backup source of drinking water for users in the system, 

depending on the extent of contamination; however, many PWS in the County contain only one 

drinking water source. 
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Stored Water Reserves:  Douglas County Utilities maintains a reserve of treated water in storage 

approximately equal to one average day’s use. 

 

Boil Order:  A boil order may be issued at the discretion of the Manager of Douglas County 

Utilities or as directed by the BSDW. 

 

Bottled Water:  Bottled water is sold in the region at numerous local outlets and can be trucked in 

from outside regions as part of a relief effort. 

 

Potable Water Trucks:  Similar to bottled water, potable water trucks may be brought in from 

unaffected communities, such as Carson City. 

 

Local Emergency Agreements:  Many water systems in Douglas County are interconnected 

through a series of intersystem connections or interties.  Emergency agreements exist between 

communities which will facilitate cooperation during a local emergency. Additional information 

about interties can be found in section 3.5.2. 

 

Conservation:  Conservation measures are long-term steps taken when demand may exceed 

availability. For example, limiting the watering of lawns during a period of severe drought would 

be a conservation measure. Ration orders may be given if demand cannot be met by some other 

means.  Rationing and conservation are outlined in the Douglas County Water Conservation Plan. 

 

Douglas County highlighted the availability of backup generators should the existing pumping 

facilities become inoperable.  Minden and Gardnerville also state the use of alternative wells 

outside of another well’s two year protection (TOT) zone as a planned contingency. 

 

3.5.2 Long-Term Contingencies 

 

In the event of significant contamination of a drinking water source, the region may find itself 

subject to a long-term deficit in its water supply, which will have to be supplemented by either a 

new source or an agreement with another water system. Recently, interties have been developed, 

or are being developed, which link multiple PWSs together. These interties and associated cross 

connection agreements could be used if one of the town’s water supplies became insufficient or 

compromised for any reason. Current and planned interties include: 

 

 The Town of Minden – Gardnerville Water Company 

 The Town of Minden – East Valley Water System (Douglas County Utilities) 

 Indian Hills GID – North County Water System (Douglas County Utilities) 

 Indian Hills GID – Ridgeview Estates GID 

 North County Water System (Douglas County Utilities) – Carson City Public Works 

 North County Water System (Douglas County Utilities) – Sierra Estates GID 

 

Douglas County is considering water system expansion, to stabilize the water supply (from both a 

quantitative and qualitative perspective) and may be looking at supplying water to other systems 

within and adjacent to the County. As such, a better understanding of these water systems and 

their potential influence upon one another is critical at this time, for planning purposes. 
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3.6 New Sources 

 

All new drinking water sources and related drilling activities are regulated by the Nevada Division of 

Water Resources (NDWR) as specified in the Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) 534.010-534.450.  

Prior to the initiation of drilling, a notice of intent must be on file with the NDWR and a permit must be 

obtained to drill or replace a water well within a hydrologic basin designated by the State Engineer. Water 

quality studies must also be performed to determine if the parameters are below the maximum 

contaminant levels for drinking water established by the EPA and the State of Nevada. 

 

According to the BSDW, the horizontal distance between a supply of water and any potential source of 

pollution must be “as great as is practical, but no less than one hundred feet”.  While this statue is 

supportive of the CWHP Plan, a distance of 100 feet is generally inadequate for source water protection 

and does not change the necessity of WHPA delineations for new sources under this plan. 

 

Should Douglas County or any of the PWSs choose to develop or acquire a new public water supply 

source, the proposed source will be evaluated by the CWHP Team (with respect to the guidelines outlined 

in this document for all the CWHP Plan elements) before it will be incorporated in the CWHP Plan. A 

WHPA will be delineated for the proposed water source and will then be inventoried for PCSs before 

construction or incorporation of the new source. The WHPA will be managed in accordance with the 

goals stated in this CWHP Plan; however, management strategies may be modified for the new source or 

implemented in their current state, where appropriate.  

 

It is up to the individual water purveyors to select source development strategies and applicable elements. 

 

Table 5 (page 27) discusses the processes for the development on new water supply wells. 
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Table 5.  Possible Source Development Plan Elements for New Water Supply Wells 

Element Considerations Potential Application 

Identify Undeveloped Water Sources 
Suitable sites exist for future water supply 

well. 

Suitable areas identified for additional water 

supply wells to augment or replace existing 
sources, but alternatives, such as existing 

wells that may be rendered redundant by the 

intertie projects should be evaluated for 
future use. 

Examine Steps Required to Obtain Water 
Rights 

The systems have adequate water rights to 
provide for future buildouts. 

Change in point of diversion would have to 

be filed with NDWR after final well site 

selection. 

Define WHPAs for New Well Sites 
Site-specific data will not be available but 
existing data for region as a whole is 

considered adequate. 

Deferred to final well location selection.  
Adequate information already exists for 

delineation of preliminary WHPA through 

AFR, such as for the Sawmill well.   
Final delineation will be based on results of 

well pump tests. 

Identify PCSs 

Contaminant inventories for proposed new 

wells should be completed prior to siting the 
well to promote advanced planning for the 

protection of these water supplies.. 

The PWS may not want to site wells in 

areas with high concentrations of PCSs or in 

areas with known contamination issues. 

Select Management Strategies and Options 

Source reviews have been identified for 

WHPAs to be implemented during the 
design/plan review process. 

Public education program to continue. 

County Commission approvals needed prior 
to incorporation of the CWHP Plan and 

associated WHPAs into the Master Plan 

Amendment Update and associated 
design/plan review processes. 

Perform Compliance Studies 

Obtain permits and access and file 

environmental documentation.  Can cost 

$5K to $50K depending on location and 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

requirements. 

 
Sample water and test for chemical 

constituents to demonstrate compliance with 

SDWA.  Costs can approach $5K per source 
for sampling, analyses, reporting, and 

contractor fees.   

 
Conduct aquifer test of new source well. 

Permitting, rights-of-way and NEPA 

documentation initiated after funds secured.   
 

Sampling is typically done following well 

completion and development or during 
drilling of a pilot borehole. Will include 

SDWA parameters for chemistry.   

 
Aquifer test needed for final WHPA 

delineation; to be done at time of well 

completion. 

Evaluate Financial Needs and Procure 

Funding 

Ten-year planning horizon. 

Priority needs are evaluation of existing, 

inactive wells to determine their potential 
for future use as potable water source wells. 

Second priority is development of new 

ground water source or sources over five to 
ten-year timeframe ($200K+). 

Potential funding sources identified for 

monitoring wells and grant proposals will 

be prepared. Funding sources for new 

supply wells will be sought. 

Interconnect Water Systems 

Many systems have been or are in the 

process of being interconnected.  Continue 
that process and analyze the costs and 

benefits of additional interconnection. 

Further interconnection may require 
additional agreements between PWSs and 

infrastructure improvements/extensions.  

Funding sources to be identified for 
additional interconnections. 
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3.6.1 Projected Supply Required 

 

Determining the projected supply required from a new source or sources will greatly aid in 

determining the possible location of those sources.   

 

3.6.2 Protection Areas 

 

3.6.2.1 Contaminant Source Inventory 

 

A supplemental CSI should be conducted prior to construction of a new well or water 

source to avoid construction in a contaminated area or an area which may become 

contaminated within a short time frame. 

 

3.6.2.2 Contaminant Management Strategy Development 

 

The preparation of the CSI will facilitate early development of a strategy for managing 

contaminants in the area of the new source.  

 

SECTION 4:  PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 
 
4.1 Master Planning Goals 

 

The Douglas County Master Plan establishes policies intended to address County-wide service and 

infrastructure related issues.  Expansion of potable water systems provided by Douglas County and PWSs 

in the region, for both domestic and commercial use, is critical for continued development in the County 

and the expansion of communities in the County. By locating intensive land uses in areas with existing 

water systems, service can be provided at a lower cost and with significantly less impact than in areas 

requiring new extensions.  For this reason, the Douglas County Master Plan is intended to coordinate land 

use planning with provisions for these services. This is done through the designation of Urban and Rural 

Development Areas as a means of identifying geographic areas in which particular levels of service will 

be needed during the planning period.  Further, the Master Plan establishes the concept of “adequate 

public facilities” as a key factor in the planning, review and approval of new development projects. 

 

4.2 Identified Projects 

 

Appendix F summarizes specific action items compiled from previous work plans and new information 

provided during CWHP Team meetings. The strategies were developed to meet the objectives of the 

CWHP Plan and to keep the CWHP Plan up to date. Each strategy is provided in order of priority, and 

prioritization of the strategy is based on current need, available staff, and available budget. In some cases, 

no budget was identified for the CWHP Plan because other resources are currently being pursued to 

complete these action items. 

 
4.3 Funding Opportunities 

 

Identifying funding streams for community water projects may be one of the primary hurdles a 

municipality or unit of local government faces, particularly when Douglas County does not have the 

revenue to support such projects.  In the current economic climate, applying for loans and grants through 

federal and state programs may be the best option for leveraging the County’s resources in order to bring 
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projects to fruition.  Potential funding sources specific to water projects may include: the Bureau of 

Reclamation’s Water and Energy Efficiency, Rural Water Supply, Water for America, and System 

Optimization Review programs; the EPA’s Advancing Public Health Protection through Water 

Infrastructure Sustainability, Clean Water State Revolving Fund, and Drinking Water State Revolving 

Fund programs; United States Department of Agriculture’s (USDA’s) Water and Waste Disposal and 

Water, Sewer, and Solid Waste Disposal Management programs; the Federal Emergency Management 

Agency's Flood Mitigation Assistance; and the State of Nevada's Assembly Bill (AB) 198 Grants. 

However, as of the date of this Plan, AB 198 Grants were not available due to State Bonding issues.   

 

Douglas County may identify viable funding sources, or combinations of funding sources necessary to 

support the project activities, through the programs listed above; however, the County may also wish to 

identify funding sources that may not be specific to water projects but align closely with the proposed 

activities.  Additionally, projects may need to be divided into several phases in order to find appropriate 

funding mechanisms.  Examples of other potentially applicable funding sources include the USDA’s 

Community Facilities Loan and Grant Program and U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development's Community Development Block Grants. Recognizing project plans may have to be 

malleable is a major component of ensuring the potential applicability of a variety of funding sources.  

 

Researching funding opportunities can be completed in several different ways.  Grants.gov is the premier 

site for federal funding research. Additionally, state and federal agency websites provide a wealth of 

information on their specific programs.  Private foundations may also be a source of funding, and the 

Philanthropy News Digest maintains a database of private, philanthropic opportunities which may be 

applicable to proposed projects. 

 

Another key component of identifying and obtaining funding is building relationships and leveraging 

resources.  Many grants require a cash or in-kind match as well as demonstration of diverse stakeholder 

involvement.  The Douglas County CWHP Team is a prime example of stakeholder commitment, and the 

relationships developed throughout this process may be beneficial in future funding applications.  

Matching and community involvement requirements differ widely between each opportunity.  Reviewing 

program guidance, such as funding opportunity announcements (FOAs), Federal Register notices, and 

frequently asked questions (FAQs), as well as direct communications with the funding agency will prove 

vital to the success of a grant application. 

 

4.4 Updates 

The CWHP Plan should be considered dynamic such that the Team can amend or update them as needed 

to reflect the growth and changes of the Community.  Regularly scheduled reviews of this CWHP Plan by 

the Team will ensure the document is current and addresses the needs of the Community.  Based on the 

review, the Team may decide to update or amend either a portion of this CWHP Plan or the entire Plan as 

they see fit.  For example, a community’s water supply will be exposed to either new or different types of 

potential contaminants as the community changes.  Often, changes in the PCSs will occur more frequently 

than changes to the WHPAs, Contingency Plans, or Emergency Plans.  Therefore, the Team may 

determine an update to just the CSI and Contaminant Source Management Strategy sections of the CWHP 

Plan is warranted.  Alternatively, changes in other Community planning documents, procedures, or 

ordinances may warrant updating or amending the CWHP Plan.   

 

The Douglas County Community Team agreed to review this CWHP Plan biennially and provide a 

recommendation of which section(s) of the CWHP Plan require amending or updating.  A template 
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recommendation is provided in Appendix G. Appendix G also contains templates to guide Team members 

on inventorying PCSs within their community.  Copies of the recommendation signed by the Team Lead 

will be attached to this CWHP Plan in Appendix I, distributed to other Team members, and submitted to 

NDEP no later than December 31 for a given year.   

 

SECTION 5:  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 

The Public Education Plan is an organized and strategic approach to educate community members and 

encourage them to take action in protecting their water resources.  In this case, taking action refers to 

changing practices and behaviors which could be detrimental to source waters and to limit some land uses 

to those compatible with the goals outlined in the Douglas County CWHP Plan.  The objective of the 

Public Education Plan is to present water providers, residents and other stakeholders with a set of tools 

and tactics that can be used to promote source water protection outreach and education. 

 
The Public Education Plan is organized into three main components: messages, tactics and measurement 

techniques. The Public Education Plan is designed for two audiences: community members who are 

public water users, and local sixth-grade students. The message component provides answers to three 

important questions for source water protection: 

1. What is wellhead protection? 

2. Why should water be protected at the wellhead? 

3. What contaminates the water we drink? 

 

The tactics section makes up the bulk of the Public Education Plan and presents a list of possible methods 

to disseminate information.  Proposed methods for educating the primary audience (local and public water 

users) range from social media and direct mail to supplying handouts to local real estate offices and the 

establishment of a Source Water Protector Award issued by the Chamber of Commerce. For the 

secondary audience (local sixth-graders), a curriculum is included which will supplement the State’s 

science education kit “Dynamic Earth” in which the students will already be learning about ground water 

protection. 

 

The final component of the Public Education Plan is a system for pre- and post-evaluations for both 

targeted audience groups. Because effective evaluation is key to determining how any message or tactic is 

received, instructions for both quantitative and qualitative measuring instruments are included. The Public 

Education Plan also includes a set of prefabricated surveys for each of the audience groups, which can be 

adjusted to fit the specific needs of the community.  The Public Education Plan is included in Appendix 

H. 
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DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

NOTICE OF REGULAR MEETING  
AUGUST 6, 2009 – MINDEN, NEVADA  

                  
                                         

PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 241 OF THE NEVADA REVISED STATUTES 
AND THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, THE DOUGLAS COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS HEREBY NOTIFIES ALL INTERESTED 
PARTIES THAT THE BOARD WILL CONDUCT BUSINESS OF THE 
COUNTY AS NOTICED BELOW:    
 
THE REGULAR MEETING SHALL BE HELD ON THE 6TH DAY OF 
AUGUST, 2009 BEGINNING AT 12:00 P.M. (SEE NOTE) IN THE 
DOUGLAS COUNTY COMMISSIONERS MEETING ROOM OF THE 
DOUGLAS COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING (HISTORIC 
COURTHOUSE), 1616 EIGHTH STREET, MINDEN, NEVADA.     
 
THE AGENDA OF THE MEETING SHALL CONSIST OF THE FOLLOWING 
NOTED ITEMS (SEE ATTACHED AGENDA), AS WELL AS ANY ITEMS 
APPENDED TO THIS NOTICE.  
 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE ABOVE-MENTIONED INFORMATION IS 
TRUE AND CORRECT TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND 
COMPLIES WITH THE PROVISIONS OF NRS 241 AND THE LAWS OF 
THE STATE OF NEVADA.  I ALSO CERTIFY THAT ACCORDING TO THE 
PROVISIONS OF NRS 241, THIS NOTICE HAS BEEN POSTED AT LEAST 
THREE (3) WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO CONVENING OF THE MEETING. 
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                            Douglas County   

       Board of Commissioners     
                                            
                                         Meeting Agenda 

 
       Nancy McDermid, Chair, District 4 
       Greg Lynn, Vice Chair, District 1 

       David J. Brady, District 2 
    Doug N. Johnson, District 3 
     Michael A. Olson, District 5 

 
T. Michael Brown, County Manager                                                     Ted Thran, Clerk-Treasurer  

Thursday, August 6, 2009                                     12:00 pm                      Douglas County Historic Courthouse 
                     1616 8th Street, Minden, Nevada 
 

                                                                                                     

MISSION STATEMENT 

   P.O. Box 218, Minden, NV 89423 
775-782-9821  FAX: 775-782-6255 
              http://cltr.co.douglas.nv.us 

Working together with integrity and accountability, Douglas County provides efficient and effective government 
services to provide a safe, healthy, scenic, and vibrant community in which people prosper and enjoy an exceptional 

standard of living. 
 

NOTE: THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS WILL CONVENE IN CLOSED SESSION BEGINNING AT 12:00 P.M. TO MEET 
WITH ITS MANAGEMENT REPRESENTATIVES TO DISCUSS LABOR NEGOTIATIONS WITH DCEA, DCSPA, AND EFFPEA. 
THIS SESSION IS CLOSED PURSUANT TO NRS 288.220. A QUORUM OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS MAY BE 
GATHERING FOR LUNCH AT 11:30 A.M. 

 
Copies of the finalized agenda are posted at the following locations prior to meeting day:  Minden Inn, Administration 
Building (Historic Courthouse), Judicial and Law Enforcement Center, Gardnerville Post Office, Minden Post Office, 
Minden Library, Douglas County Administration Building and the Tahoe Transportation Center at Stateline, NV. 
Questions concerning the agenda should be referred to the County Manager’s Office at 775-782-9821. 

 
The Board of County Commissioners sit jointly as the following Boards:  Liquor Board, License Board, Tahoe-
Douglas Transportation District Board, Water District Board, East Fork Fire and Paramedic Districts Board, Regional 
Transportation Commission and Redevelopment Agency. 
 
It is the intent of the Board of County Commissioners to protect the dignity of citizens who wish to comment before 
the Board.  It is also the County Commissioner’s wish to provide the citizens of Douglas County with an environment 
that upholds the highest professional standards. Citizens should have the ability to freely comment on items and/or 
projects that are brought before the Board for action without interference. 
 
In order to ensure that every citizen desiring to speak before the Board has the opportunity to express his/her opinion, 
it is requested that the audience refrain from making comments, hand clapping or making any remarks or gestures that 
may interrupt, interfere or prevent the speaker from commenting on any present or future project.  Persons desiring an 
opportunity to address the Board of County Commissioners and are not able to attend the meeting are requested to 
complete and submit a “Comment Card” to the Chairman at the main podium prior to the convening of the 
Commission meeting. Cards are located at the main entrance to the meeting room. 
 
Notice to Persons with Disabilities:  Members of the public who are disabled and require special assistance or 
accommodations at the meeting are requested to notify the Clerk’s Office in writing at Post Office Box 218, Minden, 
Nevada 89423 or by calling 782-9020 at least 20 hours in advance. 
Following is the proposed agenda, which is also posted on the County’s website at: http://cltr.co.douglas.nv.us.  All 
items shall include discussion and possible action to approve, modify, deny, or continue. 
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DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
FINAL AGENDA - MINDEN, NEVADA  

AUGUST 6, 2009 
 
 
 

12:00 P.M. 
 

CONVENE IN CLOSED SESSION 
 
1. Closed session for the Board of County Commissioners to meet with its 
management representatives to discuss labor negotiations with DCEA, DCSPA, and 
EFFPEA.  This session is closed pursuant to NRS 288.220. (approx. 1 hr.) 
 
RECONVENE IN OPEN SESSION 
 
1:00 P.M.  
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE -   Michael Olson 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
The Board of Commissioners reserves the right to take items in a different order to 
accomplish business in the most efficient manner.  
 
APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES:  

• July 14, 2009-Joint Meeting/Genoa 
• July 16, 2009 

 
PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS (NO ACTION)  
This portion of the meeting is open to the public to speak on any topic not on today’s 
agenda and must be limited to 3 minutes. 
 
For any item on the agenda, public comment is discretionary except where a public 
hearing is legally required.  
 
For members of the public not able to be present when an agendized item is heard, 
Speaker/Comment Cards are available at the entrance to the meeting room. These 
cards should be completed and given to the Clerk.  
 
NOTE: THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS IS PROHIBITED BY LAW FROM TAKING 
IMMEDIATE ACTION ON OR DISCUSSING ISSUES RAISED BY THE PUBLIC THAT 
ARE NOT LISTED ON THIS AGENDA.  
 
Items appearing on the Consent Calendar are items that can be adopted with one 
motion and without public comment unless pulled by a Commissioner. Any member 
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of the public wishing to address any consent item may ask for it to be pulled off the 
Consent Calendar so it may be heard and receive public comment during the 
Administrative Agenda.  
 
ALL AGENDA ITEMS ARE DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ITEMS UNLESS 
OTHERWISE NOTED.  
 
COUNTY MANAGER 
 
2. Discussion and possible action on closed session regarding labor negotiations with 
DCEA and DCSPA as well as ratification of employee contract for East Fork 
Professional Firefighters which provides for merit increases, trade days, and other 
matters. (approx. 5 min) 
 
DOUGLAS COUNTY AWARDS PRESENTATIONS 
 
3. Employee Service Awards (approx. 10 min) 
 
EAST FORK FIRE AND PARAMEDIC DISTRICTS 
 
4. Discussion and possible action to recognize seven individuals, who provided life 
saving rescue efforts to a victim involved in a drowning incident at the Power 
Dam/Carson River on June 4, 2009, with a Heroic Commendation. (approx. 15 min) 
 

CONSENT CALENDAR  
 

All items shall include discussion and possible action. Consent items may be pulled 
at the request of Commissioners wishing to have an item or items further discussed. 
When items are pulled for discussion, they will be automatically placed at the 
beginning of the Administrative Agenda.  
 
Motion to approve Consent Calendar.  
 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 
5. Review status of treasury funds through August 6, 2009 per NRS 251.030.  
 
CLERK-TREASURER 
6. Discussion and possible action to approve an Outdoor Festival application 
submitted by Bill Chernock of the Carson Valley Chamber of Commerce & Visitors 
Authority for a Nevada Motocross Park “Summer 1” Pro Race, scheduled for 
September 6, 2009 from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., to be held on the Pinenut Road Parcel 
adjacent to the Animal Shelter, Gardnerville, Nevada. 
7. Discussion and possible action to approve an Outdoor Festival application 
submitted by Vicki Bates of the Sustainable Living and Renewable Energy Roundup 
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for the Green Living Festival, scheduled for September 12, 2009 from 9 a.m. to 7 
p.m., to be held at Lampe Park, Gardnerville, Nevada. 

 
SHERIFF 
8. Discussion and possible action to approve a contract with Tracy Cassity to provide 
mental health services to inmates at the Douglas County Jails on the weekends and 
during the off hours of the regular provider; this contract is for three years at a cost 
of $10,404 per year and $100 per hour for services above and beyond the scope of 
the contract.    
 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY 
9. Discussion and possible action regarding Douglas County accepting and signing 
an Underground Sewer Line Easement from Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV 
Energy over a portion of APN 1420-20-801-001.   
 
EAST FORK FIRE AND PARAMEDIC DISTRICTS 
10. Discussion and possible action to approve the East Fork Fire and Paramedic 
Districts’ Monthly Report for May 2009 and authorize accounts receivable write-offs 
for May 2009.  
11. Discussion and possible action to approve the East Fork Fire and Paramedic 
Districts’ Monthly Report for June 2009 and authorize accounts receivable write-offs 
for June 2009.  
 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
12. Discussion and possible action regarding bid award for the 2009 Road Seal 
Project. 
 
COUNTY MANAGER 
13. Discussion and possible action to approve an interagency agreement between 
Douglas County Weed Control District (WCD) and Nevada Tahoe Conservation 
District (NTCD) for WCD to provide noxious weed control services to NTCD for a 
period of eighteen months for a total fee not to exceed $8,500. 
 
PUBLIC WORKS 
14. Discussion and possible action to approve Amendment No. 2 to the professional  
services contract with ECO:LOGIC which brings the total contract amount to a not to  
exceed amount of $46,375 for the Job’s Peak Ranch Well No. 2 Replacement, and to  
authorize the County Manager to sign. 
15. Discussion and possible action on selling a 2000 Chevrolet service truck from the 
Douglas County Motor Pool Fleet to the Minden Tahoe Airport for $4,000. 
 
 
AIRPORT 
16. Discussion and possible action to approve a building rental agreement with the 
Civil Air Patrol and to waive the monthly rental fee. 
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HUMAN RESOURCES 
17. Discussion and possible action on the approval of contract Addendum “C” 
between Douglas County and Carson Valley Medical Center for Medical Review 
Officer, chain-of-custody, and data management for Douglas County’s drug and 
alcohol programs. 
18. Discussion and possible action to change Douglas County Administrative Policies 
and Procedures for Identity Theft Prevention Program from number 300.08 to 300.09. 
 

STAFF REPORTS 
 

CLERK-TREASURER 
19. Accept Treasurer’s June 30, 2009 report on the following: 

a. Schedule of investments as of 6-30-09 
b. Schedule of investment income by fund  
c. Treasurer’s bank balances as of 6-30-09 
d. Fund balances for  June 30, 2009 
 

REPORT OF FEES: 
20. Civil Clerks – June 2009 
21. Court Clerks – June 2009 
22. Tahoe Township Justice Court – June 2009 
23. Recorder – June 2009 
24. Tahoe General Services – June 2009 
25. East Fork Constable – April-June 2009 
26. Tahoe Constable – April-June 2009 

 
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA  

 
The following item(s) are scheduled for a public hearing. The Chairman will read the 
Agenda listing into the public record. Staff will present a summary of the staff report 
and recommendations, including any updated information that was received after the 
date when staff reports were distributed. The Commissioners will follow with 
questions of staff. At that time, the Chairman will open the hearing to public 
testimony. Normally, the applicant and/or their representative are permitted to speak 
first, followed by Commissioner questions. The Chairman requesting comments from 
the public at large will follow this. If you wish to speak on a particular item, please 
limit your comments to three minutes and be as brief and concise as possible so that 
all who wish to speak may do so. Do not repeat the position of others who express 
the same views as yourself. The Chairman has the right to establish time limits for 
comments and to allow for rebuttal.  
CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS PULLED FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION: 
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CONSENT CALENDAR DISCUSSION CONCLUDED 
 
DOUGLAS COUNTY LIQUOR BOARD 
 
27. Discussion and possible action to approve the Off Sale Liquor and Restricted 
Gaming License for Sharon Clark, beneficiary, representing the Raymond May Trust, 
owner of the Minden AM PM located at 1676 Highway 395, Minden, Nevada. (approx 
5 min) 
 
28. Discussion and possible action to approve the Dining Beer & Wine S/B and Off 
Sale Beer & Wine Liquor License for Shawn & Janet St. Peter, representing the Genoa 
Candy & Coffee Co., LLC located at 2292 Main Street, Suite 3, Genoa, Nevada. 
(approx. 5 min) 
 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY 
 
29. Discussion and possible action to approve proposed settlement agreement 
pertinent to John and Sharon Macauley as Trustees of the Macauley Family Trust v. 
Douglas County, et al., Case No. 09-CV-0157, Ninth Judicial District Court, Dept. 1 
and to approve resumption of work pertinent to the Facility project. (approx. 15 min) 
 
COUNTY MANAGER 
 
30. Presentation from Doug Maurer from the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
regarding the USGS Analysis of Streamflow Trends, Ground Water and Surface Water 
Interactions, and Water Quality in the Upper Carson River Basin. (approx. 15 min)  
 
31. Discussion and possible action on FY 2010-2014 Capital Improvement Program. 
(approx. 20 min) 
 
NINTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT/JUVENILE SERVICES 
 
32. Approval of a preliminary conceptual plan for development of Douglas County 
Juvenile Detention Facility capital improvement project addressing, safety, space, 
and operational deficiencies not to exceed the cost of $15,000. (approx. 10 min) 
 
NINTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT/AURORA PINES GIRLS FACILITY 
 
33. Discussion and possible action to approve bid award for the Aurora Pines Girls 
Facility to Coastal Aire & Sheet Metal, Inc. in the amount not to exceed $28,740, and 
authorize the Department Manager to sign contract change orders up to 10% of the 
contract amount. (approx. 10 min) 
 
PUBLIC WORKS 
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34. Presentation from Kim Borgzinner, Staff Engineer, for the Division of 
Environmental Protection, Bureau of Water Protection, and Eileen Christensen, 
President, BEC Environmental, Inc., and request for Douglas County’s support for 
and participation in the Integrated Source Water Protection Program. (approx. 15 
min) 
 
AIRPORT 
 
35. Discussion and possible action to authorize submittal and acceptance of an 
amended Federal Aviation Administration Grant for Airport Improvement Project 
AIP3-32-0013-20 for 2010, reducing the amount of the original grant from $789,474 
to $105,000 due to noncompliance of the current Airport Layout Plan (ALP), and 
authorizing the Chair to sign the documents. (approx. 15 min) 
 
36. Discussion and possible action on draft options for an Airport Use Ordinance 
related to the Federal Aviation Administration’s directive to the Minden-Tahoe Airport 
to change current weight limits. (approx. 30 min) 
 
PUBLIC WORKS 
 
37. Discussion and possible action to adopt Alternative B of the North Douglas 
County Water System Analysis and direct staff to prepare a financing plan and 
agreements to implement Alternative B. (approx. 30 min) 
 
38. Discussion and possible action to adopt a Stage 3: Emergency Drought Stage in 
the Skyland/Cave Rock service area in accordance with Douglas County’s Water 
Conservation Plan and NRS 540.131. (approx. 5 min) 
 
39. Discussion and possible action on a presentation of proposed interim water rates 
for the Jobs Peak Ranch and Sheridan Acres Water Systems for consideration and 
adoption at a subsequent meeting. (approx. 30 min) 
 
EAST FORK FIRE & PARAMEDIC DISTRICTS 
 
40. Discussion and possible action to recognize East Fork Fire and Paramedic 
Districts Battalion Chiefs as a bargaining unit for the purposes of mandatory 
bargaining pursuant to Nevada Revised Statute Chapter 288. (approx. 5 min) 
 
41. Discussion and possible action to adopt Resolution 2009R-062, establishing the 
East Fork Fire Protection District Debt Service Fund. (approx. 5 min) 
 
RESOLUTIONS  &  ORDINANCES: 
 
42. Discussion and possible action to introduce Ordinance 2009-1289 (ref. DA 09-
038), an ordinance amending Douglas County Code, Section 20.612.020, Application 
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for specific plan, to require applications for specific plans be submitted at the same 
time as applications for master plan amendments and to require a plan 
demonstrating the applicant’s ability to comply with the provisions of Chapter 
20.560, Building Permit Allocation and Growth Management, and other properly related 
matters.  (1st reading) (approx.10 min) 
 
43. Discussion and possible action to introduce Ordinance  2009-1291 (ref. DA 09-
041), an ordinance amending Douglas County Code, Chapter 20.04, Application 
process and official filing date, and Section 20.04.02, Determination of complete 
application, removing the requirement for a pre-submittal conference for zoning and 
land division permits, and other properly related matters. (1st reading) (approx. 10 
min) 
 
44. Discussion and possible action to introduce Ordinance 2009-1292 (ref. DA 09-
039), an ordinance amending Douglas County Code, Section 20.708.020(E) Tentative 
subdivision map procedures, and Section 20.708.050 Duration, extension, and 
amendment of tentative subdivision map, amending the time frame for Planning 
Commission hearing from 45 days to 60 days consistent with Nevada Revised Statute 
(NRS), and adjusting the timeframes for existing tentative subdivision maps 
consistent with NRS and Assembly Bill (A.B.) 74, respectively, and other properly 
related matters. (1st reading) (approx. 10 min 
 
45. Discussion and possible action to adopt Ordinance 2009-1279 (ref. DA 09-004), 
an ordinance amending the following sections of Douglas County Code, Title 20:  a) 
adding 20.656.020.050 (O) Independent congregate senior living community under 
Residential Districts; Institutional and uses of community significance, b) adding 
20.658.020.050 (O) Independent congregate senior living community under Non-
residential districts; Institutional and uses of community significance, c) adding 
section 20.660.050 (O) Independent congregate senior living community definition, d) 
adding sections 20.662.010.155 and 20.664.155 Specific standards for independent 
congregate senior living community in residential districts, e) adding sections 
20.666.010.135 and 20.668.135 Specific standards for independent congregate 
senior living community in non-residential districts, f) amending Table 20.692.1 
Required parking and loading spaces to include parking requirements for 
independent congregate senior living community, and g) amending Appendix A to 
provide a definition for independent congregate senior living community and other 
properly related matters.   (2nd reading) (approx. 5 min) 
 
46. Discussion and possible action to adopt Ordinance 2009-1290 adding Douglas 
County Code Chapter 3.48, Filing Fees on Civil Actions in District Court for Court 
Security ordinance and other properly related matters. (2nd reading) (approx. 5 min) 
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
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47. Discussion and possible action on Development Application (DA) 09-044, a Minor 
Modification to Planned Development (PD) 05-003 for Kit Carson Development, Ltd., 
deleting condition of approval no.18, which requires that the applicant submit a deed 
restriction that restricts the ownership of the 59 single-family residential lots to 
people 55 years of age and older (if one or more owners, only one owner must meet 
this age limitation).  The Planned Development is located on the south side of 
Kimmerling Road and on the west side of Bing Road, within the MFR (Multi-Family 
Residential)/PD (Planned Development) Overlay and NC (Neighborhood 
Commercial)/PD Overlay zoning districts in the Gardnerville/Ranchos Community 
Plan Area (Multiple APNs). (approx. 15 min) 
 
48. Discussion and possible action on Land Division Application (LDA) 09-004, a 
Final Division of Land into Large Parcels Map for J.M. Baker Properties, L.P., dividing 
144.91 acres into three parcels, the smallest being 40.12 acres, within the FR-19 
(Forest and Range, 19 acre minimum net parcel size) zoning district in the Sierra 
Community Plan Area (APN: 1319-00-002-032). (approx. 10 min) 
 
COUNTY MANAGER  
 
49. Discussion and possible action on a brief update regarding Nevada’s Census 
2010 Campaign from David Byerman, Chief Government Liaison for Nevada, U.S. 
Census Bureau. (approx. 5 min) 
 
50. Discussion and possible action to adopt Proclamation 2009P-061 supporting 
Nevada’s Census 2010 with the “Nevada Complete Count Campaign” in Douglas 
County. (approx. 5 min) 
 
51. Discussion and possible action to send letters to Senator Reid and Senator 
Ensign concerning opposition to U.S. Senate Bill 787, an amendment to the Clean 
Water Act. (approx. 5 min)  
 
52. Discussion and possible action on an amendment to the 2003 Amended 
Franchise Agreement with Douglas Disposal, Inc. which proposes to modify the 
definition of solid waste to make it consistent with Nevada Revised Statutes and 
clarify the exclusivity exception provision.    (approx. 10 min) 
 
53. Discussion and possible action to set a teambuilding and assessment workshop 
for the Board of County Commissioners. (approx. 10 min) 
 
54. Reports/updates from the Board of Commissioners concerning the various 
boards and/or commissions that they may be a member of or a liaison to. These 
boards/commissions include but are not limited to the: Nevada Association of 
Counties; Carson Water Subconservancy District; Lake Tahoe Visitors Authority; 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency; Law Library; NevadaWorks; Carson Valley Chamber 
and Visitors Authority; Tahoe Douglas Visitors Authority; Tahoe Basin 
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Transportation Authority; Lake Tahoe South Shores Chamber of Commerce; Western 
Nevada Development District; Regional Transportation Commission; Nevada Tahoe 
Conservation District; Nevada V & T Railroad Commission; Joint Powers/Waste 
Management; Tahoe Transportation District; and the Debt Management Commission. 
There will be no action taken on these reports/updates. A public hearing is not 
legally required on this item thus there will be no public comment. Anyone wishing to 
comment should do so at the beginning of the meeting during the public interest 
comment section. (approx. 10 min) 
 
THE TIMING FOR AGENDA ITEMS IS APPROXIMATE UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED AS A TIME 
SPECIFIC ITEM.  ITEMS MAY BE CONSIDERED AHEAD OF OR BEHIND THE TIMING INDICATED BY 
THIS AGENDA.  
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APPROVED SEPTEMBER 3, 2009 
The regular meeting of the Douglas County Board of Commissioners was held on 
August 6, 2009 in the Douglas County Commissioner Meeting Room of the Douglas 
County Administration Building, 1616-8th Street, Minden, Nevada, beginning at 
12:03 p.m.                                                                         
                                                                                                                                                  
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Nancy McDermid, Chairman; Greg Lynn, Vice 
Chairman; David J. Brady; Michael Olson and Doug Johnson. (Note: Commissioner 
Johnson joined the meeting by telephone.) 
                                                              
STAFF PRESENT:  Ted Thran, Clerk-Treasurer; T. Michael Brown, County Manager; 
Stephen Mokrohisky, Assistant County Manager; Michael McCormick, Assistant 
District Attorney; Tod Carlini, EFFPD Chief; Mimi Moss, Community Development 
Director; Carl Ruschmeyer, Public Works Director; Dave Fogerson, Deputy Fire Chief; 
Darcy Worms, Human Resources Manager; Steve Eisele, Deputy Fire Chief; Steve 
Tognoli, Deputy Fire Chief/Operations; Captain John Milby, DCSO; Linda Deacy, 
Library Director; Sergeant Jim Halsey, DCSO;  Lisa Granahan, Assistant to the 
County Manager; Claudette Springmeyer, Comptroller; Brandy McMahon, Senior 
Planner; Scott Shick, Chief JPO Officer; Joe Ward, Chief Civil Deputy District 
Attorney; Ron Roman, Senior Civil Engineer; Steve Thaler, Director of Juvenile Camp 
Services; Keith Kallman, Airport Manager and Lorraine Diedrichsen, Clerk to the 
Board.   

 
12:00 P.M. 

 
CONVENE IN CLOSED SESSION 
 
1. Closed session for the Board of County Commissioners to meet with its 
management representatives to discuss labor negotiations with DCEA, DCSPA, 
and EFFPEA.  This session is closed pursuant to NRS 288.220.  
 
This session was held. 
 
RECONVENE IN OPEN SESSION 
 
1:00 P.M.  
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
Michael Olson led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA                            
 
MOTION by Brady/Olson to approve the agenda as presented; carried unanimously. 
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APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES:  
 July 14, 2009-Joint Meeting/Genoa     

 
MOTION by Olson/Brady to approve the July 14, 2009 minutes as presented; carried 
unanimously. 
 

 July 16, 2009     
 

MOTION by Lynn/Olson to approve the July 16, 2009 minutes as presented; carried 
unanimously. 
 
PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS (NO ACTION)    
 
Linda Deacy, Library Director, discussed the summer reading program and the theme 
this year was “Be Creative”. A LEGO® contest was held and some of the winning 
entries were displayed. 
 
Jim Slade discussed a variance regarding a bike lane on Genoa Lane and would like 
the board to approve funding to construct the bike lane and enhance the quality of 
life for the citizens of Douglas County. 
 
Public comment closed. 
 
EAST FORK FIRE AND PARAMEDIC DISTRICTS 
 
4. Discussion and possible action to recognize seven individuals, who provided 
life saving rescue efforts to a victim involved in a drowning incident at the 
Power Dam/Carson River on June 4, 2009, with a Heroic Commendation.  
 
Chairman McDermid read a letter from Ronald Telles recognizing and thanking the 
individuals that saved his son’s life on June 4, 2009 at the Power Dam.  
 
Steve Tognoli, Deputy Fire Chief/Operations, explained the events of that day which 
led up to the heroic commendations presented today. The commendation was read 
and awarded to the individuals present. 
 
COUNTY MANAGER 
 
2. Discussion and possible action on closed session regarding labor negotiations 
with DCEA and DCSPA as well as ratification of employee contract for East Fork 
Professional Firefighters which provides for merit increases, trade days, and 
other matters.  
 
MOTION by Brady/Olson not to approve the proposed employee contract with East 
Fork Professional Firefighters Association; carried unanimously. 
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No public comment. 
 
DOUGLAS COUNTY AWARDS PRESENTATIONS 
 
3. Employee Service Awards 
 

 Alan Bates – 15 years – Court Computer Systems 
 

Scott Shick, Chief JPO Officer, speaking on behalf of the Judges and courts, thanked 
Mr. Bates for keeping the court technology current. Mr. Shick conveyed their 
appreciation and thanks. 
 

 Vicki Barrett – 20 years – JPO 
 
Scott Shick, Chief JPO Officer, speaking on behalf of the courts, commended her on 
her customer service skills and thanked her. 
 
EAST FORK FIRE AND PARAMEDIC DISTRICTS 
 
4. Discussion and possible action to recognize seven individuals, who provided 
life saving rescue efforts to a victim involved in a drowning incident at the 
Power Dam/Carson River on June 4, 2009, with a Heroic Commendation.  
 
This item was heard earlier in the meeting. 
 

CONSENT CALENDAR  
 
MOTION by Olson/Brady to approve the Consent Calendar; 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 
5. Review status of treasury funds through August 6, 2009 per NRS 251.030.  
 
MOTION to approve; 
 
CLERK-TREASURER 
6. Discussion and possible action to approve an Outdoor Festival application 
submitted by Bill Chernock of the Carson Valley Chamber of Commerce & 
Visitors Authority for a Nevada Motocross Park “Summer 1” Pro Race, 
scheduled for September 6, 2009 from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., to be held on the 
Pinenut Road Parcel adjacent to the Animal Shelter, Gardnerville, Nevada.    
 
MOTION to approve; 
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7. Discussion and possible action to approve an Outdoor Festival application 
submitted by Vicki Bates of the Sustainable Living and Renewable Energy 
Roundup for the Green Living Festival, scheduled for September 12, 2009 from 
9 a.m. to 7 p.m., to be held at Lampe Park, Gardnerville, Nevada.      
 
MOTION to approve; 

  
SHERIFF 
8. Discussion and possible action to approve a contract with Tracy Cassity to 
provide mental health services to inmates at the Douglas County Jails on the 
weekends and during the off hours of the regular provider; this contract is for 
three years at a cost of $10,404 per year and $100 per hour for services above 
and beyond the scope of the contract.     
 
MOTION to approve; 
 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY 
9. Discussion and possible action regarding Douglas County accepting and 
signing an Underground Sewer Line Easement from Sierra Pacific Power 
Company d/b/a NV Energy over a portion of APN 1420-20-801-001.      
 
MOTION to approve; 
 
EAST FORK FIRE AND PARAMEDIC DISTRICTS 
10. Discussion and possible action to approve the East Fork Fire and Paramedic 
Districts’ Monthly Report for May 2009 and authorize accounts receivable 
write-offs for May 2009.     
 
MOTION to approve; 
 
11. Discussion and possible action to approve the East Fork Fire and Paramedic 
Districts’ Monthly Report for June 2009 and authorize accounts receivable 
write-offs for June 2009.     
 
MOTION to approve; 
 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
12. Discussion and possible action regarding bid award for the 2009 Road Seal 
Project.       
 
MOTION to approve; 
 
 
COUNTY MANAGER 
13. Discussion and possible action to approve an interagency agreement 
between Douglas County Weed Control District (WCD) and Nevada Tahoe 
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Conservation District (NTCD) for WCD to provide noxious weed control services 
to NTCD for a period of eighteen months for a total fee not to exceed $8,500.      
 
MOTION to approve; 
 
PUBLIC WORKS 
14. Discussion and possible action to approve Amendment No. 2 to the 
professional services contract with ECO:LOGIC which brings the total contract 
amount to a not to exceed amount of $46,375 for the Job’s Peak Ranch Well No. 
2 Replacement, and to authorize the County Manager to sign.      
 
MOTION to approve; 
 
15. Discussion and possible action on selling a 2000 Chevrolet service truck 
from the Douglas County Motor Pool Fleet to the Minden Tahoe Airport for 
$4,000.     
 
MOTION to approve; 
 
AIRPORT 
16. Discussion and possible action to approve a building rental agreement with 
the Civil Air Patrol and to waive the monthly rental fee.     
 
MOTION to approve; 
 
HUMAN RESOURCES 
17. Discussion and possible action on the approval of contract Addendum “C” 
between Douglas County and Carson Valley Medical Center for Medical Review 
Officer, chain-of-custody, and data management for Douglas County’s drug and 
alcohol programs.      
 
MOTION to approve; 
 
18. Discussion and possible action to change Douglas County Administrative 
Policies and Procedures for Identity Theft Prevention Program from number 
300.08 to 300.09.   
 
MOTION to approve; 

STAFF REPORTS 
 

CLERK-TREASURER 
19. Accept Treasurer’s June 30, 2009 report on the following: 

a. Schedule of investments as of 6-30-09 
b. Schedule of investment income by fund  
c. Treasurer’s bank balances as of 6-30-09 
d. Fund balances for  June 30, 2009 
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MOTION to approve; 
 
REPORT OF FEES: 
20. Civil Clerks – June 2009       
21. Court Clerks – June 2009      
22. Tahoe Township Justice Court – June 2009     
23. Recorder – June 2009     24. Tahoe General Services – June 2009             
25. East Fork Constable – April-June 2009         
26. Tahoe Constable – April-June 2009        
 
MOTION to approve; 
 
MOTION; carried unanimously.       

 
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA  

 
CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS PULLED FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION: 
 
None. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR DISCUSSION CONCLUDED 
 
DOUGLAS COUNTY LIQUOR BOARD 
 
27. Discussion and possible action to approve the Off Sale Liquor and 
Restricted Gaming License for Sharon Clark, beneficiary, representing the 
Raymond May Trust, owner of the Minden AM PM located at 1676 Highway 395, 
Minden, Nevada.  
 
Sergeant Jim Halsey, DCSO, stated the sheriff’s office had no objection to the 
application as requested. Mr. May has passed away and one of the beneficiaries of 
the trust has applied for the liquor license. 
 
No public comment. 
 
MOTION by Brady/Olson to approve the Off Sale Liquor and Restricted Gaming 
License for Sharon Clark, beneficiary, representing the Raymond May Trust, owner of 
the Minden AM PM; carried unanimously.  
 
28. Discussion and possible action to approve the Dining Beer & Wine S/B and 
Off Sale Beer & Wine Liquor License for Shawn & Janet St. Peter, representing 
the Genoa Candy & Coffee Co., LLC located at 2292 Main Street, Suite 3, Genoa, 
Nevada. 
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Sergeant Jim Halsey, DCSO, stated the sheriff’s office had no objection to the 
application as requested and explained the applicant would like to serve alcohol 
onsite and be able to package it for off site sale. All required inspections have been 
passed. 
 
No public comment. 
 
Shawn St. Peter, applicant, said they serve crepes and handmade candy and would 
like to be able to offer alcohol as a compliment to their menu. 
 
MOTION by Olson/Brady to approve the Dining Beer & Wine S/B and Off Sale Beer & 
Wine Liquor License for Shawn & Janet St. Peter, representing the Genoa Candy & 
Coffee Co., LLC, carried unanimously. 
 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY 
 
29. Discussion and possible action to approve proposed settlement agreement 
pertinent to John and Sharon Macauley as Trustees of the Macauley Family 
Trust v. Douglas County, et al., Case No. 09-CV-0157, Ninth Judicial District 
Court, Dept. 1 and to approve resumption of work pertinent to the Facility 
project.  
 
Joe Ward, Chief Civil Deputy District Attorney, said the parties have agreed to settle 
the primary issue of where to place the air-stripping facility to address the corrosive 
water at the Jobs Peak Ranch Water System. Not addressed in the settlement is an 
old pine tree located in the open space area owned by the Macauley’s. If Douglas 
County kills the tree, a monetary contribution would have to be made. 
 
No public comment. 
 
MOTION by Lynn/Brady to approve the proposed settlement agreement to resolve the 
subject lawsuit and approve resumption of work pertinent to the Facility; carried 
unanimously. 
 
COUNTY MANAGER 
 
30. Presentation from Doug Maurer from the United States Geological Survey 
(USGS) regarding the USGS Analysis of Streamflow Trends, Ground Water and 
Surface Water Interactions, and Water Quality in the Upper Carson River Basin.  
 
Doug Maurer, USGS, explained the principal objectives of the study, study area, 
sources of streamflow gains and losses, reaches along the Carson River, 
changes/trends in annual streamflow, and the data needed to refine the knowledge of 
the ground water/surface water interactions along the river. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
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Ed James, Carson Water Subconservancy District, thought this report will clear up 
many misconceptions and will use this scientific data to move forward in the future. 
 
Jim Slade discussed the interaction of groundwater and surface water and stated a 
concern with water quantity and the increase in the groundwater pumpage over the 
last 60 years. Increasing population growth and groundwater pumpage is 
unsustainable. Once the pumpage exceeds the recharge on a regular basis, the 
aquifer will run dry. 
 
Public comment closed. 
 
The board thanked Mr. Maurer for his presentation. 
 
Presentation only and no action was taken. 
 
31. Discussion and possible action on FY 2010-2014 Capital Improvement 
Program.  
 
Presenting an overview of the 2010-2014 CIP, Stephen Mokrohisky, Assistant County 
Manager, defined the CIP and capital projects and provided a summary of the 
expenditures and investments. Financing mechanisms for the CIP will come from a 
number of sources; the largest being from funds identified in the operating budget. 
Comments from the Planning Commission related to the limited funding and 
financing sources for the needed investments and the need to find funding sources 
for roads and utilities. The goal for the 2011-2015 CIP will continue to link the CIP to 
the Master Plan, make it a community wide document, coordinate with the annual 
budget, and create a CIP advisory workgroup to establish a process for greater 
analyzation and prioritization of the projects included. 
 
The board and staff discussed FAA grant funding as it relates to airport 
improvements, the potential makeup of the CIP advisory group, and noted the CIP is 
a planning document that is fluid based on available funding. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Bob Pohlman talked about the Stormwater Master Plan and its implementation, 
water and Muller Parkway. 
 
Stuart Posselt discussed the lack of completion of improvements on Downs Drive. 
 
Jim Slade talked about the document being a growth management tool, the lack of 
Leisure/Community Enhancement projects but a jail is included, funding the 
construction of a bike lane on Genoa Lane, and the relationship of expenditures to 
growth. 
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Public comment closed. 
 
T. Michael Brown, County Manager, briefly responded to public comment.  
 
MOTION by Brady/Olson to approve the FY 2010-2014 Capital Improvement 
Program; carried unanimously. 
 
49. Discussion and possible action on a brief update regarding Nevada’s Census 
2010 Campaign from David Byerman, Chief Government Liaison for Nevada, 
U.S. Census Bureau.  
 
David Byerman explained the census process and what is at stake in this process. 
Nevada benefits from the census by power (a possible 4th congressional seat) jobs 
(census will add 4,000 jobs), and money (missed people result in lost funding). He 
requested the board support the census to assist in making the census response 
successful. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Jack Van Dien suggested expanding the publicity outreach to non-profit 
organizations. 
 
Ken Nelson discussed an experience he and his wife had while voting. 
 
Public comment closed. 
 
Presentation only and no action was taken. 
 
Discussion and possible action to adopt Proclamation 2009P-061 supporting 
Nevada’s Census 2010 with the “Nevada Complete Count Campaign” in Douglas 
County.  
 
Vice Chairman Lynn read the proclamation. 
 
David Byerman, U. S. Census Bureau, accepted the proclamation and thanked the 
board. 
 
MOTION by Olson/Brady to adopt Proclamation 2009P-061 supporting Nevada’s 
Census 2010 with the “Nevada Complete Count Campaign” in Douglas County; carried 
unanimously. 
 
PUBLIC WORKS 
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39. Discussion and possible action on a presentation of proposed interim water 
rates for the Jobs Peak Ranch and Sheridan Acres Water Systems for 
consideration and adoption at a subsequent meeting. 
 
Carl Ruschmeyer, Public Works Director, introduced Karyn Johnson, who served as 
the Project Manager for the rate study. 
 
Karyn Johnson, FCS Group, reported the findings and conclusions of the rate 
analysis. Fiscal policy direction and major forecast assumptions were incorporated 
into the study. 
 

 Sheridan Acres – rate is not being driven by a current capital program 
but by operating costs. The operating forecast accounts for the 
reallocation of salaries & benefits, services & supplies, full recovery of the 
countywide administrative & overhead costs, and a purchase water rate 
of $3.50/1,000 gallons to be implemented at the same time the user 
water rates are. The purchase water rate is for water purchased from 
Jobs Peak in the summer months. Using existing reserves, a 14% rate 
increase is needed to pay for the annual obligations. The option of 
moving to a metered rate was discussed; the average user would see 
about the same rate as a flat rate basis. The proposed rates would bring 
the utility in line with the current financial and fiscal policies. 

 Jobs Peak – capital projects are identified for 2010 (well #2 and 
treatment projects) and the debt service will have an impact on the rate. 
The operating forecast accounts for the reallocation of salaries & 
benefits, services & supplies, and full recovery of the countywide 
administrative & overhead costs. Historically the rate was not sufficient 
to pay the historical expenditures; there have been subsidies and 
transfers from other funds. With the use of interest earning reserves, 
recovering total costs, operating expenditures and implementing financial 
policies would require a 318% rate increase. A metered rate option was 
prepared and the average user would see about the same rate as a flat 
rate basis. Jobs Peak has a high water usage pattern; twice the industry 
record numbers. The interim rate analysis for the current fiscal year does 
not speak to standby fees for vacant lots since it is not a current county 
policy; however, it is being evaluated as part of the consolidation study. 

 
Commissioner Olson stated he would like to see standby fees considered to soften the 
impact of the interim rates.  
 
Mr. Ruschmeyer explained the new fiscal policies direct charging the individual 
utilities for their share of the services that are provided. Once consolidation is 
complete, all will share equally in that component.  
 

                                                 B-21



DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
MEETING OF AUGUST 6, 2009 

Ms. Johnson added smaller systems will see a significant reduction in their rates and 
larger systems will see a slightly larger rate once consolidation occurs. 
 
The board held a discussion with staff and Ms. Johnson regarding the method used 
to gather water usage data for Jobs Peak, the possibility of adoption of a combination 
flat and metered rate, the origin of the $65.00 rate, methods to mitigate some of the 
proposed rate increase, and the total CIP for the Jobs Peak system. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
John Robertson, president of Jobs Peak Ranch Community Assn., stated he 
represents 100 lots and only 40 have homes on them. He discussed the terms of the 
Development Agreement relative to the water system and stated capital costs are 
being passed onto users because the county did not follow the Development 
Agreement. He requested an independent investigation on how this could have 
occurred. They are willing to pay their fair share but would like to see the capital and 
reserve costs removed and then have an appropriate rate study done.  
 
Bill Nichols, vice president of Jobs Peak Ranch HOA, read from a prepared letter 
regarding assumptions lacking in the study. He would like the suggestions in the 
letter incorporated into the study and would like the information requested provided 
to them. 
 
Virginia Starrett read from a prepared statement regarding the county acquiring the 
Jobs Peak water system when it was substandard. (Note: A copy of that statement was 
not provided to the Clerk). 
 
Bob Kortan read from a prepared statement raising several questions regarding the 
Sheridan Acres water system. He indicated they would like to have a written reply to 
their questions within ten days. 
 
Stuart Posselt discussed consolidation, the need for a compliance officer, and the 
county’s handling of the Development Agreement for Jobs Peak Ranch. 
 
Jack Van Dien stated Development Agreements and Specific Plans are not managed 
or monitored and now the users have to pay for this. He discussed comparing the 
operating costs of Jobs Peak Ranch to the operating costs of the Minden, 
Gardnerville, and Ranchos water systems to get an accurate benchmark. Vacant lots 
should be considered in these rates. Finally, it appears that people in the county 
connived with the developer and that should be investigated. 
 
Gary Diederich asked if he could pay upfront for the debt that has been incurred for 
the infrastructure cost. He indicated this is his second request and has yet to receive 
an answer. 
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Jim Slade shares some of the stated concerns with Development Agreements and 
something should be put into place to hold the developer accountable and financially 
responsible. 
 
Lorraine MacLeod commented on the Administrative and Overhead costs and the cost 
of the FTE.  
 
Gene Ezell indicated he agreed with most of the comments made and added most of 
the water being used is to keep the area defensible. The Development Agreement 
called for a competent and adequate system and that did not occur. Why wasn’t the 
developer held accountable for the inadequacies in the system at the time of 
turnover? 
 
Robert Wallace concurred with most of the comments made especially relating to the 
Development Agreements. He added he would like some relief from the proposed rate 
increase. 
 
Milt Ratcliff commented on the rate study. It is based on existing and proposed 
infrastructure and the existing homeowners should not be required to fund what will 
be part of a larger infrastructure project. He is against implementation of a usage 
based rate as most of the water is being used to keep things green. 
 
Jim Herd stated he is flabbergasted these obligations have been transferred from the 
developer to the residents of these areas and the taxpayers in the county. He talked 
about the distressed Sierra Country Estates water system and noted a precedent 
could be being set.  
 
Public comment closed. 
 
Mr. Ruschmeyer responded to the questions raised during public comment. Those 
responses included: 

 Debt is from an SRF loan and there may be covenants that may prohibit 
prepayment of the loan. 

 The 15 questions raised in the letter from Mr. Kortan will be addressed in 
writing by county staff and Ms. Johnson. 

 
Vice Chairman Lynn wondered if the ratepayers should be stuck with the cost of a 
system that ultimately will be costed out countywide. 
 
Chairman McDermid stated Development Agreements are being examined by the 
county with regard to crafting, implementing, and follow up. The question of an 
independent investigation regarding the Development Agreement will have to be 
looked at. Changes to the fiscal policies result in “a day of reckoning” and the 
ramifications are sometimes unpleasant. When standards for water quality are 
implemented by the EPA, smaller systems may not be able to afford them. How do we 
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implement the rates and policies that provide for the services the citizens need? The 
board is looking for every way possible to mitigate this rate increase. 
 
Vice Chairman Lynn added the county has no option but compliance as the 
regulatory environment for clean water standards changes. 
 
Commissioner Olson said he would like to include staff direction to present options to 
inhibit the escalation and soften the blow. 
 
Commissioner Brady said the absence of any established fiscal policies and the 
abandonment of any good, sound financial planning created this problem. We could 
look at depreciation schedules to soften the rate increase. The board needs to adhere 
to the adopted financial polices but look at ways to massage these rates. He 
suggested the direction to staff be to bring back alternatives that are within the scope 
of the financial policies but may provide some relief. 
 
T. Michael Brown, County Manger, reiterated the original staff direction from the 
board and noted this presentation provides a real picture. Relaxation of the financial 
policies to extend the length of time for depreciation and/or phase in costs can be 
accomplished. This interim rate is for a one year period. In September, staff will 
present options for consideration to the board. 
 
Commissioner Johnson noted the rate study shows what the costs for the system 
would be. These systems have been subsidized for years. He would like staff to look 
at standby fees, the depreciation policy, and perhaps consider a one time lump sum 
transfer of funds into the systems to keep the rates at a more reasonable level while 
the consolidation study is being completed.  
 
Commissioner Brady clarified the adopted financial policies will help us get out of the 
hole that has been created. This is a one year interim rate and some of the financial 
policies have to be strictly adhered to. Consolidation should employ the use of 
standby fees, full depreciation and full cost accounting.   
 
Mr. Brown said standby fee options should be considered as part of the consolidation 
but not as part of the interim rate.  
 
Commissioner Brady said he hoped that, through consolidation and the employment 
of some of the practices, the impact would be softened. He noted that using a subsidy 
as an option may set a precedent. 
 
Presentation and staff direction only. No action was taken. 
 
34. Presentation from Kim Borgzinner, Staff Engineer, for the Division of 
Environmental Protection, Bureau of Water Protection, and Eileen Christensen, 

                                                 B-24



DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
MEETING OF AUGUST 6, 2009 

President, BEC Environmental, Inc., and request for Douglas County’s support 
for and participation in the Integrated Source Water Protection Program.  
 
Eileen Christensen, BEC Environmental, explained the Integrated Source Water 
Protection Program. The program will assist communities in understanding where the 
water comes from and what can be done to protect the drinking water supply. The 
state will provide technical assistance and a consultant to do the work in conjunction 
with staff support. This program can be used to dovetail with other opportunities and 
grants. 
 
Kim Borgzinner, Division of Environmental Protection, talked about the 42 public 
water systems within Douglas County and the need for them to fall under some type 
of protective program.  This will help those water systems that do not have the 
resources or a wellhead protection program to fall under a program that would be 
standardized under the county. This program is completely funded; all that is needed 
is the commitment from Douglas County in the form of a letter. Staff time will be 
required to provide the data and information of the local process and characteristics 
of the community.  
 
T. Michael Brown, County Manager, noted Carl Ruschmeyer is supportive of this 
effort and program. This is consistent with the Wellhead Protection Program and the 
desire to work very closely with all the different water systems within it.  
 
No public comment. 
 
The board indicated they were supportive of this program. 
 
NINTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT/JUVENILE SERVICES 
 
32. Approval of a preliminary conceptual plan for development of Douglas 
County Juvenile Detention Facility capital improvement project addressing, 
safety, space, and operational deficiencies not to exceed the cost of $15,000. 
 
Scott Shick, Chief JPO Officer, explained staff had met with the jail administration 
and the jail will remain important to the infrastructure and logistics of jail operations 
for the next 10-15 years. Judge Glasson has indicated he is supportive of moving 
forward and Scott McCullough, Project Manager, has stated the project could move 
forward on a tiered level.  
 
No public comment. 
 
MOTION by McDermid/Lynn to approve the preliminary conceptual plan for 
development of Douglas County Juvenile Detention Facility capital improvement 
project addressing, safety, space, and operational deficiencies not to exceed the cost 
of $15,000; carried unanimously. 
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NINTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT/AURORA PINES GIRLS FACILITY 
 
33. Discussion and possible action to approve bid award for the Aurora Pines 
Girls Facility to Coastal Aire & Sheet Metal, Inc. in the amount not to exceed 
$28,740, and authorize the Department Manager to sign contract change orders 
up to 10% of the contract amount.  
 
Steve Thaler, Director of Juvenile Camp Services, explained the issues with the HVAC 
system and said this has been an issue since 2002. Three bids were received and 
Coastal Aire was the lowest, responsive bid. The new system will contain a fusible 
link, which should solve the power surge issues. 
 
Michael McCormick, Assistant District Attorney, noted the motion should clarify the 
County Manger and not the Department Manager should be authorized to approve 
any change orders up to 10%. 
 
No public comment. 
 
MOTION by Olson/Lynn to approve bid award for the Aurora Pines Girls Facility 
HVAC system repairs to Coastal Aire & Sheet Metal, Inc. in the amount not to exceed 
$28,740, and authorize the County Manager to sign contract change orders up to 
10% of the contract amount; carried unanimously. 
 
PUBLIC WORKS 
 
34. Presentation from Kim Borgzinner, Staff Engineer, for the Division of 
Environmental Protection, Bureau of Water Protection, and Eileen Christensen, 
President, BEC Environmental, Inc., and request for Douglas County’s support 
for and participation in the Integrated Source Water Protection Program.  
 
This item was heard earlier in the meeting. 
 
AIRPORT 
 
35. Discussion and possible action to authorize submittal and acceptance of an 
amended Federal Aviation Administration Grant for Airport Improvement 
Project AIP3-32-0013-20 for 2010, reducing the amount of the original grant 
from $789,474 to $105,000 due to noncompliance of the current Airport Layout 
Plan (ALP), and authorizing the Chair to sign the documents.  
 
Stephen Mokrohisky, Assistant County Manager, said the request is to amend the 
application for FAA funds for AIP20. The FAA has indicated it will not support 
projects that were not included in the last approved ALP (1998). The current ALP has 
not been approved by the FAA due to compliance issues related to the weight limits. 
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This funding combined with previously approved funds will be enough to complete 
the rehabilitation work. 
 
Keith Kallman, Airport Manager, confirmed the FAA will not fund any project not in 
the 1998 ALP.  Next year, we will not get any airport improvement funds.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Jim Herd said the maintenance could be deferred for 12-18 months. The FAA holding 
back money may not be a bad thing. 
 
Jack Van Dien said a reduction of FAA funds is a boon. FAA funding is federal 
taxpayer money and not free money. The money available is enough to do the 
necessary maintenance this year. He discussed the relocation of the gliders to the 
east side. He suggested the airport plans should be made public to educate the 
community for the ballot question. 
 
Public comment closed. 
 
Mr. Kallman explained the safety improvements to the east glider ramp. The ramp, 
once constructed, does not generate a sole, separate airport on the east side. 
 
MOTION by Lynn/Olson to approve submittal and acceptance of an amended Federal 
Aviation Administration Grant for Airport Improvement Project AIP3-32-0013-20 for 
2010, reducing the amount of the original grant from $789,474 to $105,000 due to 
noncompliance of the current Airport Layout Plan (ALP), and authorizing the Chair to 
sign the documents; carried unanimously. 
 
36. Discussion and possible action on draft options for an Airport Use 
Ordinance related to the Federal Aviation Administration’s directive to the 
Minden-Tahoe Airport to change current weight limits.  
 
Stephen Mokrohisky, Assistant County Manager, stated the goal is to adopt an 
ordinance that reflects the community’s desires, is consistent with the Airport Master 
Plan, and complies with federal regulation. Concerns expressed by the public 
included issues with the economic impact to the community if the airport is held in 
non-compliance, noise, taxiway strength, infrastructure control, zoning, and threats 
to the airport from the outside. Three draft options were developed based on what 
was heard from the public and will maintain compliance. A summary of those draft 
options were: 
 

 Option A = modifies the existing ordinance. 60,000 lbs. single 
wheel/75,000 dual wheel, removes Section 3, inserts new language to 
assess a landing fee for overweight violations and requires any changes 
to the ordinance be approved by voters. 
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 Option B = replaces the existing ordinance. 60,000 lbs. single 
wheel/75,000 dual wheel, inserts new language to assess a landing fee 
for overweight violations, not allow for extending, widening, or creating 
new runways with the exception of sailplane operations, not allow for 
reconstruction work that would increase the weight capacity of the 
runways, not allow for General Funds to be utilized to modify or improve 
facilities at the airport and requires any changes to the ordinance be 
approved by voters. 

 Option C = new language to replace the existing ordinance. A weight limit 
is not specified, inserts new language to assess a landing fee for 
overweight violations, not allow for extending, widening, or creating new 
runways with the exception of sailplane operations, prioritize grant 
funding to preserve existing infrastructure, safety and general aviation 
activities, not allow for the promotion of an air carrier airport, imposes a 
voluntary noise curfew and requests a Part 150 noise study, requires an 
environmental review for leases and developments, establishes an 
enhanced airport buffer zone, and not allow for General Funds to be 
utilized to modify or improve facilities at the airport and requires any 
changes to the ordinance be approved by voters. 

 
Final language will be adopted after all the public input has been gathered. 
 
Commissioner Brady expressed the Options B and C carry forward the idea that no 
extension of the runways and no use of General Fund monies is part and parcel of 
the original ordinance. It is important to note that is not being abandoned and 
history is being remembered. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Jennifer Ware expressed dissatisfaction with the “issue statement”. The focus should 
be on the will of the voters and not making the FAA happy. Weight and having an 
enforceable ordinance are two different issues. This needs to be maintained as a rural 
airport. 
 
Jim Herd congratulated staff on the progress made and added no member of the AAC 
is an independent thinker that represents the residents of the county.  
 
Jack Van Dien said there is a contingent liability to the county at large with 
everything done at the airport because accepting federal money obligates the citizens 
of the county for 20 years. Rural character is not mentioned in any of the options and 
urged that it be required in the Master Plan and in the ordinance. He indicated he 
agreed with Jim Herd’s comments about the AAC because no ordinary county citizens 
are represented on the AAC or in this process. They should not be left out of the 
process. 
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Public comment closed. 
 
Commissioner Brady said he favors emphasizing the benefit of maintaining the rural 
character of the airport and suggested inclusion of that language because it is a 
priority. 
 
MOTION by Lynn/Olson to approve draft options for an Airport Use Ordinance and 
direct County staff and the Airport Advisory Committee to present and seek feedback 
from the public on draft options for 2010 ballot language; carried unanimously. 
 
PUBLIC WORKS 
 
37. Discussion and possible action to adopt Alternative B of the North Douglas 
County Water System Analysis and direct staff to prepare a financing plan and 
agreements to implement Alternative B.  
 
Ron Roman, Senior Civil Engineer, said an analysis was done to evaluate alternatives 
and prepare a preliminary engineering analysis to consider bringing water to the 
North Douglas County service areas, Indian Hills General Improvement District and 
Carson City from the Town of Minden, and introduced Mark Rotter from Manhard 
Consulting. 
 
Mark Rotter, Manhard Consulting, presented the North Douglas County Water 
System Analysis. Each area has different issues and challenges relating to quality 
and/or quantity of water. The Town of Minden has quality and quantity. The 
proposed plan will be built in two phases and Douglas County’s cost will be 
$2,000,000 for Phase 1 and $3,000,000 for Phase 2. Project benefits include: Town of 
Minden has the water supply and meets all the drinking water standards, delivery to 
Douglas County will be efficient, provides operational flexibility, and pump station 
and pipeline projects can be designed and constructed in a timely manner. Given the 
Master Plan and current zoning, it may be appropriate to consider upsizing the lines 
to accommodate anything unforeseen in the future. The Carson Water 
Subconservancy has indicated they can pay for oversizing from the 30” lines to the 
36” lines. 
 
Andy Burnham, Carson City Public Works Director, stated they were glad to part of a 
regional solution. Carson City would assign their water rights to the Town of Minden 
to pump the water and transfer it through the pipeline.  
 
Bruce Scott, Engineer for the Town of Minden, said this is a critical milestone for 
Douglas County and the region. They are pleased to be a part of this and are in 
strong support of it. This will solidify and preserve the value of future use of the 
water rights which the Town holds, provides significant assistance to entities within 
the county and Carson City, allows for the future growth of the area in the form of 
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water going in both directions, and is efficient and flexible. All the entities involved in 
the project have approved it. This is an important first step. 
 
Ed James, Carson Water Subconservancy District, said they are in support of this 
regional program and he spoke about the cost of doing this independently. The 
District does have funds set aside to promote regional programs. 
 
No public comment. 
 
MOTION by Brady/Olson to approve Alternative B of the North Douglas County 
Water System analysis and direct staff to prepare a financing plan and agreements to 
implement Alternative B; carried unanimously. 
 
38. Discussion and possible action to adopt a Stage 3: Emergency Drought 
Stage in the Skyland/Cave Rock service area in accordance with Douglas 
County’s Water Conservation Plan and NRS 540.131.  
 
Carl Ruschmeyer, Public Works Director, stated this is necessary because there are 
only two functional pumps and no backup pump is available. It will take six months 
to construct the new pump intake and bring it online. Implementing water 
restrictions will reduce the daily demand and allow placing one of the two pumps into 
reserve mode. 
 
No public comment.  
 
MOTION by Lynn/Olson to approve a Stage 3: Emergency Drought Stage in the 
Skyland/Cave Rock service area in accordance with Douglas County’s Water 
Conservation Plan and NRS 540.131; carried unanimously. 
 
39. Discussion and possible action on a presentation of proposed interim water 
rates for the Jobs Peak Ranch and Sheridan Acres Water Systems for 
consideration and adoption at a subsequent meeting.  
 
This item was heard earlier in the meeting. 
 
EAST FORK FIRE & PARAMEDIC DISTRICTS 
 
40. Discussion and possible action to recognize East Fork Fire and Paramedic 
Districts Battalion Chiefs as a bargaining unit for the purposes of mandatory 
bargaining pursuant to Nevada Revised Statute Chapter 288.  
 
Michael McCormick, Assistant District Attorney, said all statutory procedures have 
been completed and there is no legal reason not to recognize the Battalion Chiefs as a 
separate bargaining unit. 
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No public comment. 
 
MOTION by Brady/Olson to recognize the Battalion Chiefs of East Fork Fire and 
Paramedic Districts as a bargaining unit for the purposes of mandatory bargaining 
pursuant to Nevada Revised Statute Chapter 288; carried unanimously. 
 
41. Discussion and possible action to adopt Resolution 2009R-062, establishing 
the East Fork Fire Protection District Debt Service Fund.  
 
Claudette Springmeyer, Comptroller, said this will allow accounting for the long term 
debt associated with the new building as a separate item. 
 
No public comment. 
 
MOTION by Brady/Olson to adopt Resolution 2009R-062, establishing the East Fork 
Fire Protection District Debt Service Fund; carried unanimously. 
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
47. Discussion and possible action on Development Application (DA) 09-044, a 
Minor Modification to Planned Development (PD) 05-003 for Kit Carson 
Development, Ltd., deleting condition of approval no.18, which requires that 
the applicant submit a deed restriction that restricts the ownership of the 59 
single-family residential lots to people 55 years of age and older (if one or more 
owners, only one owner must meet this age limitation).  The Planned 
Development is located on the south side of Kimmerling Road and on the west 
side of Bing Road, within the MFR (Multi-Family Residential)/PD (Planned 
Development) Overlay and NC (Neighborhood Commercial)/PD Overlay zoning 
districts in the Gardnerville/Ranchos Community Plan Area (Multiple APNs).  
 
Brandy McMahon, Senior Planner, presented the aerial map, site photos and staff’s 
recommendation for approval. The applicant is requesting the age restriction be 
removed due to the decline in the demand for senior housing. 
 
Commissioner Brady asked what consideration, if any, the board required of the 
applicant relating to the age restriction. 
 
Ms. McMahon responded none that she was aware of. 
 
Peter Coates, applicant, said the age restricted market has collapsed and this will 
stimulate sales at the site. Removal of the restriction will move the homes forward 
and provide an economic stimulus for the community and provide a tax base for the 
county. 
 
No public comment. 

                                                 B-31



DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
MEETING OF AUGUST 6, 2009 

 
MOTION by Olson/Lynn to approve Development Application DA 09-044, a Minor 
Modification to PD 05-003 for Kit Carson Development Ltd. based on the findings and 
discussion in the staff report and the information provided by the applicant; carried 
unanimously.  
 
48. Discussion and possible action on Land Division Application (LDA) 09-004, a 
Final Division of Land into Large Parcels Map for J.M. Baker Properties, L.P., 
dividing 144.91 acres into three parcels, the smallest being 40.12 acres, within 
the FR-19 (Forest and Range, 19 acre minimum net parcel size) zoning district 
in the Sierra Community Plan Area (APN: 1319-00-002-032).  
 
Brandy McMahon, Senior Planner, presented the vicinity map, final map and staff’s 
recommendation for approval. 
 
Vice Chairman Lynn questioned the plans for the Old Kingsbury Grade right of way. 
 
Matt Bernard, R. O. Anderson Engineering, said Old Kingsbury Grade is a public 
right of way and it will be used to access the parcels. 
 
No public comment. 
 
MOTION by McDermid/Lynn to approve Land Division Application (LDA) 09-004, a 
Final Division of Land into Large Parcels Map for J.M. Baker Properties, L.P., based 
on the recommendation from the Planning Commission and the applicant meeting 
the required conditions of approval; carried unanimously. 
 
RESOLUTIONS  &  ORDINANCES: 
 
42. Discussion and possible action to introduce Ordinance 2009-1289 (ref. DA 
09-038), an ordinance amending Douglas County Code, Section 20.612.020, 
Application for specific plan, to require applications for specific plans be 
submitted at the same time as applications for master plan amendments and to 
require a plan demonstrating the applicant’s ability to comply with the 
provisions of Chapter 20.560, Building Permit Allocation and Growth 
Management, and other properly related matters.  (1st reading)  
 
Chairman McDermid read the ordinance by title. 
 
Brandy McMahon, Senior Planner, said the request is a housekeeping item that 
would require the Master Plan Amendment and Specific Plan be submitted at the 
same time. This will allow staff sufficient review time. Additionally, the applicant 
would be required to demonstrate how they would meet the provisions of the Growth 
Management Ordinance within the Specific Plan. Based on staff’s recommendation, 
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the Planning Commission removed a sentence relating to possible amendments to 
Chapter 20.560. 
 
Vice Chairman Lynn discussed compliance with 560, build out time and the banking 
and borrowing provisions.  
 
No public comment. 
 
MOTION by Lynn/Brady to introduce Ordinance 2009-1289 (ref. DA 09-038), an 
ordinance amending Douglas County Code, Section 20.612.020, Application for 
specific plan, based on the recommendation from the Planning Commission and the 
findings and discussion in the Staff Report; carried unanimously. 
 
52. Discussion and possible action on an amendment to the 2003 Amended 
Franchise Agreement with Douglas Disposal, Inc. which proposes to modify the 
definition of solid waste to make it consistent with Nevada Revised Statutes 
and clarify the exclusivity exception provision.     
 
Michael McCormick, Assistant District Attorney, noted this will bring the current 
agreement into compliance with state law.  
 
Commissioner Olson expressed concerns this would limit the ability of the 
homeowner to make choices to get a project done.  
 
Jeff Rahbeck, legal counsel for Douglas Disposal, said the intent was to control the 
process of furnishing construction boxes. The agreement can be amended to except 
out furniture and appliances as being subject to the ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Olson indicated he would like to see that because he would not like to 
limit the ability to solve a problem. Douglas Disposal is not able to assist 
homeowners with clean up service so he sees a need for other types of businesses to 
help clean up a property; not a dumpster drop but to remove debris. 
 
Lisa Granahan, Assistant to the County Manager, said the businesses that help folks 
remove appliances or landscaping clippings would still be able to do business in 
Douglas County. 
 
Vice Chairman Lynn thought the language in the agreement was quite specific. 
Douglas Disposal cannot fulfill every need and that is not addressed in the 
agreement. 
 
Mr. Rahbeck stated they were trying to tighten up areas where they have had 
problems with drop boxes. However, they can draft language that excludes furniture 
and appliances.  
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Mr. McCormick requested the board approve the agreement with those changes and 
the Chair will sign the agreement at that time to prevent the item from having to be 
reheard. 
 
No public comment. 
 
MOTION by Olson/Brady to approve the amendment to the 2003 Amended Franchise 
Agreement with Douglas Disposal Inc. to modify the definition of solid waste to make 
it consistent with NRS including the exclusion of furniture and household appliances, 
to clarify the exclusivity exception provision and authorize the Chair to sign the 
amendment in the same or substantially similar format; carried unanimously. 
 
43. Discussion and possible action to introduce Ordinance  2009-1291 (ref. DA 
09-041), an ordinance amending Douglas County Code, Chapter 20.04, 
Application process and official filing date, and Section 20.04.02, 
Determination of complete application, removing the requirement for a pre-
submittal conference for zoning and land division permits, and other properly 
related matters. (1st reading)  
 
Chairman McDermid read the ordinance by title. 
 
Brandy McMahon, Senior Planner, said this will eliminate the pre-submittal meeting 
in the development review process. Pre-application meetings will still be available. 
This meets the findings for a Zoning Map Amendment and is consistent with the 
Master Plan. Ms. McMahon stated the new process would provide a short application 
for the applicant to complete followed by a meeting with the applicant. This will allow 
for better tracking by staff. 
 
Vice Chairman Lynn thought it would be helpful to have a liaison within the Planning 
Department to help the applicant through the county’s process.  
 
No public comment. 
 
MOTION by Olson/Brady to introduce Ordinance  2009-1291 (ref. DA 09-041), an 
ordinance amending Douglas County Code, Chapter 20.04, Application process and 
official filing date, and Section 20.04.02, Determination of complete application, based 
on the recommendation from the Planning Commission and the findings and 
discussions in the Staff report; carried unanimously. 
 
44. Discussion and possible action to introduce Ordinance 2009-1292 (ref. DA 
09-039), an ordinance amending Douglas County Code, Section 20.708.020(E) 
Tentative subdivision map procedures, and Section 20.708.050 Duration, 
extension, and amendment of tentative subdivision map, amending the time 
frame for Planning Commission hearing from 45 days to 60 days consistent 
with Nevada Revised Statute (NRS), and adjusting the timeframes for existing 
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tentative subdivision maps consistent with NRS and Assembly Bill (A.B.) 74, 
respectively, and other properly related matters. (1st reading) 
 
Chairman McDermid read the ordinance by title. 
 
Brandy McMahon, Senior Planner, presented the changes to the subdivision 
provisions. These include changing the number of days to 60 to take a subdivision 
application to hearing. AB 74 extends the time to record subdivision maps; the first 
phase will have to be recorded in four years and subsequent phases will have to be 
recorded in two years. If a project or subdivision is under a Development Agreement, 
then the Development Agreement takes precedence. If it is a Planned Development 
and there is a phasing plan and development schedule in place, that will take 
precedence. This has a sunset date of June 30, 2013. 
 
No public comment. 
 
Vice Chairman Lynn disclosed he is in the development business and will take 
advantage of the provisions of AB 74. The District Attorney has advised him that this 
will have no more effect on him than any other developer. 
 
MOTION by Lynn/Olson to introduce Ordinance 2009-1292 (ref. DA 09-039), an 
ordinance amending Douglas County Code, Section 20.708.020(E) Tentative 
subdivision map procedures, and Section 20.708.050 Duration, extension, and 
amendment of tentative subdivision map, based on the recommendation from the 
Planning Commission and the findings and discussion in the Staff Report; carried 
unanimously. 
 
45. Discussion and possible action to adopt Ordinance 2009-1279 (ref. DA 09-
004), an ordinance amending the following sections of Douglas County Code, 
Title 20:  a) adding 20.656.020.050 (O) Independent congregate senior living 
community under Residential Districts; Institutional and uses of community 
significance, b) adding 20.658.020.050 (O) Independent congregate senior living 
community under Non-residential districts; Institutional and uses of 
community significance, c) adding section 20.660.050 (O) Independent 
congregate senior living community definition, d) adding sections 
20.662.010.155 and 20.664.155 Specific standards for independent congregate 
senior living community in residential districts, e) adding sections 
20.666.010.135 and 20.668.135 Specific standards for independent congregate 
senior living community in non-residential districts, f) amending Table 
20.692.1 Required parking and loading spaces to include parking requirements 
for independent congregate senior living community, and g) amending Appendix 
A to provide a definition for independent congregate senior living community 
and other properly related matters.   (2nd reading)  
 
Chairman McDermid read the ordinance by title. 
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Brandy McMahon, Senior Planner, stated the minor changes made to the ordinance 
since the first reading were based on the discussion by the Board of Commissioners. 
 
No public comment. 
 
MOTION by Olson/Lynn to adopt Ordinance 2009-1279 (ref. DA 09-004), an 
ordinance amending Douglas County Code, Title 20, to add and define independent 
congregate senior living community; carried unanimously. 
 
46. Discussion and possible action to adopt Ordinance 2009-1290 adding 
Douglas County Code Chapter 3.48, Filing Fees on Civil Actions in District 
Court for Court Security ordinance and other properly related matters. (2nd 
reading)  
 
Chairman McDermid read the ordinance by title. 
 
Michael McCormick, Assistant District Attorney, stated the last legislature enacted 
this fee, which is to be used for court security.  
 
Ted Thran, Clerk-Treasurer, noted the revenue raised will be $84,000. 
 
No public comment. 
 
MOTION by Brady/Olson to adopt Ordinance 2009-1290 adding Douglas County 
Code Chapter 3.48, Filing Fees on Civil Actions in District Court for Court Security 
ordinance and other properly related matters; carried unanimously. 
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
47. Discussion and possible action on Development Application (DA) 09-044, a 
Minor Modification to Planned Development (PD) 05-003 for Kit Carson 
Development, Ltd., deleting condition of approval no.18, which requires that 
the applicant submit a deed restriction that restricts the ownership of the 59 
single-family residential lots to people 55 years of age and older (if one or more 
owners, only one owner must meet this age limitation).  The Planned 
Development is located on the south side of Kimmerling Road and on the west 
side of Bing Road, within the MFR (Multi-Family Residential)/PD (Planned 
Development) Overlay and NC (Neighborhood Commercial)/PD Overlay zoning 
districts in the Gardnerville/Ranchos Community Plan Area (Multiple APNs).  
 
This item was heard earlier in the meeting. 
 
48. Discussion and possible action on Land Division Application (LDA) 09-004, a 
Final Division of Land into Large Parcels Map for J.M. Baker Properties, L.P., 
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dividing 144.91 acres into three parcels, the smallest being 40.12 acres, within 
the FR-19 (Forest and Range, 19 acre minimum net parcel size) zoning district 
in the Sierra Community Plan Area (APN: 1319-00-002-032).  
 
This item was heard earlier in the meeting. 
 
COUNTY MANAGER  
 
49. Discussion and possible action on a brief update regarding Nevada’s Census 
2010 Campaign from David Byerman, Chief Government Liaison for Nevada, 
U.S. Census Bureau. 
 
This item was heard earlier in the meeting. 
 
50. Discussion and possible action to adopt Proclamation 2009P-061 supporting 
Nevada’s Census 2010 with the “Nevada Complete Count Campaign” in Douglas 
County.  
 
This item was heard earlier in the meeting. 
 
51. Discussion and possible action to send letters to Senator Reid and Senator 
Ensign concerning opposition to U.S. Senate Bill 787, an amendment to the 
Clean Water Act.  
 
T. Michael Brown, County Manager, discussed the draft letter included in the board’s 
packet. 
 
Commissioner Olson stated NACO was opposed to the removal of the word 
“navigable”. 
 
No public comment. 
 
MOTION by McDermid/Olson to approve sending letters to Senator Reid and Senator 
Ensign concerning opposition to U.S. Senate Bill 787, an amendment to the Clean 
Water Act; carried unanimously. 
 
52. Discussion and possible action on an amendment to the 2003 Amended 
Franchise Agreement with Douglas Disposal, Inc. which proposes to modify the 
definition of solid waste to make it consistent with Nevada Revised Statutes 
and clarify the exclusivity exception provision.     
 
This item was heard earlier in the meeting. 
 
53. Discussion and possible action to set a teambuilding and assessment 
workshop for the Board of County Commissioners. 
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Commissioner Olson said he would like to have a review workshop to identify the 
board’s strengths and weaknesses to continue in a direction that assists the 
community. 
 
The board agreed. 
 
MOTION by Olson/Brady to set August 31, 2009 at 1:00 p.m. for a teambuilding and 
assessment workshop at a location to be determined; carried unanimously.  
 
54. Reports/updates from the Board of Commissioners concerning the various 
boards and/or commissions that they may be a member of or a liaison to. These 
boards/commissions include but are not limited to the: Nevada Association of 
Counties; Carson Water Subconservancy District; Lake Tahoe Visitors 
Authority; Tahoe Regional Planning Agency; Law Library; NevadaWorks; Carson 
Valley Chamber and Visitors Authority; Tahoe Douglas Visitors Authority; Tahoe 
Basin Transportation Authority; Lake Tahoe South Shores Chamber of 
Commerce; Western Nevada Development District; Regional Transportation 
Commission; Nevada Tahoe Conservation District; Nevada V & T Railroad 
Commission; Joint Powers/Waste Management; Tahoe Transportation District; 
and the Debt Management Commission. There will be no action taken on these 
reports/updates. A public hearing is not legally required on this item thus there 
will be no public comment. Anyone wishing to comment should do so at the 
beginning of the meeting during the public interest comment section.  
 
Chairman McDermid discussed the upcoming Tahoe Summit and encouraged all the 
board members to attend. 
 
MOTION by Brady/Olson to adjourn the meeting; carried unanimously. 
 
There being no further business to come before the Board, the meeting adjourned at 
8:46 p.m.   

 
 
 

 
Respectfully submitted: 

 
     _________________________________________ 

Nancy McDermid, Chair 
     Douglas County Board of Commissioners  
 
 
ATTEST: 
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___________________________________ 
Ted Thran, Clerk-Treasurer   
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Douglas County Community Source Water Protection Plan 

Pre‐Workshop Meeting Agenda 
MARCH 8, 2010 1:00 PM – 2:00 PM 

(Minden Inn) 

***Please bring your calendar, I‐phone, blackberry, etc. so that we can coordinate schedules 
for the date and time of the workshop.***** 

I. Introductions 

II. Workshop Goal and Objectives 

a. Review of Workshop Agenda 

b. Overview of Activities and Presentations to determine venue requirements 

III. Workshop Invitees, Format, and Venue 

a. Attendees Identified to Date (comments/recommendations?) 

b. Workshop Format (number of days and hours per session) 

c. Venues Identified to Date (recommendations based upon proposed format?) 

IV. Workshop Date and Schedule 

V. Format for Invitations 

VI. Initial CSWP Team Member Recommendations 

VII. Action Items and Schedule 
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I.  Introductions 

II.  Workshop Goal and Objectives 

Goal: To build consensus amongst communities and stakeholders in Douglas County for developing 
and implementing a Community Source Water Protection Plan (CSWPP) 

Objective 1: Provide some general education on source water protection in Nevada 

‐ Ice Breaker 
‐ What is Source Water Protection? 
‐ Lessons Learned 

o National Incidents leading to SWP legislation and action 
o Nevada Communities: Nitrates, PCE, stormwater, etc. 
o Douglas County: Where are we and what should we be paying attention to. 

‐ How is Does NDEP coordinate SWP at the State and Local Level? 
‐ Group Activity 
‐ What is a communities Role in protecting its drinking water source? 

Objective 2: Review SWP/WHP work done to date, lessons learned, and data gaps 

‐ NDEP/BEC: existing plans, number and types of public water systems, public water 
systems relationships and shared aquifers, BOCC letter, etc. 

‐ Data gaps (NDEP/BEC) 
‐ Successes and Constraints 

Objective 3: Overview of CSWPP development process and benefits for Douglas County 

‐ ISWPP: NDEP’s Role, Funding and timeline 
‐ CSWPP: BEC’s Role, Technical Assistance and lead for community planning effort 

Objective 4: Identify planning team and outline member involvement (see Table 2) 

‐ Group Activity 
‐ Sub‐Teams (Technical, Educational, and Planning) 
‐ Identify Roles and Responsibilities for each 

Objective 5: Schedule next Team meeting to identify planning goals and develop a schedule 
(milestones and timelines) to implement the plan. 

‐ Regular meeting schedule or in conjunction with other regular meetings? 
‐ Format for meetings 
‐ Venue for meetings 
‐ Meeting Minutes 
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III.  Workshop Invitees, Format, and Venue 

Table 1 DOUGLAS COUNTY INPUT ON INVITEES FOR THE WORKSHOP 

Invitee  Planning Effort Role  Names 
Douglas County Utilities and 
Planning 

Lead  Carl Ruschmeyer 
Jerry Walker 
Cathy Pool 
Mimi Moss 
Mahmood Azad 

NDEP/BEC  Facilitate/Moderate  Kim Borgzinner 
Eileen Christensen 
Kathleen Johnson 
Erika Balderson 
Elizabeth Tissier 

Town of Minden  Water Purveyor  Greg Hill?  
Town of Gardnerville  Water Purveyor  Mark Gonzales 

Gardnerville Ranchos GID  Water Purveyor  Bob Spellberg 

Sierra Country Estates  Water Purveyor  Bill Tomerlin 

Sierra Estates GID  Water Purveyor  Larry English 

Indian Hills  Water Purveyor  Jim  

Topaz Ranch Estates GID  Water Purveyor  Ole Chavez 

Topaz Lake Water Co.  Water Purveyor  Rick Ross, Rob Cashell  

Riverview MHP  Water Purveyor/Mobile 
Home Park 

Brian or Ronda Crockett 

Pinion Pines MHP  Water Purveyor/Mobile 
Home Park 

Pat or Alva Rich 

Mountain View MHP  Water Purveyor/Mobile 
Home Park 

Roy or Heidi Roach 

Holbrook Station RV & MHP  Water Purveyor/Mobile 
Home Park 

Clarence Pruis 

Williams Ridge Tech Park  NTNC Industrial Park  David Williams 
Johnnys Roadhouse LLC  ? NC Buisness  John Gill Frank 
La Ferme Restaurant  NC Business  Gilles Lagourgue 
S&J Ventures DBA Junction Bar  NC Business  ? 
Seven Eleven No 23074  NC Business  ? 
Topaz Summit Spring  NC Business‐Lake‐Spring  Joe Scalise 
Camp Galilee Episcopal Church  NC Church‐Lake GW  Stuart Campbell 
Elk Point Country Club HOA  Water Purveyor‐Lake GW  David Northum 
Logan Creek Estates GID  Water Purveyor‐Lake GW  Cameron McKay 
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Kingsbury GID  Water Purveyor‐Lake SW  Cameron McKay 
Round Hill GID  Water Purveyor‐Lake SW  Gregory Reed 
Edgewood Water Co.    NTNC Water Purveyor‐

Lake SW 
Cameron McKay 

Zephyr Cove Lodge & Resort  NTNC Business‐Lake GW  Mark Conrad 
East Peak Lodge  NTNC Business‐Lake GW  Phil Demus 
Spooner Lake State Park  NC Business‐Lake GW  Joe Cyphers, Alan Newberry 
County Manager or staff?  Planning Insights   
BOCC Commissioner Liaison?  Community Support   
Douglas County School Board 
Liaison? 

Education Team Lead   

County Emergency Coordinators?  Spill Emergency Response 
Coordination (1st 
responders) 

 

Douglas County District Attorney?  Insight for management 
strategies 

 

NVRWA  Water Education and 
Technical Assistance 

Teresa Taylor, Tatiana Zehl, David 
Willard 

USGS  Data sharing, technical 
support 

Michael Rosen 

UNR Cooperative Extension  Education  Steve? 
NDEP Project Wet  Education  Mary Kay Wagner 
Others?     

FORMAT OF THE WORKSHOP 

One 4 hour public workshop: Objectives 1 & 2; 15 min. break; Objectives 3, 4 and 5.  Schedule CSWPP 
Team kick off meeting for a later date. 

OR 

Two 4 hour public workshops: First day: Objectives 1, 2, and 3 (target 4 hours with time for Q&A 
session); 15 min.; Second Day: Objectives 4 and 5 (target 2 hours with time for Q&A session and 
conclude with a CSWPP Team kick off meeting and goal setting session). 

OR 

One 8 hour public workshop: Morning: Objectives 1, 2, and 3 (target 4 hours with time for Q&A 
session); 1 hour lunch; Afternoon: Objectives 4 and 5 (target 2 hours with time for Q&A session and 
conclude with a CSWPP Team kick off meeting and goal setting session). 
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Table 2 Possible Venues for the WORKSHOP 

Venue  Dates Available  Contact Name  Contact Phone 
Minden Inn (1594 
Esmeralda, Minden) 

TBA  Claudette Springmeyer 
(Administrative 
Services‐Comptroller) 

775‐782‐9097 

CVIC Hall (Carson Valley 
Inn Community Center) 

TBA (recommendation 
of 30 days advance 
notice) 

Gail Schroeder  775‐887‐2290 ext. 
30426 

Douglas County 
Chambers 

TBA  Dana Jones (Chamber of 
Commerce) 

775‐782‐8144 ext. 104 

Planning Department 
(1120 Airport Rd, 
Minden) 

TBA  Claudette Springmeyer  775‐782‐9097 

Carson Valley Inn?       
Recommendations for 
Others? 

     

 

IV.  Workshop Date and Schedule 

 

 

V.  Format for Invitations 

• From Douglas County? 
• Follow up, RSVP? 
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VI.  Initial CSWP Team Member Recommendations 

Table 3 Example of Team Roles and Responsibilities   

Silver Sage Community Source Water Protection Team 

Name  Jurisdiction/Title  Team Position Responsibilities

Ian M. Lead  Town Manager  Team Lead  Facilitates Team meetings 
 Assigns Tasks 
 Monitors task completion and 

timeline 

Zuke Éper  High School Principal  Assistant Team Lead  Assists in Team Lead duties 

Ira Cord  Public Water System 
Operator 

Secretary  Records notes and minutes 
from each meeting 

 Prepares public notices for 
outreach meetings and 
workshops 

Freda 
Flame 

Fire Chief  Technical Support  Provides technical support 
 Reviews draft documents 

Ed Ucater  School Superintendent  Outreach 
Coordinator 

 Facilitates outreach meetings 
and workshops 

Al Busnus  Chamber of Commerce 
President 

Document Drafter  Prepares draft documents 

Ima Helper  NDEP Representative  Technical Support  Provides technical support 
and assistance 

 

VII.  Action Items and Schedule 
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Douglas County Community Source Water Protection Plan 

Pre‐Workshop Meeting Minutes 
MARCH 8, 2010 1:00 PM – 2:00 PM 

(Minden Inn) 
 

Attendees 
Mimi Moss     Douglas County Community Development 
Mahmood Azad  Douglas County Community Development 
Cathe Pool    Douglas County Public Works 
Kim Borgzinner  Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) 
Kathleen Johnson  BEC Environmental, Inc. (BEC) 
Elizabeth Tissier  BEC Environmental, Inc. 
Eileen Christensen  BEC Environmental, Inc. 
Rachel Kryder    BEC Environmental, Inc. 

I. Introductions 

Meeting attendees introduced themselves and their contribution to the process for 
implementing the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection’s (NDEP) Integrated Source 
Water Protection Program (ISWPP).  Kim Borgzinner (NDEP) provided  

II. Workshop Goal and Objectives 

a. Review of Workshop Agenda 

b. Overview of Activities and Presentations to determine venue requirements 

III. Workshop Invitees, Format, and Venue 

a. Attendees Identified to Date (comments/recommendations?) 

b. Workshop Format (number of days and hours per session) 

c. Venues Identified to Date (recommendations based upon proposed format?) 

IV. Workshop Date and Schedule 

V. Format for Invitations 

VI. Initial CSWP Team Member Recommendations 

VII. Action Items and Schedule 
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I.  Introductions 

II.  Workshop Goal and Objectives 

Goal: To build consensus amongst communities and stakeholders in Douglas County for developing 
and implementing a Community Source Water Protection Plan (CSWPP) 

Objective 1: Provide some general education on source water protection in Nevada 

‐ Ice Breaker 
‐ What is Source Water Protection? 
‐ Lessons Learned 

o National Incidents leading to SWP legislation and action 
o Nevada Communities: Nitrates, PCE, stormwater, etc. 
o Douglas County: Where are we and what should we be paying attention to. 

‐ How is Does NDEP coordinate SWP at the State and Local Level? 
‐ Group Activity 
‐ What is a communities Role in protecting its drinking water source? 

Objective 2: Review SWP/WHP work done to date, lessons learned, and data gaps 

‐ NDEP/BEC: existing plans, number and types of public water systems, public water 
systems relationships and shared aquifers, BOCC letter, etc. 

‐ Data gaps (NDEP/BEC) 
‐ Successes and Constraints 

Objective 3: Overview of CSWPP development process and benefits for Douglas County 

‐ ISWPP: NDEP’s Role, Funding and timeline 
‐ CSWPP: BEC’s Role, Technical Assistance and lead for community planning effort 

Objective 4: Identify planning team and outline member involvement (see Table 2) 

‐ Group Activity 
‐ Sub‐Teams (Technical, Educational, and Planning) 
‐ Identify Roles and Responsibilities for each 

Objective 5: Schedule next Team meeting to identify planning goals and develop a schedule 
(milestones and timelines) to implement the plan. 

‐ Regular meeting schedule or in conjunction with other regular meetings? 
‐ Format for meetings 
‐ Venue for meetings 
‐ Meeting Minutes 
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III.  Workshop Invitees, Format, and Venue 

Table 1 DOUGLAS COUNTY INPUT ON INVITEES FOR THE WORKSHOP 

Invitee  Planning Effort Role  Names 
Douglas County Utilities and 
Planning 

Lead  Carl Ruschmeyer 
Jerry Walker 
Cathy Pool 
Mimi Moss 
Mahmood Azad 

NDEP/BEC  Facilitate/Moderate  Kim Borgzinner 
Eileen Christensen 
Kathleen Johnson 
Erika Balderson 
Elizabeth Tissier 

Town of Minden  Water Purveyor  Greg Hill?  
Town of Gardnerville  Water Purveyor  Mark Gonzales 

Gardnerville Ranchos GID  Water Purveyor  Bob Spellberg 

Sierra Country Estates  Water Purveyor  Bill Tomerlin 

Sierra Estates GID  Water Purveyor  Larry English 

Indian Hills  Water Purveyor  Jim  

Topaz Ranch Estates GID  Water Purveyor  Ole Chavez 

Topaz Lake Water Co.  Water Purveyor  Rick Ross, Rob Cashell  

Riverview MHP  Water Purveyor/Mobile 
Home Park 

Brian or Ronda Crockett 

Pinion Pines MHP  Water Purveyor/Mobile 
Home Park 

Pat or Alva Rich 

Mountain View MHP  Water Purveyor/Mobile 
Home Park 

Roy or Heidi Roach 

Holbrook Station RV & MHP  Water Purveyor/Mobile 
Home Park 

Clarence Pruis 

Williams Ridge Tech Park  NTNC Industrial Park  David Williams 
Johnnys Roadhouse LLC  ? NC Buisness  John Gill Frank 
La Ferme Restaurant  NC Business  Gilles Lagourgue 
S&J Ventures DBA Junction Bar  NC Business  ? 
Seven Eleven No 23074  NC Business  ? 
Topaz Summit Spring  NC Business‐Lake‐Spring  Joe Scalise 
Camp Galilee Episcopal Church  NC Church‐Lake GW  Stuart Campbell 
Elk Point Country Club HOA  Water Purveyor‐Lake GW  David Northum 
Logan Creek Estates GID  Water Purveyor‐Lake GW  Cameron McKay 
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Kingsbury GID  Water Purveyor‐Lake SW  Cameron McKay 
Round Hill GID  Water Purveyor‐Lake SW  Gregory Reed 
Edgewood Water Co.    NTNC Water Purveyor‐

Lake SW 
Cameron McKay 

Zephyr Cove Lodge & Resort  NTNC Business‐Lake GW  Mark Conrad 
East Peak Lodge  NTNC Business‐Lake GW  Phil Demus 
Spooner Lake State Park  NC Business‐Lake GW  Joe Cyphers, Alan Newberry 
County Manager or staff?  Planning Insights   
BOCC Commissioner Liaison?  Community Support   
Douglas County School Board 
Liaison? 

Education Team Lead   

County Emergency Coordinators?  Spill Emergency Response 
Coordination (1st 
responders) 

 

Douglas County District Attorney?  Insight for management 
strategies 

 

NVRWA  Water Education and 
Technical Assistance 

Teresa Taylor, Tatiana Zehl, David 
Willard 

USGS  Data sharing, technical 
support 

Michael Rosen 

UNR Cooperative Extension  Education  Steve? 
NDEP Project Wet  Education  Mary Kay Wagner 
Others?     

FORMAT OF THE WORKSHOP 

One 4 hour public workshop: Objectives 1 & 2; 15 min. break; Objectives 3, 4 and 5.  Schedule CSWPP 
Team kick off meeting for a later date. 

OR 

Two 4 hour public workshops: First day: Objectives 1, 2, and 3 (target 4 hours with time for Q&A 
session); 15 min.; Second Day: Objectives 4 and 5 (target 2 hours with time for Q&A session and 
conclude with a CSWPP Team kick off meeting and goal setting session). 

OR 

One 8 hour public workshop: Morning: Objectives 1, 2, and 3 (target 4 hours with time for Q&A 
session); 1 hour lunch; Afternoon: Objectives 4 and 5 (target 2 hours with time for Q&A session and 
conclude with a CSWPP Team kick off meeting and goal setting session). 
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Table 2 Possible Venues for the WORKSHOP 

Venue  Dates Available  Contact Name  Contact Phone 
Minden Inn (1594 
Esmeralda, Minden) 

TBA  Claudette Springmeyer 
(Administrative 
Services‐Comptroller) 

775‐782‐9097 

CVIC Hall (Carson Valley 
Inn Community Center) 

TBA (recommendation 
of 30 days advance 
notice) 

Gail Schroeder  775‐887‐2290 ext. 
30426 

Douglas County 
Chambers 

TBA  Dana Jones (Chamber of 
Commerce) 

775‐782‐8144 ext. 104 

Planning Department 
(1120 Airport Rd, 
Minden) 

TBA  Claudette Springmeyer  775‐782‐9097 

Carson Valley Inn?       
Recommendations for 
Others? 

     

 

IV.  Workshop Date and Schedule 

 

 

V.  Format for Invitations 

• From Douglas County? 
• Follow up, RSVP? 
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VI.  Initial CSWP Team Member Recommendations 

Table 3 Example of Team Roles and Responsibilities   

Silver Sage Community Source Water Protection Team 

Name  Jurisdiction/Title  Team Position Responsibilities

Ian M. Lead  Town Manager  Team Lead  Facilitates Team meetings 
 Assigns Tasks 
 Monitors task completion and 

timeline 

Zuke Éper  High School Principal  Assistant Team Lead  Assists in Team Lead duties 

Ira Cord  Public Water System 
Operator 

Secretary  Records notes and minutes 
from each meeting 

 Prepares public notices for 
outreach meetings and 
workshops 

Freda 
Flame 

Fire Chief  Technical Support  Provides technical support 
 Reviews draft documents 

Ed Ucater  School Superintendent  Outreach 
Coordinator 

 Facilitates outreach meetings 
and workshops 

Al Busnus  Chamber of Commerce 
President 

Document Drafter  Prepares draft documents 

Ima Helper  NDEP Representative  Technical Support  Provides technical support 
and assistance 

 

VII.  Action Items and Schedule 
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Douglas County Community Source Water Protection Plan Workshop 

CVIC Hall, Minden, Nevada 

Workshop Agenda 
April 7, 2010 

8:00 am to 12:00 pm 
 
 

8:00  Source Water Protection (SWP) 
Program Overview and the Community’s Role 
Kim Borgzinner, NDEP 

8:30  Review of Current Wellhead Protection in Douglas County 
  Work Completed to Date, Lessons Learned, and Data Gaps 
  Eileen Christensen & Kathleen Johnson, BEC Environmental, Inc. (BEC) 

9:30 – 9:45  Break 

9:30  Community Source Water Protection Plan (CSWPP) 
Program Development Overview 
Kathleen Johnson, BEC 

10:45  The Planning Team  
Roles and Responsibilities; Opportunities for Involvement 
Kathleen Johnson, BEC 

11:30  Team Meeting Schedule and Conclude 
  Kathleen Johnson, BEC;  Kim Borgzinner, NDEP 
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Douglas County Comm tion Plan Workshop unity  Protec
CVIC Hall, Minden, Nevada 

 Source Water

April 7, 2010 
8:00 – 11:30 

Summary Notes 
 

 
Workshop Participants: 
 

evelopment 
a   evelopment 

Mimi Moss    Douglas County Community D
nity D
orks 

Mahmood Az d Douglas County Commu
ol  blic W

GIC 
Cathe Po   Douglas County Pu
Chad Foster    Douglas County MA
Lew Fry    Sierra Estates GID 

 Estates GID Larry English   Sierra
er 

n 
Judie Fish   Sierra Estates GID 

 
Michael Rose USGS 
Ed James  Carson Water Subconservancy District 

 Town of Minden Tim Russell  Resource Concepts, Inc. (RCI) ‐ Consultant for

operative Extension 
and Indian Hills GID 

ada Co
er Co.   

John Cobourn   University of Nev
ales  t

e   
Mark Gonz Gardnerville Wa
Roger Van Alyn Town of Minden
Jim Taylor    Indian Hills GID 

 John Lufrano   Indian Hills GID 
Teresa Taylor   Nevada Rural Water Association 
Tatiana Zehl    Nevada Rural Water Association 

tal Protection 
tal Protection 

Kim Borgzinner  Nevada Division of Environmen
onmen
(BEC) 

Anna English    Nevada Division of Envir
on 
sen 

Kathleen Johns BEC Environmental, Inc. 
ileen Christen BEC Environmental, Inc. 
achel Kryder  BEC Environmental, Inc. 
E
R
 

1) Source Water Protection 
Kim Borgzinner (Nevada Division of Environmental Protection) started the 
workshop by presenting an overview of the Integrated Source Water Protection 
Program (ISWPP).  Borgzinner included examples of both national and local source 
water contamination incidents to stress the importance of protecting ground water, 
rather t
imp m

han being faced with cleanup.  Borgzinner identified the four elements to 

 
le enting an effective ISWPP: 

 
1. Encourage, motivate and support local source water protection activities; 

 ; and 
2. Manage, share and integrate source water protection information; 
3. Develop federal, state and local source water protection partnerships
4.  Integrate and implement source water protection at the state level.  
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Borgzinner stressed that the program will be spear‐headed by the Community 
Source Water Protection (CSWP) Team, and reviewed the role of the State’s 
Technical Consultants, BEC Environmental, Inc., with respect to the CSWP Team. 
Mahmood Azad suggested that the ISWPP acronym may be confusing, as there is an 
established storm water program abbreviated SWPP. Per Borgzinner, significant 
effort had been expended to identify an appropriate program name, so the ISWPP 
name was not likely to be changed at the State level; however, she encouraged 
ouglas County to title its Community Source Water Protection Plan (CSWPP) D

anything that would be agreeable to the County. 
 
Borgzinner directed participants’ attention to the maps displayed around the room 
ncluding a GIS map from Douglas County and two GIS maps from NDEP, as well as i
the refreshments provided by Douglas County.   
 
athleen Johnson (BEC) introduced and provided a brief biography of Michael 
osen (USGS). 
K
R
 

2) Groundwater Flow Related to Source Water Protection 
Michael Rosen gave a presentation on trends in elevated nitrate levels in ground 
water in the Carson Valley, with attention to those “hot spots”, which are largely 
associated with areas that contain numerous septic systems in residential 
subdivisions.  He discussed the integral relationship between the Carson River and 
groundwater beneath the Valley floor. Rosen presented results of groundwater 
modeling, based on data from 27 domestic wells in Carson Valley, which showed 
hat domestic and public water supply wells may be affected by elevated nitrate t
levels in Carson Valley within 50 years. 
 
After the presentation, Rosen answered a number of questions from workshop 
participants. Judie Fisher (Sierra Estates GID) asked for clarification on recharge 
sources in the Carson Valley area. Ed James (Carson Water Subconservancy District) 
stated that a significant source of recharge is from agricultural irrigation within the 
Valley. Rosen said that septic tanks also provide recharge in the area. Lew Fry 
(Sierra Estates GID) asked about nitrate loads associated with septic tanks versus 
agricultural activity. Rosen replied that significantly greater nitrate loads were 
bserved near communities with a high concentration of septic systems. In contrast, 
itrate levels appeared to be significantly lower, or in decline in agricultural areas.  
o
n
 
Action Item: 

• Provide Rosen’s presentation, via e‐mail, to workshop participants (BEC). 
 

3) Review of Current Wellhead Protection in Douglas County 
Kathleen Johnson (BEC) presented an overview of the existing wellhead protection 
plans in Douglas County, including the year each was completed and what 
population was represented by each system.  Johnson presented questions to the 
participants in order for them to start considering what they know about their 
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w
T
 

ater systems and existing wellhead protection plans, in order to start formulating 
eam goals. 

4) Possible Goals/Objectives of the Community Source Water Protection 
Plan in Douglas County. 

Eileen Christensen (BEC) facilitated a group activity to identify a draft list of source 
ater protection goals and objectives, as identified by workshop participants.  
orksh

w
W
 

op participants identified the following: 

• Create an integrated program that addresses each water system and their 
specific needs (Mimi Moss, Douglas County Community Development) 

• of Head off long term source contaminant issues (Tim Russell, RCI for Town 
Minden and Indian Hills GID) 

• Get participation from as many water systems as possible (Larry English, 
Sierra Estates GID) 

• ther water systems Consider each water system’s role and interaction with o

• 
and areas (Roger Van Alyne, Town of Minden) 
Prioritize protection of water supply wells (Mimi Moss) 

• Create a risk ranking for prioritization (Cathe Pool, Douglas County Public 

• e) 
Works) 
Distinguish between natural and man‐made contaminants (Roger Van Alyn

• Increase awareness of the extent of the hydrographic basin, which extends 
into Alpine County, California (Ed James) 

• ividual water systems fit into the big Better understand and define how ind

• 
picture for Source Water Protection (Ed James) 
Address septic system use (Lew Fry) 

• Coordinate between General Improvement Districts (GIDs), political entities, 
and private well owners. Determine how to best address the interaction 

 and between large water systems, small water systems, and individual well
septic owners (Roger Van Alyne) 

• Educate contractors, developers, and landscapers with respect to best 
management practices for landscaping installation and maintenance (Teresa 

• ociation) 
Taylor, Nevada Rural Water Association) 
Bring together stakeholders (Tatiana Zehl, Nevada Rural Water Ass

• erative Public education (John Cobourn, University of Nevada Coop

• 
Extension)  
Clearly delineate each system’s service area (Judie Fisher) 

• Obtain more data and improve data quality, especially with respect to 
potential contaminant sources (Chad Foster) 

• Investigate opportunities for funding for projects related to source water 

• 
protection (Cathe Pool and Michael Rosen) 
Identify specific projects for potential funding opportunities (Cathe Pool) 

• Consider regulatory management options, such as ordinances and impact 
fees (Mark Gonzales, Gardnerville Water Company, and Lew Fry) 
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• Incorporate the consideration of source water protection areas into the 
design review process prior to development. If a new business is in a capture 
zone, the jurisdictional authority may consider requiring the business to 
connect to the nearest water/wastewater system (Cathe Pool) 

• read Prioritize educating the public about the risks involved with the wide‐sp
use of septic systems (John Cobourn) 

• Educate the public regarding the interaction of different water systems 
(including individual wells) and communication between surface and 
groundwater (Mimi Moss) 

• Prepare a list of goals for the CSWPP that can be submitted for consideration 
by stakeholder Boards for their review, consideration, and buy‐in (Roger Van 
Alyne) 

 
Action Item: 

• Prepare a map, based on existing data, showing known locations of potential 
contaminant sources for the first Team meeting (Chad Foster) 

• Review and prepare a final list of goals and objectives for approval by various 
stakeholder Boards during the next team meeting(CSWP Team) 

 
5) Community Source Water Protection Plan (CSWPP) 

After a brief break, Johnson presented the five elements of a State endorsed 
wellhead protection plan, which include: 

1. Team Formation 

 
2. Identify water protection areas 
3. Identify potential sources of contamination 
4. Develop contaminant source management strategies 
5. Manage, share, and integrate SWP information 

he presentation included an overview of some typical CSWPP team members. T
 

6) The CSWP Team 
Workshop participants identified themselves and others not present that should be 
ncluded on the CSWP Team.  Team members that were present, and volunteered to 
articip
i
p
 

ate included: 

• Chad Foster, Douglas 

• 

County GIS 
• istrict Ed James, Carson Water Subconservancy D

• 
Michael Rosen, USGS 
Cathe Pool, Douglas County Public Works 

• hemselves to Sierra Estates GID (representatives will coordinate among t

• sion 
participate) 

perative Exten
•  Development 

John Cobourn, University of Nevada Coo
unity

• 
Mimi Moss, Douglas County Comm

• 
Mark Gonzales, Gardnerville Water Co. 
Roger Van Alyne, Town of Minden 

• Tim Russell, RCI ‐ Consultant for the Town of Minden and Indian Hills GID 
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dditional team members suggested by participants but not present at the time of 
his por
A
t
 

tion of the workshop included: 

• School District Science Coordinator 

• 
• Mary Kay Wagner, NDEP Project WET 

blic Works 
• ity Development  

Jerry Walker, Douglas County Pu

• 
Mahmood Azad, Douglas County Commun

• 
Indian Hills GID representative 
Dave Fogerson, Emergency Management 

•  GRGID) 
• Bob Spellberg, Gardnerville Ranchos GID 

ltants for
• Council 

Michael Bennet, Lumos & Associates (Consu
 Advisory 

• 
Russell Scozza, Water Conveyance

• 
Annalyn Settelmeyer, Nevada Cattlewomen 

• 
Jim Usher, Bentley Agrodynamics 

• sion 
Mike Hayes, Carson Valley Conservation District 

y Planning Commis
• ent 

Margaret Pross, Douglas Count

• 
Kirk Streeter, Douglas County Code Enforcem
Washoe Tribe Representative 

• Tom Dallaire, Town of Gardnerville Manager 
 
Action Item: 

• Invite those potential Team members identified but not present at the 
ordinated between workshop to attend the first Team meeting (To be co

• 
Douglas County Community Development and BEC). 
Present CSWPP to the Town of Minden Board (BEC). 

• Identify key community members that should be involved in the CSWP Team 
(all workshop participants). 

 
7) Team Meeting Schedule 

With the preliminary establishment of the Team, those present elected to hold 
monthly team meetings, from 11:00 am to 1:00 pm on the first Wednesday of each 
month, with the first Team meeting to take place on May 5, 2010.  Roger Van Alyne 
uggested that the meetings can be held in the upstairs conference room at the CVIC 
all in Minden. 

s
H
 
Action Item: 

• Coordinate logistics, prepare and distribute agenda for the first Team 
meeting on May 5, 2010 (Lynda Teglia, Douglas County, and BEC). 
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Douglas County Community Source Water Protection Plan 

CSWP Team Meeting Agenda 
MAY 5, 2010 11:00 AM – 1:00 PM 

CVIC Hall, Fortnightly Room 

I. Introductions 

op II. Review, approve, and prioritize Goals and Objectives identified at 4/7 Worksh

a. Goal 1: To Create an Integrated Program Based on the Needs of Each Water 
System.  Deadline __________ 

i. Objective: …to solicit participation from as many water systems as 
possible and define their respective roles 

ii. Objective: …to clearly delineate each system’s service area 

iii. Objective: Coordinate between GIDs, political entities, and private 
well/septic owners by… 

iv. Objective: Incorporate source water protection areas in the design 
review process prior to development by… 

v. Objective: Prepare a list of goals for the CSWPP that can be submitted for 
review, consideration, and buy‐in by stakeholder Boards  

b. Goal 2: To Successfully Implement the Integrated Program.  Deadline _________  

i. Objective: Obtain more data and improve data quality, especially 
potential contaminant sources.  Distinguish between natural and man‐
made contaminant sources.  Prevent long term source contaminant 
issues. 

ii. Objective: Establish a risk ranking system to prioritize protection of water 
supply wells. 

iii. Objective: Consider regulatory management options, such as ordinances 
and impact fees. 

iv. Objective: Create an outreach program to educate the public about the 
interaction of different water systems; communication between surface 
and ground water; extent of hydrographic basin into Alpine County, 
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California; risks associated with wide‐spread septic use; and water 
conservation and best management practices during construction 

v. Objective: Develop a Source Water Protection Plan that documents the 
Program and identifies funding opportunities for specific projects. 

III. Elect Team Roles/Establish Sub Teams 

a. CSWP Team:  

Technical Support   

Education and Outreach 
Coordinator 

 

Regulatory Compliance   

Mapping/Database   

Plan Development & 
Review 

 

Government Liaison   

Secretary   

Lead   

   

   

   

   

b. Sub‐Teams? 

IV. Start Element 2: Delineation of Wellhead Protection Areas 

ry 

a. Inventory Sources ‐ collect missing or updated data 

b. Schedule meeting with NDEP & BEC 

V. Plan Element 3: Contaminant Source Invento
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a. Preliminary Research 

b. Update Maps 

c. Field visits, Questionnaires, etc. 

VI. Recap Action Items for next Team meeting 
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Douglas County Commu on Plan Team Meeting nity So rotecti
CVIC Hall, Minden, Nevada 

urce Water P

May 5, 2010 
11:00 – 1:00 

Summary Notes 
 

 
Meeting Participa : nts
 

 
s   mission 

Cathe Pool    Douglas County Public Works
ro g ComMargaret P s Douglas County Plannin

 
 

Judie Fisher  Sierra Estates Water District 
Jim Usher  Bently Agrowdynamics 

ts, Inc. (RCI) ‐ Consultant for Town of Minden and 
provement District (GID) 

Tim Russell  Resource Concep

e 
Indian Hills General Im

Roger Van Alyn Town of Minden 
e 

formation System (GIS) 
Tom Dallair   Town of Gardnerville 

In
t 

Eric Schmidt    Douglas County Geographical 

r 
Leigh Luce    Douglas County School Distric

e
 

Carl Ruschmey Douglas County Public Works 
esMark Gonzal Gardnerville Water Company   

n 
Jerry Walker    Douglas County Public Works 

 
w 

Steve Lewis   University of Nevada Cooperative Extensio
Denice Morphe Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California 
Mimi Moss    Douglas County Community Development 

 (USGS) 
tal Protection (NDEP) 

Michael Rosen  United States Geological Survey
im Borgzinner  Nevada Division of Environmen
athleen Johnson  BEC Environmental, Inc. (BEC) 

K
K
 
I. Introductions 

Team members introduced themselves and their respective organizations.  Kathleen 
Johnson (BEC) began the meeting by providing a brief summary of the workshop held on 
April 7, 2010, and discussed how the goals and objectives developed at the workshop are 
the basis for today’s agenda.  The purposes for this first Team meeting are to: 1) refine the 
goals and objectives identified during the April 7 workshop, as needed, 2) nominate Team 
embers for specific roles; and 3) continue developing the local Community Source Water 
rotection (CSWP) Plan.   
m
P
 
II. Review, approve, and prioritize Goals and Objectives identified at

Workshop 
he team considered each of the objectives in support of the following goals: 

 4/7 

T
 

a.  Goal 1: To Create an Integrated Program Based on the Needs of Each Water 
System.   
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i. Objective 1a: To solicit participation from as many water systems as 

possible and define their respective roles.   
Johnson stated that NDEP and BEC have contacted the public water systems within Douglas 
County and set appointments with the majority of them following the Team meeting in 
order to review the CSWP Program and ask for their participation.  This includes the 
smaller public water systems such as restaurants, bars, and mobile home parks.  Johnson 
provided a summary of her May 3, 2010, conversation with Robert Spellberg (Gardnerville 
Ranchos GID) during which time Spellberg declined to participate in the Program but 
approved incorporating the information from their existing plan into the new CSWP Plan.  
he Team agreed that Spellberg should be included on correspondence regarding the Team 
nd Plan development so that he can stay informed.   
T
a
 

ii. Objective 2a: To clearly delineate each system’s service area.   
Eric Schmidt (Douglas County GIS) presented a map of the service areas for the public 
water systems the current GIS data that Douglas County has.  Schmidt also presented the 
map showing the existing wellhead protection areas based on the current wellhead 
rotection plans within Douglas County and explained that the map had been revised to p
include the wellhead protection areas for Gardnerville Ranchos GID.   
 
Kim Borgzinner (NDEP) asked each system what areas would they like to look at and 
explained alternative approaches for delineating the areas such as using a 3,000 ft arbitrary 
fixed radius method compared to a scientific modeling method.  Roger Van Alyne (Town of 
Minden) stated that the concern with using a fixed radius method is that a source could end 
up either over protected or under protected compared to groundwater movement in the 
natural system and that his preference is to delineate the areas using a scientific/modeling 
approach instead of a fixed radius.  Borgzinner agreed and cited a lack of data needed to 
complete the model as a potential reason to utilize the arbitrary fixed radius method.  She 
emphasized that NDEP would require a conservative approach be taken in order to achieve 
state endorsement.  Michael Rosen (USGS) stated that this scenario could exist for those 
systems that have both a well and septic tank.  Judie Fisher (Sierra Estates Water District) 
stated that they were concerned about this possibility because they are surrounded by 
septic systems.  Johnson offered that these concerns could be resolved by maintaining 
onstant coordination amongst stakeholders early on and throughout the Program 
evelopment.   
c
d
 

iii. Objective 3a: Coordinate between GIDs, political entities, and private
well/septic owners.   

Steve Lewis (University of Nevada Cooperative Extension) inquired what was meant by 
“coordination”.  Johnson explained that coordination is intended to be conducted during 
each element of the local Program development.  It can include such activities as the Team 
eetings, conducting public outreach events, and providing updates to Boards for each 
takeholder organization.   

 

m
s
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iv. Objective 4a: Incorporate source water protection areas in the design 
review process prior to development.   

Cathe Pool (Douglas County Public Works) suggested that the Douglas County Master Plan 
be modified to include source water protection as one of the County’s goals.  With this goal 
included, the second change would be to update Title 20 of the Douglas County Code to 
require that source water protection areas be considered in the design review process by 
the County.  Van Alyne endorsed that idea and requested that input from the Towns, GIDs, 
and other public water systems be obtained from the County if the proposed development 
could potentially impact their source water protection area.  Mimi Moss (Douglas County 
ommunity Development) stated that this review requirement could be incorporated into C
the updated Code.   
 
Borgzinner inquired if the local Plan should be developed to address all public water 
systems the same or individually.  Van Alyne suggested that the Plan could be structured 
such that a county‐wide standard for protecting source waters is developed and each 
jurisdiction could possibly develop standards specific for their system in addition to the 
county‐wide standard.  Borgzinner reassured Team members that sufficient time would be 
provided in the Plan development process to allow for each entity to provide comments on 
any standards that are proposed.  Fisher stressed the need for input from all levels of local 
government which could be impacted by a proposed development.  Jim Usher (Bently 
Agrowdynamics) expressed concern regarding potential standards which may be more 
restrictive than the county‐wide standard and could impact land use practices.  Van Alyne 
uggested that any additional standards could be coordinated with other stakeholders to s
ensure they do not conflict.   
 
Tom Dallaire (Town of Gardnerville) inquired about the possibility of using the assessor’s 
parcel information to review the location of source water protection areas relative to 
stakeholders property.  Moss and Van Alyne agreed on the need to use GIS as a tool for 
overlaying multiple layers of data and information to conduct the reviews.  Schmidt offered 
to speak with the assessor’s office about the possibility of incorporating wellhead 
protection areas into the assessor’s information.  Schmidt announced that Douglas County’s 
Multi‐Agency Geographical Information Center (MAGIC) had launched a new GIS viewer 

ded in application on Monday (5/3/10) and that some of this information could be inclu
that viewer.   
   
A

 

ction Item:  
• Schmidt to check with assessor’s office and report at next Team meeting.   

v. Objective 5a: Prepare a list of goals for the CSWPP that can be 
submitted for review, consideration, and buyin by stakeholder Boards

The Team agreed that the local Plan should be developed as a single document.  The 
document is to begin with guidelines that would apply county‐wide and serve as the basis 
for the Program.  Subsequent sections will be reserved for any additional guidelines for a 
specific entity.   

.   
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Action Item:  

• Johnson to draft outline with input from Pool and Van Alyne and present to Team at 
ext meeting.   n

.
 

b
 

  Goal 2: To Successfully Implement the Integrated Program.   

i. Objective 2a: Obtain more data and improve data quality, especially 
potential contaminant sources.  Distinguish between natural and 

nt manmade contaminant sources.  Prevent long term source contamina
issues.   

Pool inquired if everyone had received a list of potential contaminant sources and asked 
that known sources be forwarded to Douglas County to update the map.  Gonzales stated 
that a contaminant source inventory had been conducted for the Gardnerville Water 
Company in 2003/2004.  Borgzinner stated that the list of potential contaminant sources 
had not changed since that time, but that the technical consultant would be available to re‐
survey and update the list of known sources.  Van Alyne inquired if the consultant would be 
ble to verify the location of known underground storage tanks (USTs) and Borgzinner a
confirmed.   
 
Dallaire asked how underground stormwater retention/detention systems could impact 
wellhead protection areas.  Pool suggested that perhaps Title 20 could be changed to 
include provisions for maintenance agreements or some equivalent.  Dallaire stated he had 
not heard much feedback whether the systems are working.  Van Alyne recommended 
feedback could be obtained by enacting a requirement for maintenance and/or on‐going 
nspections after initial construction.  Margaret Pross (Douglas County Planning 
ommission) uggested that this goal could be incorporated into the Master Plan as well.   
i
C
 

 s

Action Item:  
• Public water systems to forward a list or GIS shapefiles of known contaminant 

sources to Eric Schmidt at Douglas County GIS (eschmidt@co.douglas.nv.us) 
providing any information about the contaminant sources including coordinates and 
label/identity.   

 
ii. Objective 2b: Establish a risk ranking system to prioritize protection of 

water supply wells.   
Johnson suggested that this objective could be reviewed in more depth at a later time in the 
lan development.  Rosen recommended that the depths of the wells of quantity of water 
roduced by each be considered as possible criteria for developing the ranking system.   
P
p
 

iii. Objective 2c: Consider regulatory management options, such as
ordinances and impact fees.   

iscussion on this objective was covered during the discussion for Objective 4a. 

 

D
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T
 
he Team took a 20 minute lunch break. 

iv. Objective 2d: Create an outreach program to educate the public about 
the interaction of different water systems; communication between 
surface and ground water; extent of hydrographic basin into Alpine 
County, California; risks associated with widespread septic use; and 
water conservation and best management practices during 
construction.   

Leigh Luce (Douglas County School District) informed the Team that she writes the science 
kits for the School District and that information from the local CSWP Program could be tied 
into the geography curriculum for 7th graders; the earth science curriculum for 8th graders; 
and the geology curriculum for high school students.  Luce believes that CSWP material 
ould be used in satisfying the state‐mandated curriculum standards she is required to 

rs.   
c
achieve, including messages of how wastewater has the potential to impact source wate
 
Morphew suggested inviting “Chuck the Duck” which is sponsored by the Nevada Rural 
Water Association to participate in outreach events for children.  Chuck’s message is 
targeted towards water conservation and he is very popular with young children.  She 
suggested contacting Bob Forester at 841‐4222 to inquire about scheduling Chuck to 
attend an upcoming outreach event.  Morphew stated that the Project Wet program by 
ary Kay Wagner (NDEP) is conducting outreach events at the Tribal schools in Region 9 M

and that they have been well received.   
 
ool stated that a goal of the plan should be to have an outreach component and that P
perhaps an outreach subcommittee should be formed by the Team.   
 
Borgzinner offered to provide State resources including letting someone borrow the 
surface water and ground water models that NDEP has for conducting class room 
emonstrations for students.  She also offered to share a booth with other public water d
systems at the upcoming Carson Valley Days event.   
 
Van Alyne requested that a series of write ups on source water protection topics be 
developed so that it could be incorporated in the Town’s quarterly newsletter.  He also 
suggested that with the current slow down in the development and construction industries, 
now is the time to reach out to builders groups so that no one is surprised of the proposed 
changes to the design review process when construction picks up again.  Perhaps this 
outreach could consist of a speaker’s bureau or educating developers at the upcoming 
merican Public Works Association (APWA) conference.  The suggestion was made to work A
with the Douglas County Builder’s Association to set up the speaker’s bureau.   
 
Borgzinner stated that the consultant drafting the Education and Outreach Plan is 
developing it for different audiences along with templated outreach materials.  Van Alyne 
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requested that separate modules be created for four types of audiences: general public, 
engineers, builders, and Boards.   
 
Additional outreach ideas discussed included: 

• 
• Develop a pamphlet for the Development Department to hand out (Pross) 

Publish an article in the Record Courier (Foster) 
• ter Add information about source water protection to websites for each public wa

• dt) 
system (Gonzales) 
Work with rental companies and builders to educate new residents (Schmi

• Contact the Carson Valley Chamber and Association of Realtors to educate 
businesses and property owners about source water protection (Pross) 

• Include Chuck the Duck in the Carson Valley Days Parade in a convertible (Foster) 
 
Action Item:   

e next Team me
• ation to Lewis. 
• eting.   Luce to provide an update on the education packet at th

plic
• .   

Johnson to forward the Carson Valley Days Booth ap
Foster to contact Lewis about participating in Parade

• Morphew to inquire if Chuck is available for Parade. 
 

v. Objective 2e: Develop a Source Water Protection Plan that documents 
the Program and identifies funding opportunities for specific projects.   

iscussion on this objective was covered during the discussion for Objective 5a and will be 
onsidered at a future Team meeting. 
D
c
 
III. Elect Team Roles/Establish Sub Teams 

e summarized in Table 1.  Leads Nominations for each of the Team and Sub Team roles ar
for each sub team have been indicated.   
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Table 1.  Nominated Members of the CSWP Team 

Role  Team Member 

Technical Support 
Sub Team 

Tim Russell, RCI (Lead
d James, Carson Wat

) 
er Subconservancy District E

Michael Rosen, USGS 
 

Education a
Outreach Su

nd 
b Team 

Steve Lewis, Nevada Cooperative Extension (Lead) 
Leigh Luce, Douglas County School District 

Regulatory 
Compliance  [Douglas County Community Development to assign staff] 

Mapping/Database 
Sub Team 

Eric Schmidt, Douglas County GIS (Le
had Foster, Douglas County GIS 

ad) 
C
Tom Dallaire – Town of Gardnerville 
 

Plan Development & 
Review Sub Team 

Cathe Pool, Douglas County Public 
 of Minden 

Works (Lead) 
Roger Van Alyne, Town
Kim Borgzinner, NDEP 
Kathleen Johnson, BEC 

Government Liaison 
Sub Team 

To the BOCC – Carl Rushmeyer, Douglas County
e Planning Commission – Margaret Pross 

 Public Works
To th

Secretary  TBD 

Lead  TBD 

 
ominations for the Secretary and Team Lead were tabled pending clarification from the 
istrict Attor ey.   

N
D
 

n

Action Item:  
• Carl Ruschmeyer (Douglas County Public Works) to confirm with District Attorney 

that CSWP Team meetings are not subject to Nevada’s Open Meeting Law and report 
finding at next Team meeting.   

 
IV. Start Element 2: Delineation of Wellhead Protection Areas 
Johnson stated that she and Borgzinner would be conducting follow‐on meetings with each 
f the public water systems to inventory the current sources and review the wellhead 
rotection areas that have been delineated.   
o
p
 
V. Start Element 3: Contaminant Source Inventory 

Johnson explained that planning for the contaminant source inventories will be conducted 
at the next Team meeting.   
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Recap Acton Items for next Team meeting 
ohnson reviewed the list of action items and each Team member agreed to contribute a 

ring pizza at the next Team meeting.   
J
couple of dollars for sha
 

m 11:00AM to 1:00PM 
NEXT TEAM MEETING: 

 fro
om 

Wednesday, June 2, 2010

 
CVIC Hall, Fortnightly Ro
604 Esmeralda Avenue
inden, Nevada 89423 

1
M
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Douglas County Community Wellhead Protection Plan 

CWHP Team Meeting Agenda 
JUNE 2, 2010 11:00 AM – 1:00 PM 

CVIC Hall, Fortnightly Room 

I. Updates from Sub Teams (11:00 – 12:00) 

0) 

a. Mapping Database Sub Team 

1. Incorporation of WHP Areas in assessor’s data [Schmidt, Dallaire] 
2. Training to delineate WHP Areas [Schmidt, NDEP/BEC] 
3. Draft inventory of drinking water sources [NDEP/BEC] 
4. Shapefiles received of potential contaminant sources [Schmidt] 

b. Plan Development & Review Sub Team [Pool, Van Alyne, NDEP/BEC] 

1. Draft WHP Plan Outline 
2. Draft WHP Plan Cover 

a. Plan & Team Name 
b. Logos for Collaborating Entities 

c. Government Liaison Sub Team 

1. Determination from District Attorney [Ruschmeyer] 
2. Coordination with Planning Commission [Pross] 

d. Education & Outreach Sub Team 

1. Science education packet [Luce] 
2. Carson Valley Days [NDEP/BEC] 

a. Parade 
b. Booth 

3. Requests for presentations to local Boards 

12:00 – 12:15 Lunch Break  

II. Approval of Proposed Team Meeting Agendas for Next Quarter (12:15 – 12:3

a. Proposed Agenda for July 7, 2010 

1. Review draft of Elements 1 & 2 [ Plan Development & Review Sub Team] 
2. Review Update to Master Plan & Title 20 [Gov’t Liaison Sub Team] 

B-70



3. Update on SWPA delineations [Technical Support & Mapping/Database 
Sub Teams] 

• Begin CSI surveys on established WHP areas [NDEP/BEC, ??] 
4. Discuss Coordinated Emergency & Contingency Plans [all stakeholders] 
5. Education & Outreach Plan Guidance [Education & Outreach Sub Team] 

b. August ‐ no meeting anticipated 

c. Proposed Agenda for September 1, 2010 

1.  Review updated SWPAs & desktop research for CSI Inventory [Technical 
Support & Mapping/Database Sub Teams] 

• Conclude CSI surveys [NDEP/BEC, ??] 
2.  Draft Preliminary Management Strategies based on results from desktop 

research [all stakeholders] 
3.  Emergency & Contingency Plan Status Update [all stakeholders] 

• Path forward? Take plan to Board for review? 

III. Nominate/Elect Team Roles (12:30 – 12:40) 

5) 

 

a. Secretary 
b. Lead 

IV. Recap Action Items for Next Team meeting (12:40 – 12:4

V. Breakout meetings for Sub Teams, as needed (12:45 – 1:00)
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Incorporation of WHP Areas in assessor’s data.  
Chad Foster (Douglas County GIS) stated that he had spoken with 
Doug Sonnemann, County Assessor, and Mr. Sonnemann stated that 
he would not incorporate the Wellhead Protection Plan in the 
Assessor’s data because if it is placed on the Assessor’s Parcel 
Maps, customers will be calling the Assessor’s office about the Plan 
and he does not want to have to explain what it is or why it’s there.  
Foster said that the Internet Mapping Application had been 
released to the public and it could be placed on the facing of the 
Internet Mapping Application.  The question arose as to who would 
be answering the telephone calls from the public.   

 

Douglas County Commu on Plan Team Meeting nity So rotecti
CVIC Hall, Minden, Nevada 

urce Water P

June 2, 2010 
11:00 – 1:00 

Summary Notes 
 

 
Meeting Particip  

r  ntal Protection (NDEP) 

ants:
 

 Environme
 

Kim Borgzinne Nevada Division of

 
Eileen Church   Douglas County Public Works
Larry English   Sierra Estates GID 

er 
on System (GIS) 

Judie Fish   Sierra Estates Water District 
formatiChad Foster    Douglas County Geographical In

nson 
Ed James    Carson Water Subconservancy District 

h
  n 

Kathleen Jo BEC Environmental, Inc. (BEC) 
Steve Lewis   University of Nevada Cooperative Extensio

t 
ent 

Leigh Luce    Douglas County School Distric
Mimi Moss    Douglas County Community Developm
Cathe Pool    Douglas County Public Works 

mission Margaret Pross  Douglas County Planning Com
n 
eyer 

Michael Rose United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
Carl Ruschm Douglas County Public Works 

Consultant for Town of Minden and 
nt District (GID) 

Tim Russell  Resource Concepts, Inc. (RCI) ‐ 
ral ImprovemeIndian Hills Gene

s er 
y e 

Elizabeth Tis i BEC Environmental, Inc. (BEC) 
oger Van Al n Town of Minden 
atiana Zehl    Nevada Rural Water Association 
R
T
 
I. Updates from Sub Teams 

a. Mapping Database Sub Team 

1. 
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Training to delineate WHP Areas. 
Kathleen Johnson (BEC) stated that Eric Schmidt and Chad Foster 
ere interested in learning more about the role of the technical 

2. 

w
consultant and what goes into the delineation. 
 
Kim Borgzinner (NDEP) stated that there were a couple of different 
ways to approach training.  The funding under this current 
program would be used up because it is technical in nature and 
would be costly.  Borgzinner said she had spoken with Eileen, 
resident of BEC, who suggested that EPA Region 9 be contacted to P
see if they have any discretionary funds to put on this training.   
 
Ed James (Carson Water Subconservancy District) inquired as to 
whether this training would be available to other counties, for 
example.  Borgzinner stated that an invitation could be extended to 
ther groups.  Staff would have to dedicate their time to learn it and 
hen take the responsibility on into the future. 
o
t
 

Carl Ruschmeyer (Douglas County Public Works) asked if the focus 
was on new development/new wells in the future.  Borgzinner 
stated it focuses more on the modeling.  She stated that EPA had 
put out the WhAEM2000 program which models the capture zones 
in the area.  It is only one program of many approaches you could 
take to modeling.  You would not get comprehensive training on all 
the different programs; you would only be trained on what the EPA 
as put out.  Ms Borgzinner stated that she would coordinate with h
EPA and report back at the next meeting. 

3. 
 
Draft inventory of drinking water sources 
 
Johnson stated that the draft inventory document she sent out was 
intended to compare the information from the current plan with 
information that was collected from the one‐on‐one meetings with 
each of the public water systems.  She asked that all attendees 
review the draft and get back to her with any corrections.  She also 
reported that this list would be used to set the number of areas to 
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Discussion on Indian Hills and abandoned wells. 
 
Pool asked Johnson if she was going to do the models for the 
remainder and Johnson said yes.  Pool suggested that the team use 

 

be updated.  She stated that the abandoned areas would be 
removed. 
 
Johnson stated that the water systems she had met with had been 
added to the list and are now receiving the agendas and minutes 
from the meetings.  Her intent is to meet with the remaining water 
ystems and try to get them on board.  The team needs to decide s
what to do with the public systems that do not participate. 
 
Discussion on location of wells and types of wells.  Borgzinner said 
that the State requires a 3,000 foot radius for permitting and 
orrective actions and will use the models if they are more c
conservative than the 3,000 foot radius. 
 
Cathe Pool (Douglas County Public Works) suggested that two 
different wellhead protection areas could be placed on the map – 
ne calculated by a model and the other based on the state’s 3,000 o
foot radius. 
 
Borgzinner stated she would go through the Nevada Administrative 
ode and put together a summary of the rationale of the 3,000 foot C
radius. 
 
argaret Pross (Douglas County Planning Commissioner) asked if M

there was only interest in the quality of the water or quantity too. 
 
Borgzinner stated that this program was meant to look at what was 
eing done to affect quality.  The purpose of the program is to look b
at land management activity for preventing a contamination event. 
 
Michael Rosen (USGS) suggested that we run a model for wells that 
pump 50 gallons per minute (gpm) as a minimum for Douglas 
ounty’s planning purposes.  Cathe Pool suggested that the State 

and 3,000 feet. 
C
could then regulate between the County’s radius 
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USGS’ idea for 50 gpm capacity wells to model and use that 
Wellhead protection area on the GIS maps and Johnson will model 
the remainder.  Johnson stated that getting the list finalized will be 
ey because it will lay out her workload and will help in k
determining how much it will cost. 

4
 

. Shapefiles received of potential contaminant sources 
 
Johnson asked if there was anything outstanding in the Shapefiles 
f the potential contaminant sources or does it need to be updated o
and provided to GIS. 
 
Foster stated that he just received the information this morning.  
Foster said he was concerned with the potential contaminant 
ource Shapefiles for Minden and Gardnerville are based on s
parcels. 
 
Roger Van Alyne (Town of Minden) asked if the actual coordinates 
n the actual well was needed.  Foster said that he needed the o
location of the contaminant source. 
 
Johnson explained that the Bureau of Safe Drinking Water has a 
program where they are looking at potential contaminant sources 
near wells and hired UNLV students to go out and do their 
contaminant source inventory of all community and non‐
community public drinking water wells.  They use that information 
to determine if they grant those systems waivers for monitoring.  
Johnson stated that UNLV students or facility may contact team 
members regarding the SWAP program.  The UNLV students will be 
tagging all the wells. 

b. Plan  v  Team De elopment & Review Sub

1. Draft WHP Plan Outline 
 
Johnson passed out copies of the outline that she, Pool and Van 
Alyne worked on and asked for any comments.  She stated that this 
is what the plan for the community will look like.  She stated that by 
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Pag

volunteered to work the booth. 
 
3. Requests for presentations to local Boards – Johnson stated that 

she is planning to speak at the Sierra Estates GID in July and Town 
of Minden in July.   

e 5 of 8 
 

the next team meeting she hoped to have a draft of Sections 1 and 2 
available for review.   
 

. 2
 

Draft WHP Plan Cover 

Borgzinner suggested that a separate page be used for all the logos.  
Mimi Moss (Douglas County Community Development) suggested 
that  e
the c ve

th  acknowledgements be placed on a separate page behind 
o r page. 
a. Pross motioned to retain the name Community Wellhead 

Protection Plan and  Van Alyne seconded the motion.  All 
ayes – no nays. 

 
b. Logos for Collaborating Entities – no discussion. 

c. Gove mrn ent Liaison Sub Team 

1. uschmeyer stated that he checked with the District Attorney and R
the group is okay to proceed as they are. 
 

2. Pross indicated that Moss would be preparing a report to present 
to the Douglas County Planning Commission’s July meeting. 

d. Educ ioat n & Outreach Sub Team 

1. Science education packet – Leigh Luce (Douglas County School 
District) stated that she was working on a 12‐week kit that each 6th 
rade student will have that will encompass wellhead protection g
and will be completed by September. 
 

2. Carson Valley Days – Johnson reported that the applications for the 
Carson Valley Days parade entry and the booth were submitted and 
paid for by NDEP’s program.  Judie Fisher (Sierra Estates Water 
District) reported that she had obtained a 1969 Mustang 
convertible for Chuck the Duck to ride in.  Elizabeth Tissier (BEC) 
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4. Education Outreach Survey – Steve Lewis (University of Nevada 

Cooperative Extension) stated that he left the last meeting with a 
whole host of outreach delivery approaches, but he felt that the 
group didn’t really have a real focus of outreach efforts.  Lewis had 
prepared  a survey that asked:  What is the primary audience? 
(General public, people that the systems serve on municipal wells, 
realtors, etc.).  Then we need to focus on knowledge and behavior.  
What is the most important thing we want them to know?  What is 
the most important thing you want them to do?  How do you best 
reach that audience?  Lewis then passed out the survey and asked 
all attendees to complete and return to him at the end of today’s 
meeting. 

 
II. Approval of Proposed Team meeting Agendas for Next Quarter 

 
Johnson stated that she wanted to propose a schedule for upcoming meetings with 
topics to be discussed.  Once the source inventory list is finalized, it will take some 
time to do the delineations and update the maps and requested that the list could be 
inalized in June.  Johnson suggested that if this was done, they could skip having a f
meeting in August. 
 
Lewis asked what the long range timeline was.  Johnson stated there was a 
minimum of two years and the time started in October 2009 and the state will pull 
out in two years (October 2011). 
 
Van Alyne asked that an update on contingency plans be provided at the July 
meeting.  Van Alyne offered to book the Fortnightly Meeting Room for the July and 
September meetings. 

a. Prop seo d Agenda for July 7, 2010 
 1. Review draft of Elements 1 & 2 [ Plan Development & Review Sub 

 on Sub Team] 
Team] 

2. Review Update to Master Plan & Title 20 [Gov’t Liais
3. Update on SWPA delineations [Technical Support & 

/BEC, ??] 
Mapping/Database Sub Teams] 

• Begin CSI surveys on established WHP areas [NDEP
 4. Discuss Coordinated Emergency & Contingency Plans [all 
stakeholders] 

5. Education & Outreach Plan Guidance [Education & Outreach Sub 
Team] 
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b. August  no meeting anticipated 
 
c. Prop so ed Agenda for September 1, 2010 

1.  Review updated SWPAs & desktop research for CSI Inventory 
[Technical Support & Mapping/Database Sub Teams] 

Conclude CSI surveys [NDEP/BEC, ??] 
2.  Draft Preliminary Management Strategies based on results from 

desktop research [all stakeholders] 
3.  Emerge eholders] ncy & Contingency Plan Status Update [all stak

• Path forward? Take plan to Board for review? 
 

III. Elect Team Roles/Establish Sub Teams 
e complete Team is indicated in Table 1.   Team roles were filled for Lead and Secretary.  Th

 
Table 1.  Nominated Members of the CSWP Team 

Role  Team Member 

Technical Support 
Sub Team 

Tim Russell, RCI (Lead
d James, Carson Wat

) 
er Subconservancy District E

Michael Rosen, USGS 
 

Education a
Outreach Su

nd 
b Team 

Steve Lewis, Nevada Cooperative Extension (Lead) 
Leigh Luce, Douglas County School District 

Regulatory 
Compliance  [Douglas County Community Development to assign staff] 

Mapping/Database 
Sub Team 

Eric Schmidt, Douglas County GIS (Le
had Foster, Douglas County GIS 

ad) 
C
Tom Dallaire – Town of Gardnerville 
 

Plan Development & 
Review Sub Team 

Cathe Pool, Douglas County Public 
 of Minden 

Works (Lead) 
Roger Van Alyne, Town
Kim Borgzinner, NDEP 
Kathleen Johnson, BEC 

Government Liaison 
Sub Team 

To the BOCC – Carl Ruschmeyer, Douglas Count
Works 

s 

y Public 

To the Planning Commission – Margaret Pros

Secretary  Eileen Church, Douglas County Public Works 

Lead  Cathe Pool, Douglas County Public Works 

B-78



CSWP Team Meeting Summary 
/2/2010 6

 

Page 8 of 8 
 

 

IV.  for Next Team meeting (12:40 – 12:45) Recap Action Items
ates NAC upd

Maps 
Surveys 
eview draft of Elements 1 and 2 R
Review update to Master Plan and Title 20 
 

Johnson suggested that discussions occur prior to the July meeting regarding contingency 
nd emergency plans.  Van Alyne asked if anyone currently had a contingency plan that a
they could bring to the next meeting to share with the rest of the team members. 
 
Ruschmeyer stated that Jerry Walker, Douglas County Utility System Superintendent, has 
een working on equipment lists and staffing in an emergency and has been working with b
Emergency Management. 
 
Johnson stated that there are two different plans, i.e., contingency plan and emergency 
response plan (which is required by all public water systems).  The contingency plan deals 
ith a disruption in service or immediate concern.  The type of contingency plan needed w

here is long‐term. 
 
an Alyne suggested that the list of drinking water sources be updated and submitted no V
later than June 21, 2010. 
 
Moss asked about Item number 2 for July’s meeting listed under Government Liaison’s sub 
teams.  She said that she felt it should be regulatory. 

V. Breakout meetings for Sub Teams, as needed (12:45 – 1:00) 

 
Meeting adjourned at 12:57 p.m. 
 

 11:00AM to 1:00PM 
NEXT TEAM MEETING: 

from
om 

Wednesday, July 7, 2010 

 
CVIC Hall, Fortnightly Ro
604 Esmeralda Avenue
inden, Nevada 89423 

1
M
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Douglas County Community Wellhead Protection Plan 

CWHP Team Meeting Agenda 
JULY 7, 2010 11:00 AM – 1:00 PM 

CVIC Hall, Fortnightly Room 

I. Recap June 2, 2010 Team meeting  

nt  

ity 

0) 

5) 

II. Recap Carson Valley Days Eve

III. Review Work Plan for Douglas County Commun

IV. Updates from Sub Teams (11:15 – 12:3

a. Mapping Database & Technical Support Sub Teams 

1. Approval of Table 3 – Inventory of Current Water Sources 
2. Nevada Administrative Code established setbacks [NDEP] 
3. Maps of existing & new WHPAs, wells to be updated, potential 

contaminant sources [Schmidt, Foster] 
4. EPA funding for training to delineate WHP Areas [NDEP/BEC] 

b. Education & Outreach Sub Team 

1. Adult Education Outreach Focus – survey results [Lewis] 
2. Education & Outreach Plan Guidance [NDEP] 
3. Outline for Section 5 of CWHP Plan [all] 
4. Upcoming Board meetings – Sierra Estates GID 7/7, Town of Minden 

7/7, Douglas County Planning Commission 7/13 

c. Plan Development & Review Sub Team [Pool, Van Alyne, NDEP/BEC] 

1. Update on Sections 1 & 2 of CWHP Plan [NDEP/BEC] 
2. Coordinated Emergency & Contingency Plans [all] 

V. Approval of Proposed Team Meeting Agendas for Sept ‐ December (12:30 – 12:4

a. Proposed Agenda for September 1, 2010 [pending completion of the SWPA 
delineations] 

1. Review Section 3: Program Development 
2. Review Section 5: Section 5: Public Participation 
3. Review updated SWPAs & desktop research for CSI Inventory 
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• Conduct CSI surveys [??, UNLV] 
4. Draft Preliminary Management Strategies based on results from desktop 

research 
• Community‐wide strategies 
• Entity‐specific strategies 
• New sources? 

5. Other topics??? 

b. Proposed Agenda for October 6, 2010 ‐ TBD 

c. Proposed Agenda for November 3, 2010 ‐ TBD 

VI. Breakout meetings for Sub Teams, as needed (12:45 – 1:00) 
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Douglas County Commu on Plan Team Meeting nity So rotecti
CVIC Hall, Minden, Nevada 

urce Water P

July 7, 2010 
11:00 – 1:00 

Summary Notes 
 

 
Meeting Particip  

r  ntal Protection (NDEP) 

ants:
 

ne eKim Borgzin Nevada Division of Environm
Eileen Church   Douglas County Public Works 
Judie Fisher    Sierra Estates Water District 

idt  ical Information Center Eric Schm   Douglas County Multi‐Agency Geograph
(MAGIC) 

nson 
Ed James    Carson Water Subconservancy District 

h
  n 

Kathleen Jo BEC Environmental, Inc. (BEC) 
Steve Lewis   University of Nevada Cooperative Extensio

nt 
Leigh Luce    Douglas County School District 

evelopme
y (USGS) 

Mimi Moss    Douglas County Community D
logical Surve

 
Michael Rosen  United States Geo

er
e 

Carl Ruschmey Douglas County Public Works 
oger Van Alyn Town of Minden 
ave Willard    Nevada Rural Water Association 

R
D
 
I. Recap June 2, 2010 Team meeting 

Kathlee
 

n Jo n
• Pos l  

h son summarized the main ideas from the last meeting as: 
HP) information

 s 
sib e means of distributing the wellhead protection (W

 
i. The Assessor’s office did not want to incorporate on to their map
ii. Suggestion to use an internet mapping application 
iii. Suggestion to use an internal mapping application at the County 

Planning Department  
• Presented a draft of the Drinking water sources and asked for the public 

water systems (PWSs) to review and provide comments 
• minant sources be forward to 

formation Center (MAGIC) 
Request that shapefile data on potential conta
Douglas County Multi‐Agency Geographical In

• Preparation for the Carson Valley Days event 
 

II. Recap Carson Valley Days Event 

Judie Fisher provided an overview of the Carson Valley Days Event and the WHP 
parade entry and booth display.  Fisher distributed photos for the Team to review.   

 

 
III. Review Work Plan for Douglas County Community 
 

B-82



CSWP Team Meeting Summary 
7/7/2
 

010 

Page 2 of 8 
 

Johnson explained that BEC Environmental is the contractor to the State of Nevada 
and through the State, has contracted to the Douglas County community.  She passed 
out the Task Order Work Plan that was presented to NDEP laying out the Source 
Water Protection Plan for the Douglas County community.  She explained that 
Contract Components B1‐B9 are the main labor components (the others are just 
expenses).  The main components that are considered “heavy hitters” are going to 
be B5 (conceptual and analytical modeling) which will be part of the technical 
delineations of the source water protection areas and B6 (document development 
and plan).  Johnson stated that there is some flexibility within the budget and the 
eam can determine the direction of resources where it determines the need to be t
the greatest.   
 
Kim Borgzinner explained that there is $38,465 left for Douglas County to work with 
this year and will receive a contract increase in July 2011 and approximately 
$58,000 has been spent so far to get the process started in the community.  She 
xplained that this is the budget to get the Plan going and to look at management e
strategies and will look at increasing the budget later if necessary. 
 
Johnson stated that certain assumptions in the approach were taken.  One of the 
biggest assumptions is having the community especially when it comes to some of 
the modeling and technical work.  Some of the budget is freed up because the 
ounty and the community have the resources to do some of the mapping.  It frees C
up some of the budget to be applied to other areas. 
 
Borgzinner asked the members to focus on the work plan that is related to each sub 
group and see what goals have been set up to make sure that the work BEC is doing 
is the work that everyone wants the resources to be dedicated to.  This way the 
eam members can make suggestions to BEC to be sure the resources spent make t
sense for the community. 
 
d James asked for clarification on when the work would be completed.  Johnson E
stated that they are anticipating on having the plan done by December of 2010. 
 
Borgzinner stated that there should be some of the budget in the end to have BEC 
elp implement the plan.  She also indicated that if funding was needed, there may h
not be funding available until July 2011 to start implementing the specific strategies. 
 
oger Van Alyne asked once the plan is in place, is the implementation to be done by R
the locals?  Borgzinner said that was the intent. 
 
Mimi Moss stated that she felt it depended on the tools that are chosen for 
mplementation and how each area fits the community, and felt BEC’s involvement 
ould still be needed at this point. 

i
w
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will be getting readings from the wells. 
 
Van Alyne asked if the minimum protection area around any well site is 3,000 feet? 

3 8
 

Borgzinner wants to continue to support the communities in their efforts, but they 
need to be as self‐sustainable as possible. 
 
ohnson directed everyone to B3 and stated that here is where the contaminant J
source inventory needed to be done and there was a need to train someone locally. 
 
Eric Schmidt felt that there was a powerful assumption related to B5.  He stated that 
the County has very good technical capabilities, but was not comfortable accepting 
liability for scientific analysis.  He also stated that if the training does not come 
hrough, he will not take on the roll of scientific analysis.  He will do the technical t
mapping work. 
 
osen stated that the two main categories are B5 and B6 and that the largest chunks R
of money are within these two categories.  
 
Borgzinner stated that the Source Water Assessment Program (SWAP) updates are 
going to done by UNLV and that she has been in discussions with John Ungvarsky 
about getting the training for WhAEM2000 from EPA and how this can be funded 
separately.  She said that she is looking at the community to write a letter to EPA 
stating that they would like to involve the staff and can they get training done 
separate from this budget.  She indicated that if the County could not take on the 
iability or perform the work, BEC would still do the work but would probably have l
to eliminate the training portion from this budget. 
 
Johnson said the latest update she heard from EPA, that the gentleman who wrote 
he software was working with his counterpart in San Francisco to set up training.  If t
it was set up, it would be until December 2010. 
 
Johnson stated that the training itself contained a lot of theory and a lot of 
fundamentals of the science and the assumptions that went into the development of 
the software.  She said that she took away a better understanding of the software.  
To know what will work in our community, the training should be held here and she 
ould suggest having someone from Ninyo and Moore who is the hydrogeology sub w

consultant to BEC, come up and do in‐house training. 
 
Schmidt stated that this would work as he is looking for methodology.  He said that 
he is being protective of Douglas County’s geospatial standards.  He said that if there 
s going to be any sort of analysis it needs to uphold Douglas County and other local i
standards.   
 
orgzinner stated that the SWAP program is inventorying contaminant sources and B
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1. Approval of Table 3 – Inventory of Current Water S
 
2. Nevada Administrative Code established setbacks 

 
chmidt expressed his desire to have accuracy standards set to help collect the best S
data possible. 
 
Borgzinner stated that UNLV is planning on coming into Douglas County next week 
o begin the SWAP updates and that the standards of Douglas County’s MAGIC may t
exceed UNLV/NDEP’s standards. 
 
Borgzinner reported that she was supposed to have a database module that was 
supposed to hold the data and that the software contractor has not got it up and 
unning yet.  She said that it is designed for Federal reporting and not for local r
applications.   
 
Johnson stated that areas have been established for several of the wells already, in 
order to meet the criteria for state endorsement of the plan, those areas that have 
lready been established have already been endorsed by the state.  The new sources a
or any changes to the established ones need to be reported. 
 
orgzinner stated that the intent is for the Technical Subgroup to meet separately.  

d. 
B
She said that for the plan to be state endorsed, max pumping rates need to be use
 
iscussion regarding the Gardnerville Ranchos GID information and the need to D

update it for the plan. 
 
Discussion regarding the Sierra Estates plan. 
 
ames reported that Indian Hills GID intended to deactivate Brown’s Well once the J
regional pipeline is completed. 
 
Borgzinner recommended that inactive wells wellhead protection areas be kept in 
lace if the wells may be needed/used in the future.  If the wells have been formally p
abandoned, then they can be removed from the plan. 
 
Johnson said that the plan needs to be written for what is current now and a section 
can be put in about proposed and updated.  Johnson also suggested that Topaz be 
put into the Plan. 

 
IV. Updates from Sub Teams  

a. Mapping Database & Technical Support Sub Teams 

 ources   
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Adult Education Outreach Focus – survey results 
Lewis reported that he sent a questionnaire to 17 Team members 
and 11 completed the questionnaire.  The answers were varied on 
where outreach should be directed.  The primary audience are 

5 8
 

Borgzinner stated that she went to each Bureau within her division 
and asked what they did to protect drinking water sources and 

ew of the what their regulations were.  She provided a brief overvi
capture zones and times of travel.   
Borgzinner stated that NDEP recommends that for state 
endorsement you must meet the minimum 1000‐foot set back for 
your transient, non‐community and transient wells.   For 
ommunity wells, it will be required to meet the minimum 3000‐c
foot radius. 
 
Borgzinner explained that there are three different types of wells 
that NDEP regulates.  They are: 1) a Community Public Drinking 
Water Well which is a source that serves 25 people or more (or 15 
connections or more); 2) a Non‐Transient/Non‐Community Water 
System which serves 25 people or more (1 connection), such as a 
bar; and 3) a Transient Well which is like a state park with a camp 
ground.  The non‐transient/non‐community and the transient non‐
ommunity wells are typically one source unless they have a back‐c
up well. 
 

3. Maps of existing & new WHPAs, wells to be updated, potential 
contaminant sources  

Schmidt stated that Douglas County is migrating from one GIS 
platform to a new GIS platform and it will be a 9‐12 month process 
to complete.  The new system will allow the ability to communicate 
special data with people outside of the Douglas County structure 
nd everyone needs to be sure that they have Microsoft Silver Light 

 

a
updated on their computers. 

4. PA funding for training to delineate WHP Areas 
 
E
 

b. Educ ioat n & Outreach Sub Team 

1. 
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he would put it in his quarterly newsletter. 
 
Borgzinner felt that it would be more effective if it was a county‐
wide effort, not a jurisdictional effort.  She suggested that each 
jurisdictional website could link to the county website. 

 

those that are indirect benefactors of the planning process, i.e., 
individual well and septic owners.  The second group would be the 
ater purveyors and the third group would be potential or actual w

property owners near wells.   
 
ohnson pointed out that what Lewis was starting to build will be J
captured in Section 5 of the plan. 
 
Borgzinner said she felt the two primary audiences would be 
businesses and residences.  She showed the group a basic template 
hat could be used that has the plan, primary audience and t
messages. 
 
ohnson said that to get endorsement from the State, the individual J
local boards have to endorse the plan. 
 
Borgzinner stated that the presentations could be altered for Indian 
Hills GID and Gardnerville Ranchos GID.  The information can be 
hanged in the template to accommodate the needs of the local c
jurisdictions. 
 
Lewis indicated that the main message would be that ground water 
is drinking water and needed to be protected.  Areas around wells 
ill need to be protected in order to maintain drinking water w

quality and land use affects ground water quality. 
 
Johnson suggested tying in other programs that the communities 
eed to satisfy, i.e., storm water, household hazardous waste n
disposal and protecting community service water. 
 
ames asked who was going to send out the information to the J
public. 
 
anAlyne stated that if he had something relevant to storm water, V

B-87



CSWP Team Meeting Summary 
7/7/2010 
 

Page 7 of 8 

2. Education & Outreach Plan Guidanc

3. Outline for Section 5 of CWHP Plan 

 

 
Johnson suggested that the outreach sub team should lay out an 
outline of what the structure of the plan is going to look like.  Some 
things will be community‐wide, but have subsections that are 
ailored specifically for each water system that wants to do t
something unique and different. 
 
Luce felt that a theme or logo should be developed that was eye‐
atching so that people would recognize that it has to do with c
water. 
 
Lewis stated that the method of choice for delivery was a website.  
He stated that he would like to create some kind of brand/logo with 
 whole host of links that the purveyors could pick and choose a
from. 
 
Discussion regarding the usage of a website and interest by 
ustomers.  There was also discussion regarding the best and most c
effective way to reach the water customers. 
 
orgzinner said that there was a Groundwater Awareness Week in B
March every year and she would coordinate with that.   
 
Carl Ruschmeyer stated that Douglas County could do a 
roclamation every year and have the Board of County p
Commissioners recognize water awareness. 
 
isher suggested that an article be placed in the local paper once a F
month about wellhead protection. 
 
ave Willard suggested that a groundwater model be purchased D

(acrylic 3D) and be taken around to different events.   
 
iscussion regarding placing a groundwater model on the website, D

uTube, Twitter and Facebook. 
 

 e 
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. Upcoming Board meetings – Sierra Estates GID 7/7, Town of 
Minden 7/7, Douglas County Planning Commission 7/13 

c. Plan  vDe elopment & Review Sub Team 

 1. Update on Sections 1 & 2 of CWHP Plan  

2. 
 
Coordinated Emergency & Contingency Plans  
oss stated that East Fork Fire Department just adopted their 

 
M
emergency plan and suggested that Johnson contact Tod Carlini.
 
Schmidt also suggested that Johnson contact Deputy Chief Dave 
Fogerson with East Fork Fire Department. 

 
V. Approval of Proposed Team Meeting Agendas for Sept  December 

 
a. Prop seo d Agenda for September 1, 2010 

 
1. Review Section 3:  Program Development 
2. Review   Public Participation 

 
 Section 5:  Section 5:

3. Review updated SWPAs & desktop research for CSA Inventory 
• Conduct CSI surveys  

4. Draft P tegies based on results from 
desktop

reliminary Management Stra

• es 
 research 

ide strategi
 strategies 

Community‐w
‐specific
ources? 

• Entity
• New s

5. ther topics O
 

b. Proposed Agenda for October 6, 2010  TBD 
 
c. Proposed Agenda for November 3, 2010  TBD 

 
VI. Breakout meetings for Sub Teams, as needed 

 

eeting adjourned at 1:00 p.m. 
 
M
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CWHP Team Meeting Agenda 
OCTOBER 6, 2010 11:00 AM – 1:00 PM 

CVIC Hall, Fortnightly Room 

I. Recap July 7, 2010 Team meeting  

0) 

 
) 

II. Updates from Sub Teams (11:05 – 12:3

a. Education & Outreach Sub Team 

1. Distribution of Survey [Lewis] 
2. Outline for Section 5 of CWHP Plan [all] 

b. Mapping Database & Technical Support Sub Teams 

1. Table 3 – Inventory of Current Water Sources 
2. Technical Data Gap Analysis Status 
3. Maps of existing & new WHPAs, wells to be updated, potential 

contaminant sources 

c. Plan Development & Review Sub Team [Pool, Van Alyne, NDEP/BEC] 

1. Update on Sections 1 & 2 of CWHP Plan [NDEP/BEC] 
2. Coordinated Emergency & Contingency Plans [all] 

III. Approval of Proposed Team Meeting Agendas for November and December (12:30
– 12:45

a. Proposed Agenda for November, 2010 [pending completion of the SWPA 
delineations] 

1. Review Section 3: Program Development 
2. Review Section 5: Public Participation 
3. Review updated SWPAs & desktop research for CSI Inventory 

• Conduct CSI surveys [??, UNLV] 
4. Draft Preliminary Management Strategies based on results from desktop 

research 
• Community‐wide strategies 
• Entity‐specific strategies 
• New sources? 

5. Other topics??? 
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to him. 
 
Roger VanAlyne asked if there was a link to the Plan that could be placed on the 
Town of Minden’s website.  Lewis stated that the goal was to have the County’s 

 

Douglas County Commu on Plan Team Meeting nity  otecti
CVIC Hall, Minden, Nevada 

Source Water Pr

O 0 ctober 6, 201
11:00 – 1:00 

Summary Notes 
 

 
Meeting Particip  

r  ntal Protection (NDEP) 

ants:
 

ne eKim Borgzin Nevada Division of Environm
Eileen Church   Douglas County Public Works 

er Judie Fish   Sierra Estates Water District 
any Mark Gonzales  Gardnerville Town Water Comp

nson 
Ed James    Carson Water Subconservancy District 

h  
sion 

Kathleen Jo BEC Environmental, Inc. (BEC)
Steve Lewis    University of Nevada Cooperative Exten

 
n 

Cathe Pool  Douglas County Public Works 
Michael Rose United States Geological Survey (USGS) 

nd Tim Russell  Resource Concepts, Inc. (RCI) – Consultant for Town of Minden a
Indian Hills General Improvement District (IHGID) 

ulti‐Agency Geographical Information Center Eric Schmidt  Douglas County M

y e 
(MAGIC) 

oger Van Al n Town of Minden 
atiana Zehl    Nevada Rural Water Association 
R
T
 
I. Recap July 7, 2010 Team meeting 

Kathleen Johnson summarized the main ideas from the last meeting.  
 

 
II. Updates from Sub Teams 
 

a.  Education & Outreach Sub Team 
 
The Education Subteam held a meeting and it was decided that more information 
was needed from the Water Purveyors.  Sections 1 and 2 of the Document 
Development Plan were reviewed.  The Technical Subteam group held a breakout 
eeting on July 19, 2010.  They reviewed the natural systems in Douglas County and m

what needed to go into the conceptual model. 
 
Steve Lewis asked if anyone had any questions regarding the matrix he had emailed 
out earlier to the Team.  He asked if anyone was planning on doing any posters, 
raining, inserts or presentations.  If so, he asked that they provide that information t

B-91



CSWP Team Meeting Summary 
10/6/
 

2010 

Page   of   

questionnaire and send it out to the Team for their review. 
 
Johnson expressed the importance to track the progress because grants for source 
water protection or household hazardous waste or other programs might be 

2 4
 

website as the information hub that would include sample PowerPoint 
presentations, fact sheets, press releases and other miscellaneous information.  The 
plan is to have a pool of education materials available for use.  Cathe Pool stated that 
he thought the whole plan should be placed on the Douglas County Public Works s
website. 
 
Johnson said that one of the pieces that will go into the plan is a recommendation of 
when the Team will reconvene to review their community plans.  NDEP is 
recommending this be done in about a year.  Borgzinner stated when the Team 
regroups, they would review updates of any new sources that need to be included 
nd to be sure all the information is up to date.  She felt that public education should a
also be part of the update. 
 
Johnson asked what were the best ways to distribute information to the public.  
ark Gonzales stated that he had been using printable materials on their website.  M

Judie Fisher said that Sierra Estates included information in with their bills.   
 
orgzinner provided an update on the logo that is being developed and that it would B
be called, “Wally the Well.” 
 
ewis stated that he thought the following topics needed to be addressed with L
education outreach: 

  
 

t1. Misunderstanding of the integration of our wa
. Misunderstanding of consolidatio

er systems
 n of water systems 2

3. Misunderstanding of water rates 
 
Lewis feels the public does not fully understand the water issues.  He asked if there 
should be a distinction of the source water protection planning effort and other 
ater issues.  Discussion followed regarding what information should be presented w

to the public and the need to not confuse them with too many issues. 
 
Lewis discussed the need to know if the education outreach efforts were making a 
difference.  He stated that in order to do that you would need to gather a baseline 
knowledge level of current water users and that there were approximately 34,000 
ublic water users in Douglas County (Carson Valley) and 28 different systems that p
deliver that water. 
 
Discussion followed regarding possible draft questions for different age groups and 
ays to distribute the questionnaire.  Lewis stated he would make changes to the w
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available and you will need to have some metrics to put into a grant application.  
This data could be used for wellhead protection issues and to springboard other 
programs that the County may be doing. 

 
b.  Mapping Database & Technical Support Sub Teams 
 
Johnson reported that the Technical Support Sub Team meeting was in July.  She 
tated that they gathered a lot of data to understand the natural systems throughout s
Douglas County and pulled together the maps and figures. 
 
Eric Schmidt has been working on a consolidated layer for the wells that are in 
able 3.  He said that he has a lot of wells in Table 3 that he does not have a location T
for. 
 
Borgzinner stated that the Table should have the State public water system ID 
umber and the State well ID number.   Johnson felt that the ID numbers did not n
have to be in the plan, but they can be referenced in a technical appendix. 
 
orgzinner stated that the locational data should not be available to the public, but B
only available on request. 
 
Borgzinner stated that it was more important to identify the wells that are inactive 
nd not already abandoned.  She explained that when you identify the inactive wells a
in the plan, you would be eligible for resources to abandon. 
 
Borgzinner went on to explain capture zones (2‐5‐10) and if a contaminant was to 
get into the groundwater table how long it would take to get to the well.  She stated 
hat the team might consider at a future management strategy to discuss creating t
physical boundaries for source water protection areas. 
 
Borgzinner stated that the data collection effort is to find out and get the best 
vailable data for the model.  She explained that on older wells, you can use well a
logs that give an indication of soil types.  
 
Borgzinner explained that the State of Nevada does not post well site information 
and leaves that up to the local communities to determine whether or not they want 
that information made available to the public.  She warned that each community 
eeds to be careful when they post their Wellhead Protection Plans to the internet n
and determine what information will be restricted. 
 
chmidt stated that the abandoned wells will be pulled off the maps along with the 
ellhead protection areas around the abandoned wells. 

S
w
 
c.  Plan Development & Review Sub Team 
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Johnson stated that she would like to hold off in sending out for review the update of 
ection 1 and 2 of the CWHP Plan until more of the technical and public outreach S
materials are complete. 
 
Johnson asked everyone needs to locate their Emergency and Contingency Plans for 
heir public water systems, as this information will need to be referenced in the t
WHP Plan and noted that they exist. 
 
Borgzinner stated that a reference in the WHP Plan was sufficient and just wanted to 

s had a contingency plan. be sure that all the system

eeting adjourned at 1:03 p.m. 
 
M
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CWHP Team Meeting Agenda 
DECEMBER 1, 2010 11:00 AM – 1:00 PM 

CVIC Hall, Fortnightly Room 

I. Recap October 6, 2010 Team meeting  

5) 

0) 

II. Updates from Sub Teams (11:05 – 12:4

a. Education & Outreach Sub Team 

1. Outline for Section 5 of CWHP Plan [NDEP/BEC] 

b. Plan Development & Review Sub Team [Pool, Van Alyne, NDEP/BEC] 

1. Reminder – Input for the Emergency & Contingency Plans 

c. Mapping Database & Technical Support Sub Teams 

1. SWAP Data request letter & disclaimer [NDEP/BEC] 
2. Proposed approach to update WHP Areas [NDEP/BEC] 

a) Example: Calculated Fixed Radius Method 
b) Example: Analytical Method 

3. Revisions to Figures for WHP Plan [Schmidt/NDEP/BEC] 

d. Management Strategies [all] 

1. Regulatory vs. non‐regulatory [NDEP/BEC] 
a) Example: White Pine County WHP Ordinance 
b) Example: Clark County 

2. Enforcement capabilities 

III. Approval of Proposed Team Meeting Agendas for January 5, 2011 (12:45 – 1:0

a. Proposed Agenda [pending completion of the WHP Area delineations] 

1. Review Section 3: Program Development 
2. Review Section 5: Public Participation 
3. Review updated SWPAs & desktop research for CSI Inventory 

• Update of UNLV data [NDEP] 
• Conduct CSI surveys [??, NDEP/BEC] 

4. Draft Preliminary Management Strategies based on results from desktop 
research 
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• Community‐wide strategies 
• Entity‐specific strategies 
• New sources? 

5. Other topics??? 
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a.  Education & Outreach Sub Team 
 
Johnson stated that she and Steve Lewis drafted up the outline for Section 5 of the 
Wellhead Protection Plan, which is the section regarding public outreach and public 
participation.  The outline is divided into four main parts: 

 

Douglas County Commu on Plan Team Meeting nity tecti
CVIC Hall, Minden, Nevada 

 Source Water Pro

December 1, 2010 
11:00 – 1:00 

Summary Notes 
 

 
Meeting Particip  

tal Protection (NDEP) 

ants:
 

r  n
sen   

Kim Borgzinne Nevada Division of Environme
c. (BEC)

 
Eileen Christen BEC Environmental, In
Eileen Church   Douglas County Public Works

 Tom Dallaire   Town of Gardnerville 
Larry English   Sierra Estates Water District 

er Judie Fish   Sierra Estates Water District 
any Mark Gonzales  Gardnerville Town Water Comp

nson 
Ed James    Carson Water Subconservancy District 

h
e Extension 

Kathleen Jo BEC Environmental, Inc. (BEC) 
ada CooperativSteve Lewis    University of Nev

Leigh Luce    Douglas County School District 

epartment 
John Lufrano    Indian Hills GID 

ouglas County Planning DMimi Moss    D
n 

 
Joy Peterso   Washoe Tribe of NV & CA 
Robert Pohlman  

 
Cathe Pool    Douglas County Public Works 

ros  County Planning Commission 
n 

Margaret P s Douglas

 
Michael Rose United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
Rick Ross  Topaz  

nd Tim Russell  Resource Concepts, Inc. (RCI) – Consultant for Town of Minden a
Indian Hills General Improvement District (IHGID) 

 Geographical Information Center Eric Schmidt  Douglas County Multi‐Agency

  ter District 
(MAGIC) 

arsha Tomerlin Sierra Estates Wa
oger Van Alyne  Town of Minden 
M
R
 
I. Recap October 6, 2010 Team meeting 

Kathleen Johnson summarized the main ideas from the last meeting.  
 

 
II. Updates from Sub Teams 
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1. Target audiences (children and adults) 

ey Days, etc.) 
2. Methods 

Tactics (logo, website, Carson Vall3. 
4. Endorsement by the local boards 

   
Cathe Pool asked about the GIDs that have opted out of the Plan.  Kim Borgzinner 
tated that those GIDs will be noted in the Plan that they have opted out and the s
existing information will be used. 
 
Johnson stated that an electronic version of the outline will be sent out. 
 
Steve Lewis stated that the pre‐outreach survey is being used as a benchmark and 
will be sent out electronically to all the Team members.  After the survey is 
distributed, the information received will be used to see what impact has been 
made.   Lewis reviewed the survey questions with the Team members. 

 
b.  Plan Development & Review Sub Team 

Johnson stated that there was not a lot done on the text since the last meeting.  She 
reminded the Team members of public water systems that she needs their updates 
to the Table with the information on their emergency planning contingency plans.   
The information needed is the name of the plan, date and who the appropriate 
contact person is.   She said ideally as the program is refined through the years, 
those plans will tie in with the wellhead protection areas that are being developed 
now.   The goal is to identify source water protection areas in the plans. 

 

 
c.  Mapping Database & Technical Support Sub Teams 
 
Johnson stated that NDEP has asked that each system complete an Information 
Release Form so BEC can have access and review their data.   Borgzinner explained 
that the Safe Drinking Water Bureau has collected data on each system and is 
rotective of the data.  NDEP needs to the Release form to provide that data to BEC p
(contractor for this project) for this planning purpose only. 
 
ohnson stated that they have some proposals on how the source water protection J
and wellhead protection areas could be updated. 
 
Eric Schmidt provided an updated map and information to the group.  He said 
nstead of presenting the wells in the context of community planning areas, they are i
doing them in the context of water service areas. 
 
Johnson reported that there are currently five (5) wellhead protection plans in 
existence in Douglas County and there are 29 public water systems in Douglas 
County.   
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d. Management Strategies 
 
Eileen Christensen suggested that the Team look at management strategies while 
he maps are in the process of being completed because different communities t
manage their wellhead protection areas differently for different reasons. 
 
Christensen reported that UNLV has gone out under contract with the Bureau of 
Safe Drinking Water to do a contaminant source inventory for a number of wells.  
hey update their maps and provide the GPS points and that information is put on T
top of the wellhead protection areas. 
 
hristensen explained some examples of non‐regulatory management options 
nclude
C
i
 

: 

1. ment rights Purchase property and de
 outr

 ring 

velop
 each 2. Public education and

 monito
 

3. Groundwater

 
4. Flooding protection 
. RV dumping  5
6. Identifying orphan wells 
 

Discussion regarding enforcement capabilities. 
 
orgzinner suggested that for discussion purposes at the next meeting it would be B
helpful to have a list of management strategies to discuss. 
 
Christensen suggested that some of the wells be remodeled as they were originally 
odeled at half capacity or a quarter capacity and should be modeled at full m

capacity. 
 
Christensen stated that Indian Hills GID, Minden and Gardnerville were going to 
ave new remodeling because of the increased pumping capacity.  Christensen also h
asked that she be notified of any sites that are planned to be closed down. 
 
orgzinner stated that if a well is not abandoned in a public water system it is B
considered a contaminant source. 
 
Tim Russell reported that Brown’s Well (in the Indian Hills GID) was going to be 
hut off as far as a potable water supply and will be used for irrigation and other s
non‐potable uses. 
 
Schmidt stated that he does not have any information on irrigation, testing or 
monitoring wells. 
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Borgzinner stated that the State looks at active wells serving public water systems 
or funding.  The State does not want to expend resources modeling capture zones f
for irrigation wells. 
 
ohnson suggested that Eric Schmidt use different symbols on the maps to identify J
wells that have been taken off‐line. 
 
hristensen reported that the number of surface water and canals that Douglas 

strategy perspective. 
C
County has might be considered from a management 

ohnson oted
 
J
 

 n  the action items for the next meeting: 

 vey. 1. Steve Lewis will send out a link to the Team for reviewing the sur
  2. BEC will forward to Mimi Moss the White Pine and Clark County

ordinances. 
3. BEC will send out a link to the Team of the guidance document. 

Christensen said the modeling should be done in the next few days and she will send 
rs for their review and comment. 

 

it out to the Team membe

eeting adjourned at 1:04 p.m. 
 
M
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CWHP Team Meeting Agenda 
January 5, 2011 11:00 AM – 1:00 PM 

CVIC Hall, Fortnightly Room 

I. Recap December 1, 2010 Team meeting  

II. Updates from Sub Teams (11:05 – 12:45) 

a. Education & Outreach Sub Team [Lewis] 

1. Draft for Section 5 of CWHP Plan  

b. Plan Development & Review Sub Team [Pool, Van Alyne, NDEP/BEC] 

1. Review Section 3: Program Development 
2. Review updated SWPAs & desktop research for CSI Inventory 

• Update of UNLV data [NDEP] 
• Conduct CSI surveys [NDEP/BEC] 

c. Mapping Database & Technical Support Sub Teams 

1. WHP Area Maps [NDEP/BEC] 
2. Revisions to Figures for WHP Plan [Schmidt/NDEP/BEC] 
3. Contaminant Source Inventory 

d. Management Strategies [all] 

1. Regulatory vs. non‐regulatory [NDEP/BEC] 
2. Enforcement capabilities 
3. Draft Preliminary Management Strategies based on results from 

desktop research 

• Community‐wide strategies 
• Entity‐specific strategies 
• New sources? 

III. Approval of Proposed Team Meeting Agendas for February 5, 2011 (12:45 – 1:00) 

a. Proposed Agenda [pending completion of the WHP Area delineations] 

1. Review of Draft Final Report 
2. Other topics??? 

B-101



Page 1 of 4 
 

Douglas County Commu on Plan Team Meeting nity  otecti
CVIC Hall, Minden, Nevada 

Source Water Pr

January 5, 2011 
11:00 – 1:00 

Summary Notes 
 

 
Meeting Partic : 

   

ipants
 

h
 

Eileen Churc Douglas County Public Works
ireTom Dalla City of Gardnerville 

Judie Fisher  Sierra Estates Water District 
istrict 

  n 
Ed James  Carson Water Subconservancy D
Steve Lewis University of Nevada Cooperative Extensio

nt 
Leigh Luce  Douglas County School District 
Mimi Moss  Douglas County Community Developme

mission Margaret Pross  Douglas County Planning Com
n Michael Rose United States Geological Survey (USGS) 

ublic Works 
graphic Information Center (MAGIC) 

Carl Ruschmeyer  Douglas County P

 
Eric Schmidt  Douglas County Multi‐Agency Geo
Roger Van Alyne Town of Minden 

n 
tal Protection (NDEP) 

Dave Willard  Nevada Rural Water Associatio
im Borgzinner  Nevada Division of Environmen
ileen Christensen  BEC Environmental, Inc. (BEC) 
K
E
 
I. Recap December 1, 2010 Team meeting 

ileen Christensen summarized the main ideas from the last meeting. 
 
E
 

II. Education and Outreach SubTeam  
 
Steve Lewis provided a review of the Outreach Survey results. He stated there are 
34,000 people currently served by public water systems (PWSs) within the County. He 
needed responses from two‐percent of that population, or about 700 people to have 
results that are statistically significant. Lewis stated a significantly smaller number of 
esponses had been received and polled the Team to determine what other mechanisms r
could be used to increase responses. 
 
Kim Borgzinner suggested a public computer be set up so the survey would be more 
readily available. She would like to set up a survey via computer at the Swimming 
enter. Lewis stated he would change the IP setting to allow multiple respondents from C
the same computer.  
 
om Dallaire said he could put up a computer at their service counter to solicit 
dditional participation in the survey from the Town of Gardnerville. 
T
a
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Lewis asked the Team clarify the intended audience for the outreach and educational 
materials.  Lewis suggested the audience be community residents serviced by PWSs, but 
eventually, the materials would be targeted at residents throughout the County. 
Further, Lewis stated the Sixth Grade Pre and Post‐Survey had been developed.  

 
III. Plan Development and Review SubTeam  

 
Cathe Pool discussed the possible draft document distribution methods and 
uggested an ftp site could be used for this purpose. Borgzinner offered to have 
DEP provide the ftp site for the draft document and its attachments. 

s
N
 

IV. Mapping Database and Technical Support SubTeam  
 
Eric Schmidt reported Douglas County MAGIC hosted Courtney Brooks (Ninyo and 
Moore) while he developed the preliminary models for the wellhead protection 
areas. Schmidt stated the Minden and Gardnerville models were significantly 
ifferent than those prepared by a previous consultant. The new model 
ncorporated more data and updated pumping rates. 
d
i
 

V. Mapping Database and Technical Support SubTeam  
 
Schmidt stated he would like as much data as possible, but so far, the Team only had 
contaminant source inventory (CSI) data from the University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
(UNLV), NDEP, the County’s Assessor Office, and older information from the PWS 
Operators.  Douglas County Assessor’s Office data included a list of all parcels with 
septic tanks, groundwater wells, or both, but did not show the status or specific 
location within that parcel of these septic tanks or wells. However, Schmidt could 
reduce the amount of field work needed by identifying the parcels that intersect or 
are within the modeled wellhead protection areas. Thus, detailed inventories could 
e performed at these parcels to obtain the specific location and status of septic b
tanks and wells within the wellhead protection areas. 
 
Christensen stated that during her conversation with Fire Chief Todd Carlini, Carlini 
indicated the Emergency Management Services Office would find the CSI useful in 
esponding to incidents, particularly since his office also used Douglas County r
MAGIC to assist in such events. 
 
Pool suggested a new box could be incorporated into the permit application 
paperwork so people could indicate whether or not their parcel is located within a 
wellhead protection area. She stated people need to know if they are or are not in a 
wellhead protection area, and asked if this information should be available on the 
internet for public access. She further stated she understood the need for 
“Homeland Security” concerns, but there needs to be a balance between public 
awareness and water safety. 
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decisions on which management strategies could be agreed upon by the Team. 
 
Mimi Moss agreed to contact Cynthia from the District Attorney’s Office to obtain a 
legal opinion on what type of ordinance, if any, Douglas County may wish to pursue 
(i.e. the draft version of the Comprehensive Planning Element from Clark County or 
the information‐oriented ordinance approved by White Pine County). Christensen 
provided copies of two documents for review and consideration. Moss also 
indicated Carl Ruschmeyer and/or Mahmood Azad (Douglas County Public Works) 
were pursuing an ordinance for inspections and maintenance certification for septic 
tanks, along with an administration fee. She will check with both gentlemen to 
determine the status of those efforts. 

3 of 4 
 

 
Christensen suggested the Team could simply include an outline of the wellhead 
rotection areas in public‐access forums, without showing the specific well location p
associated with the wellhead protection area. 
 
Margaret Pross mentioned that four years ago, a well in the Foothills service area 
had excessive nitrates. Michael Rosen suggested the information in his thesis could 
be used as part of the CSI efforts. Pross suggested the Team may want to combine 
he CSI with City Planning by applying latitudes and longitudes to aid in keeping an t
updated CSI. 
 
Roger Van Alyne was concerned the sources for potential contaminants will want to 
e kept private.  Companies do not want to be labeled as a contaminant source as b
this is bad for business. The Team agreed this would be appropriate. 
 
Borgzinner discussed the drug take‐back program recently introduced by NDEP. 
NDEP does not want people to flush medicines to dispose of them. She stated 
landfills are now the preferred method, but the take‐back programs operated by 
local law‐enforcement are the best means of ensuring medicines are properly 
disposed. However, this program is targeted more toward hospitals and home care 
facilities. 

 
VI. Management Strategies 

 
The Team discussed implementation and/or regulation of potential contaminant 
sources and/or activities within the wellhead protection areas and how to avoid 
getting sued for perceived “takings.” Enforcement of above‐ground storage tanks 
AST) in Douglas County was discussed, but it was unclear if the local fire (
department or the State Fire Marshal regulated AST management. 
 
Christensen discussed the questionnaire on regulatory and non‐regulatory 
management strategies. She stated the draft needed to be reviewed and commented 
n before the next Team meeting to expedite review of the draft document and o
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The Team agreed to forgo the next meeting in February in favor of a meeting in 
March to allow sufficient time to complete the draft document and associated 
figures for the Community Wellhead Protection Plan. The meeting in March may be 
xtended to allow for additional discussion of management strategies and to discuss 
raft document review comments. 
e
d
 

VII. Proposed Agenda for March 2, 2011  TBD 
 

eeting adjourned at 1:00 p.m. M
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Douglas County Community Wellhead Protection Plan 

CWHP Team Meeting Agenda 
April 6, 2011 10:00 AM – 2:00 PM 

CVIC Hall, Fortnightly Room 

I. Recap January 5, 2011 Team meeting (10:00 – 10:15)  

II. Updates from Sub Teams (10:15 – 12:45) 

a. Mapping Database & Technical Support Sub Teams (10:15 – 11:00) 

1. WHP Area Maps [Schmidt] 
2. Revisions to Figures for WHP Plan [Schmidt/NDEP/BEC] 
3. Contaminant Source Inventory  

b. Plan Development & Review Sub Team [Pool, Van Alyne, NDEP/BEC] (11:00 – 
11:30) 

1. Review Section 3: Program Development 
2. Review updated SWPAs & desktop research for CSI Inventory 

c. Government Liaison Sub Team [Moss, Pross] (11:30 – 11:45) 

1. Potential Ordinances 

• Wellhead Protection (based upon White Pine or Clark Counties) 
• Other relevant ordinances for reference in CWP Plan 

2. Other relevant discussion points 

d. Education & Outreach Sub Team [Lewis] (11:45 – 12:00) 

1. Draft for Section 5 of CWHP Plan and Appendix E 
 

LUNCH BREAK (12:00 – 12:30) 

III. Management Strategies [all] (12:30 – 1:15) 

1. Regulatory vs. non‐regulatory [NDEP/BEC] 
2. Enforcement capabilities 
3. Draft Preliminary Management Strategies based on results from 

desktop research 

• Community‐wide strategies 
• Entity‐specific strategies 
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• New sources? 

IV. Plan Implementation (1:15 – 1:45) 

1. Comprehensive Planning 
2. Identified Projects 

V. Approval of Proposed Team Meeting Agenda for May 4, 2011 (1:45 – 2:00) 
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  (GID) 
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Larry English Sierra Estates General Improvement District 

  n 
Ed James  Carson Water Subconservancy District 

ive Extensio
ent 

Steve Lewis University of Nevada Cooperat
Mimi Moss  Douglas County Community Developm

 
Cathe Pool  Douglas County Public Works 

ss mission 
n  y (USGS) 

Margaret Pro Douglas County Planning Com
ical Surve
Inc. (RCI) 

Michael Rose United States Geolog
ts, Tim Russell  Resource Concep

Eric Schmidt  Douglas County GIS 

tal Protection (NDEP) 
Roger Van Alyne  Town of Minden 
im Borgzinner  Nevada Division of Environmen
ileen Christensen  BEC Environmental, Inc. (BEC) 
K
E
 
I. Recap January 5, 2011 Team meeting 

ileen Christensen summarized the main ideas from the last meeting. 
 
E
 

II. Mapping Database and Technical Support SubTeam  
 
The Team reviewed each of the maps prepared by Eric Schmidt. Roger Van Alyne 
recommended that the first figure provide a means of distinguishing the different 
ervice territories. He suggested labeling each service territory or shading them s
different colors with an appropriate legend on the figure. 
 
Schmidt discussed the challenge associated with shading the figure with too many 
colors. He stated that most people can only distinguish 16 levels of discretion for color. 
t would be possible to put a box around each territory with letters for appropriate I
figures numbers. For example, a box with reference to Figure 3 – Indian Hills. 
 
Per Cathe Pool, the maps have fonts that are too small to read. Perhaps reprinting them 
on 11‐inch by 17‐inch paper would make them easier to read and review. She also 
recommended providing the meeting minutes, well data table, and contaminant source 
nventory table on a disk to be included with the report, rather than putting the physical 
ocuments in the report. 
i
d
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In reviewing the maps, Tim Russell stated that he believes Ridgeview Well Number 5 is 
ctive, and that it needs a capture zone. Christensen responded that she would check a
the information she had and would contact him to confirm. 
 
Per Pool, the Team may want to include the Gardnerville Ranchos information for 
purposes of implementing the Community Wellhead Protection (CWP) Plan county‐
wide. Per Mimi Moss, the information should include a statement indicating that 
Gardnerville Ranchos was asked to participate, but declined. Per Kim Borgzinner, it may 
e advisable to make a statement in the report that they are welcome to participate in b
subsequent updates to the report. 
 
Ed James asked how Gardnerville Ranchos GID would be involved in implementation of 
the CWP Plan if they did not agree to participate. Pool stated that they would be given 
he opportunity to participate in the implementation measures that come out of the t
planning process. 
 
Per Van Alyne, the CWP Plan should include a statement along the lines of “please 
ontact the Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvement District directly for specific c
data, as their information may not be accurate in this report.” 
 
Pool stated that the Team will want to take the Wellhead Protection Areas (WPAs) to 
each of the major Public Water System (PWS) boards prior to obtaining final approval 
for the CWP Plan from the Douglas County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC). Van 
lyne suggested that the Douglas County BOCC be told which GID boards endorsed the A
WPAs and which did not provide comment on the CWP Plan. 
 
Pool was concerned that not all of the boards meet frequently enough to have the 
opportunity to review the CWP Plan before the BOCC would want to review and 
approve the final document. Per James, most of the major GID boards meet monthly, so 
his should not be a problem as long as the timeline for the draft document is t
established. 
 
Moss provided the timetable for County review. She stated that the applications for 
Douglas County Master Plan revisions are due in June.  That should give the GID boards 
sufficient time to review and make recommendations for revision to the CWP Plan, such 
that the Plan could be finalized by September 1, 2011, for incorporation into the Master 
Plan by October for review and approval by the Planning Commission. Once the 
Planning Commission approved the Master Plan, it would be forwarded to the Douglas 
ounty BOCC in November for final approval. Thus, the water purveyors would have C
between June and October of 2011 for their review. 
 
ool recommended providing one hard copy and one electronic copy (disk) of the CWP 
lan per PWS for review. 
P
P
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Schmidt stated that on overlapping WPAs, he could unify all of the 2‐year, 5‐year, and 
10‐year Time‐of‐Travels (TOTs) for visual appeal. Borgzinner stated that the Team may 
ant to call out different TOTs for response considerations, particularly if not all of the w

wells operate on a continuous basis. 
 
James asked how surface water features, such as ditches, were handled in developing 
the water models. Schmidt stated that Courtney Brooks (Ninyo and Moore) was 
provided with all of the ditch maps, LIDAR data, potentiometric maps, etc. that the 
County had on file when he created the models. Pool stated that the table included in 
he CWP Plan also indicates whether or not specific wells were influenced by these t
features. 
 
Borgzinner asked if the Team wanted to put a buffer area around the well for Topaz 
Park (Well 1). Michael Rosen suggested that the Team may want to clip the portions of 
the Calculated Fixed Radius (CFR) information that extended into the lake, as the 
models were supposed to help determine appropriate land use controls. The Team 
agreed to Rosen’s suggestion. Borgzinner added that the Team may want to include a 
tatement in the CWP Plan that describes the influence of surface water on s
groundwater. 
 
Schmidt pointed out six wells from the Minden‐Gardnerville map that had been 
modified from their original shapes to more accurately depict how the model was 
influenced by surface water features and to account for an anomaly in the shape of one 
of the models. Schmidt stated that some model placement inaccuracy on the maps may 
ave been due to the use of Universal Transverse Mercator coordinates for the model h
and the use of State Plane for GIS.  
 
Pool stated that East Topsy Well #2 should be located at the center of the WPA, as the 
well appears to be in the wrong location on the map. Additionally, she asked how best 
to manage the data that was developed for the report and that would be updated by 
different systems over time. Van Alyne suggested that each PWS maintain their own 
ata, and that the Douglas County Water System Intertie Group should coordinate and d
communicate with the PWSs about updating their data in the CWP Plan as necessary. 
 
orgzinner recommended not making the distinction between active and back‐up wells B
on the maps. Van Alyne agreed with this recommendation.      
 
Christensen asked how the Potential Contaminant Source (PCS) data should be listed in 
the report, as businesses may not want their names put into the CWP Plan in such a 
negative connotation. Rosen suggested not listing business names, but only providing 
the type of business that was inventoried. Pool recommended keeping the information 
intact, but only providing the data on the disk that would accompany the report. 

III. lan Development and Review SubTeam  P
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WPA. 
 
Schmidt stated for clarification that there would be one of two ways an appeal may 
be successful relevant to WPAs. The first would be to hire a contractor to 
redelineate the WPA. The second would be to implement mitigation measures to the 
satisfaction of the water purveyor. 

4 of 8 
 

Pool recommended adding the CWP Plan by reference in the Conservation Element 
of the Douglas County Master Plan. She suggested modifying the Master Plan goals 
to include those for protection of potable water supplies. Additionally, she 
uggested that permit and plan review documents include questions about whether s
or not proposed development is in a WPA. 
 
orgzinner asked if Pool was suggesting that the CWP Plan be implemented through B
the Douglas County Master Plan as a policy. 
 
Pool stated the Plan Review process could be modified to put the onus on the 
applicant for identifying whether or not their project was within a WPA. The review 
rocess would include forwarding the Plan Review information to the appropriate p
PWS to review and provide recommendations on appropriate control measures. 
 
Moss pointed out that WPAs are not listed in the design manual. Pool recommended 
sing the Design Review process, rather than the permitting process to identify u
projects within WPAs early on. 
 
Pool recommended using Title 20 as authority to enforce recommendations for 
ontrol measures proposed by PWSs. Moss stated that this would need to undergo c
legal review. 
 
Schmidt asked how the County would address neighboring property owners whose 
roperty is impacted by a WPA. Was there an appeals process available to these p
property owners? 
 
Moss replied there was an appeals process, but it needs to be properly laid out 
before someone requests that process. She stated water purveyors and affected 
roperty owners must be notified that their property, or a portion of their property, p
is within an established WPA. 
 
ool stated water purveyors must be notified of development within their WPA and 

or. 
P
the development should be implemented to the satisfaction of the water purvey
 
Steve Lewis asked if a real estate disclosure would be required. Margaret Pross 
stated property owners will be required to disclose information to new purchasers, 
particularly if that information effects how the property can be developed. 
herefore, the property owner will need to acknowledge that they are within a T
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Rosen asked if a property owner remodels the WPA, would the County accept the 
model. Borgzinner stated that the Team would need to decide whether or not the 
model would be accepted. Per later discussion with Moss and Pool, the WPA would 
robably be reviewed not only by Douglas County, but also by NDEP to ensure p
compliance with State endorsement criteria. 
 
Moss stated that a letter and map, or similar publication, would need to be 
istributed among the property owners affected by the WPAs. This notification d
process was standard procedure. 
 
Russell stated that most people within the WPA that might be affected would likely 
e obtaining water from the associated water purveyor; therefore they may not 
ave significant objections to the process. 
b
h
 

IV. Education and Outreach SubTeam  
 
Lewis reviewed the results of the survey, and stated that approximately 285 people 
responded. He requested that someone come up with a layman’s description of what 
a WPA is. He also stated that, as of the date the survey was completed, no one had 
he ability to know whether or not they were in a WPA. He hoped that the Team t
would decide to make the WPA information publicly accessible. 
 
ool stated that, like flood plain notices, the County would notify property owners if P
their parcels are within a WPA. 
 
Schmidt stated that, in the current County internet mapping application, residents 
an bring up their parcel, flood map, and other relevant information, and that WPA c
information could be provided as an additional layer. 
 
Moss stated that on‐line resources of that nature would be available after the plan is 
dopted, and should show WPA information to anyone whose parcel is impacted, a
even “in part”. 
 
ewis asked what type of data he should pull out of the survey. He can analyze for L
many variables. 
 
ross stated that the survey information and educational/outreach information P
would be good to present at the planning commission meetings. 
 
Borgzinner stated that, in redoing the survey as a follow‐on to the baseline survey, 
do we need to use the same places or different places to host the survey? People 
may be interested in more information, so we may want that to be available to these 
people (i.e. flyers). 
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Lewis stated that the Team should probably survey the same places, as the results 
ere not very representative of the County’s population. He suggested that outreach w

materials be available to water purveyors for their constituents. 
 
Borgzinner asked if the primary audience should be narrowed. Lewis stated this 
was a good idea. Pross stated that homeowner associations could be used to 
disburse outreach materials, as they are a likely target audience. Moss suggested 
otifying mostly businesses, and that the water utilities should be responsible for n
these notifications. 
 
Van Alyne stated that not all WPAs for Minden are in the Town of Minded. Some may 
e in Gardnerville area. He coordinates with other political subdivisions as a b
community effort. 
 
Moss asked who would be paying for implementation of the educational efforts. 
orgzinner stated that this may be determined by how much things cost, and that B
the Team needs to provide these specifics. 
 
Lewis stated that the primary target audience should be people within the WPAs 
nd the secondary target audience should be people living in areas adjacent to a
WPAs.  
 
Van Alyne stated that James is involved in an existing domestic well education 
process. Christensen stated that all of these initiatives could be used to accomplish 
multiple objectives: the County would need to notify property owners within, or 
partially within WPAs; Jame’s program targets domestic well owners; other 
rograms target different segments of the community – perhaps all of these p
initiatives could be coordinated by the Team through the CWP Plan. 
 
Lewis asked when notifications would go out to PWS Operators. Moss stated this 
would be on or about September 1 for the public comment period. She stated that 
she would need an area map that shows property boundaries and WPAs and a 
rochure that explains the basics of the program. Pross recommended that these b
brochures be available at the public meetings. 
 
Lewis stated that the brochures need to address: What is a WPA; Where did the 
program originate; why did it get started in Douglas County? Per Pross, one 
rochure could list both business and residential responsibilities under the b
program. 
 
an Alyne stated that businesses have the added burden of training their employees 
s well as complying with operational practices. 
V
a
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Pool reviewed the information provided by Leigh Luce and asked the Team to vote 
n a poster. Further, she suggested that the 6th grade curriculum be included on the o
disk as well. 
 
ewis will develop a power point presentation from the public outreach and 
ducational plan. 
L
e
 

V. Management Strategies 
 
The Team reviewed draft management strategies proposed to date. Borgzinner 
emphasized that as implementation measures for those strategies were identified, 
hey would need to have specific costs associated with the measures in the form of a t
Work Plan. 
 
an Alyne suggested that each implementation measure be reviewed from a cost‐V
benefit standpoint to help prioritize these measures. 
 
Pool suggested renaming “Contaminant Source Inventory” and associated 
management strategies to something akin to “Wellhead Protection Plan 
anagement Strategies” to get away from the negative connotation associated with M

“contaminants”. Pool suggested that the strategies should include: 
 
1. Regional Water Line Construction: This project allows diversion from one water 

source to another to prevent contamination. Examples could include the 
proposed water line in the Southern portion of the County that is proposed for 

r future funding. The development of this project could easily be linked to wate
quality and associated contingency planning. 

2. Conversion of Septic Tanks to Sewage: One of the largest potential sources of 
ic contamination is from concentrated population areas that heavily rely on sept

tanks instead of sewage systems. 
3. Incorporation of other recommendations prepared as part of the last Douglas 

County Wellhead Protection Planning effort (Section 8.0, Action Plan, from that 
document has been included as an attachment to this meeting summary). 

 
Moss suggested incorporating language in the DCCWP Plan that states there are 
steps for addressing appeals to WPA delineation. However, individuals or 
businesses that wish to follow this appeals process should be familiar with the 
NDEP process for State Endorsement. Thus, the area may be remodeled and the new 
odel incorporated into the DCCWP Plan, subject to review and approval by the m

County, with technical assistance and review from NDEP. 
 
Pool suggested that wells identified in the DCCWP Plan as inactive be reviewed for 
potential future use as back‐up wells, or prioritized for abandonment, as inactive 
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w
so
   

ells with no foreseeable use as back‐up wells constitute potential contaminant 
urces. 

VI. Proposed Agenda for May 4, 2011  TBD 
 

eeting adjourned at 2:00 p.m. M
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Douglas County Community Source Water Protection Plan Team Meeting 
CVIC Hall, Minden, Nevada  

June 1, 2011 
11:00 – 1:00 

 
Summary Notes 

 
Meeting Participants: 
 

e 
h  ct (GID) 

Leigh Luc Douglas County School District 
Larry Englis Sierra Estates General Improvement Distri

 District 
ent 

Ed James  Carson Water Subconservancy
Mimi Moss  Douglas County Community Developm

 
Cathe Pool  Douglas County Public Works 

ss mission 
  y (USGS) 

Margaret Pro Douglas County Planning Com
ical Surve
nc. (RCI) 

Michael Rosen United States Geolog
ts, ITim Russell  Resource Concep

Eric Schmidt  Douglas County GIS 

tal Protection (NDEP) 
Roger Van Alyne  Town of Minden 
Kim Borgzinner  Nevada Division of Environmen
Eileen Christensen  BEC Environmental, Inc. (BEC) 

g 
 

I. Recap April 6, 2011, Team Meetin

Christensen summarized the main ideas from the last meeting on April 6, 2011. 

II. Mapping Database and Technical Support Sub-Team 

The Team reviewed the maps prepared by Eric Schmidt. It was suggested the arrows 
should be removed from Figure 1 – Overview, and to place the rest of the figures in 
Appendix A. 

The Team recommended the Indian Hills/Sierra Estate figure reflect a conservative buffer 
of 0.1 mile.  The Team further determined to keep the old modeling for the area to show 
how the maps have changed. 

The Team determined the Minden/Gardnerville figure was not the most updated map 
available.  Christensen was to send the most updated map to Schmidt to review, after 
which Christensen would forward the map to the rest of the Team. 

Questions arose regarding the Foothill/Sierra County Estates figures regarding the status 
of the Sheridan/Job’s Peak well.  The Team determined the status of the well should be 
checked as to whether or not it has been officially abandoned in order for the Team to 
make a further decision regarding whether to remove the well from the modeling. 

Borgzinner and Schmidt stated they would contact Bob Spellberg to find out if the 
models for the Ranchos area need to be centered on the wells. 
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Courtney Brooks was in the process of remodeling the Holbrook area due to challenges 
associated with use of maximum pumping rates and areas of bedrock that interfered with 
the WHPA capture zone delineations.  There was additional discussion regarding the 
large amount of land covered by the Holbrook Wellhead Protection Area. 

The Team believed the topographic background and color scheme utilized for the maps 
and figures were good. 

III. Plan Development and Review Sub-Team 

 

Christensen was to email the figures to the rest of the Team as the figures were 
completed, rather than all at once. 

Christensen indicated a cumulative matrix of comments received had been developed in 
order to ensure that all comments on the Community Wellhead Protection (CWHP) Plan 
and associated figures were addressed.   

Pool commented she wanted to see some conservation measures incorporated in the 
CWHP Plan.  Borgzinner stated the program was not intended to be a conservation 
program, and conservation language and elements should not be included in the CWHP 
Plan. 

The Team confirmed they wanted to use Wellhead Protection Area throughout the Plan 
rather than Source Water Protection Area (SWPA). 

The Team discussed the need for each public water system to have a contingency plan for 
emergency response.  In order to meet requirements for Safe Drinking Water, each water 
system must have its own plan.  The Team decided to reference existing contingency 
plans from existing WHP Documents in the CWHP Plan, rather than providing a detailed 
explanation of contingency planning measures for each public water system (PWS). 

In reviewing the recommendations, the Team determined Title 20 of the Master Plan 
should not be changed, as they would not recommend ordinance development or 
modification as a contaminant management strategy. Rather, the design/review process 
should be used in conjunction with the WHPA delineations to identify which PWS may 
be affected by the development and afford them the opportunity to comment on the 
development. 

IV. Government Liaison Sub-Team

The CWHP Team will have an opportunity to review and comment on the next draft 
CWHP Team document. Once the Team’s comments are incorporated, each PWS entity 
and its associated Board is to receive a second draft CWHP Plan for review and 
comment. Once the comments from the second draft are incorporated into the final 
CWHP Plan document, the document will be submitted for incorporation into the 
Douglas County Master Plan Update. Upon review and approval by the Douglas County 
Planning Commission, the Master Plan Update would then be forwarded to the Douglas 
County Board of County Commissioners (BoCC), who would then be informed of the 
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PWS and/or its Board’s participation (or non-participation of the second draft’s review 
process). 

The CWHP Plan will be addressed in Section 12: Public Facilities, under the Douglas 
County Master Plan Update.  The CWHP Plan will be presented to the Planning 
Commission in October 2011 for their review and recommendation regarding its 
incorporation in the Douglas County Master Plan Amendment, but the decision on 
whether or not to accept the CWHP Plan and incorporate it into the Master Plan 
Amendment will ultimately lie with the BoCC.  

Per Moss, and her conversation with Carl Ruschmeyer, there is no local ordinance in 
place for inspection of septic systems. Ruschmeyer told Moss the responsibility for such 
an ordinance could be placed on local government, but was currently a State 
responsibility. 

V. Education and Outreach Sub-Team 

Luce provided an update on the progress of incorporating Wellhead Protection 
information in the Science curriculum for Douglas County.  Luce stated teachers in the 
County have requested water model demonstrations. 

Luce provided the results of the 6th Grade Poster Contest, and provided photographs of 
the winners.  Borgzinner offered to supply posters for Carson Valley Days, for which 
April Holt (BEC) would operate a booth for Wellhead Protection.   

Luce suggested producing a digital calendar of the posters.  Luce also suggested utilizing 
a poster as the cover for the CWHP Plan. 

The CWHP outreach efforts (including a letter indicating that the property owned by an 
individual or entity was in a WHPA and a map of the area), was scheduled for September 
2011.  The Team agreed the outreach efforts should maps of wellhead protection areas 
and information on program basics, including a definition of wellhead protection. 

The need for local business owner education was also discussed.  Local business owners 
should be made aware of the resources available to them.  A large number of resources 
have been identified which could be utilized by businesses.  The Team determined an 
FTP website should be created to house a library of the resources available for local 
businesses.   

The Team determined businesses located in sensitive areas for wellhead protection 
should receive a letter informing them of their status, as well as a public hearing notice 
for the CWHP Plan.  September 2011 was also targeted for letters to be ready to be sent 
to local businesses. 

The Team discussed the need for ready-made public education and outreach materials, or 
at least a reference for such materials.  It was suggested the table of Contaminant 
Management Strategies in the report be modified in the CWHP Plan to “Potential 
Management Tools”.  Each table should include a phone number or website for 
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individuals to obtain or access copies of the management tools and information.  The 
Team decided a listing of available resources, including reference to the State’s website, 
should be added to the CWHP Plan as an additional appendix. 

The Team discussed the need for contaminants to be identified on maps of the Wellhead 
Protection Areas.  A suggestion was made to restrict identification of Potential 
Contaminant Sources to electronic versions, so those businesses would not be listed on 
paper.   

VI. Plan Implementation 

The Team discussed the potential to coordinate updates to the CWHP Plan through the 
water system intertie group. Schmidt indicated the data on the wellhead protection areas 
was provided by outside sources and his office would not know if something was 
changed apart from receiving notification from the outside sources.  Schmidt suggested 
meeting on a biannual basis to ensure updates and changes were incorporated in the GIS 
data. 

Assigning a risk ranking and prioritization for the Potential Contaminant Sources was 
also identified as a potential implementation measure. 

VII. Action Items, Final Review Comments, and Conclusions 

A time for revision of the final draft was established, with a deadline for completion 
between August 1 and September 1, 2011. 

Presentations to the PWS Boards and BoCC should be made in August and September 
2011.  The CWHP Plan should be completed by the end of June in order to be ready for 
Team review prior to submittal to the Boards.  Borgzinner will accompany Pool to make 
presentations to the Boards. 

Christensen would draft a letter to business owners and submit to Pool and Moss for their 
review and placement on Douglas County Public Works letterhead. 

The Team determined a final “wrap-up” meeting may need to be scheduled. 

 

 
 
 

 

B-119



Douglas County Technical Sub‐Team Meeting Minutes 
Teleconference 

2:30‐3:10 
July 08, 2011 

Meeting Participants 
 
Roger Van Alyne  Town of Minden 
Ed James  Carson Water Subconservancy District 
Michael Rosen  United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
Cathe Pool  Douglas County Public Works 
Tim  Resource Concepts, Inc. (RCI) 
Eileen Christensen  BEC Environmental, Inc. (BEC) 
 
Summary 
 

• The Technical Sub‐Team agreed to revising the approach for delineating wellhead protection 
areas (WHPAs) for all of the Public Water Systems (PWS) in the County. The new approach will 
entail using the modeled or otherwise delineated WHPAs, incorporating a 0.1‐mile buffer to the 
10‐year time of travel capture zone, and expanding the 10‐year time of travel zone to include 
adjacent industrially or commercially zoned areas (similar to the approach Eric Schmidt provided 
as the example for the Minden/Gardnerville wells). 
 

• The delineation approach provided above will allow the PWS operators to review and provide 
comment on all proposed development within the capture zones.  
 

• A simplified explanation of the differences among the WHPA shapes will be provided in the main 
DCCWHP Plan report, in addition to the detailed description provided in the report attachment. 
This approach should help enhance reader understanding of the WHPA delineation process and 
in reference to the associated management strategies. 
 

• Bob Spellberg from Garnerville Ranchos will be contacted to solicit their GID’s approval of the 
delineation approach listed above for GR’s established WHPAs. 

 
• WHPAs that were previously delineated and who’s outlines remain for reference purposes will 

be removed from each of the maps for the final version of the figures. 
 

• An explanation will be provided in the DCCWHP Plan of why potential contaminant sources 
outside of established WHPAs are included.  

 
• The schedule for submittal and review of the Douglas County Community Wellhead Protection 

Plan (DCCWPP) is as follows (the end goal is to submit the final report to the Planning 
Commission on September 12, 2011, to allow its incorporation into the Douglas County Master 
Plan Amendment (see the schedule provided by Cathe Pool after Friday’s meeting (see 
attached): 
 

1. Initial draft DCCWHP Plan to be submitted to DCCWHP Team for review and comment:  
July 15, 2011 
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2. Deadline for submission of comments on initial draft of DCCWHP 
Plan:                                   August 8, 2011 

3. Second draft DCCWHP Plan submitted to PWS representatives & Boards:                             
August 22, 2011 

4. Deadline for submission of comments on final draft of DCCWHP 
Plan:                                     September 9, 2011 

5. Final DCCWHP Plan submitted to Douglas County Planning 
Dept.:                                              September 13, 2011 

 
• Please note: BEC will be forwarding copies of the draft Plans to the Planning Commission for 

review and comment, per recommendation from Cathe Pool, to expedite their review and 
comment of the document.              
 

• Per discussion with the DCCWHP Technical Sub‐Team, the July 15, 2011 DCCWHP Plan draft will 
be submitted with the figures reviewed on Friday, July 8, 2011,  due to time constraints.  The 
modified versions of these figures will be included in the second draft report. 
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Planning Commission Agenda and Minutes 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AGENDA 
DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

APRIL 10, 2012 
 

A meeting of the Douglas County Planning Commission will be held on Tuesday,   April 10, 2012   beginning at 
1:00 p.m.  The meeting will be held in the Douglas County Commissioner Meeting Room of the Douglas County 
Administrative Building, 1616 Eighth Street, Minden, Nevada.  The time of agenda items is approximate. The 
Planning Commission may also be meeting for lunch on the same day, at 11:30 a.m. at Genoa Station Bar and 
Grill, 2285 Main Street, Genoa NV.  Members of the public, press, and staff are welcome. This is a social 
gathering; no Planning Commission business will be discussed. 
 
The Planning Commission reserves the right to take items in a different order; to combine two or more agenda items 
for consideration; and to remove items from the agenda or delay discussion relating to an item on the agenda at any 
time. 
 
It is the intent of the Planning Commission to protect the dignity of citizens who wish to comment before the 
Commission.  It is also the members’ wish to provide the citizens of Douglas County with an environment that 
upholds the highest professional standards.  Citizens should have the ability to freely comment on items and/or 
projects that are brought before the Commission for action without interference.  
 
In order to ensure that every citizen desiring to speak before the Commission has the opportunity to express his/her 
opinion, it is requested that the audience refrain from making comments, hand clapping or making any remarks or 
gestures that may interrupt, interfere or prevent the speaker from commenting on any present or future project.  The 
Commission, through its chair, may prohibit a comment if the content of the comment is on a topic that is not 
relevant to, or within the authority of the public body or if the content of the comment is repetitious or willfully 
disruptive of the meeting.  Written materials filed with the Clerk are part of the record and do not need to be read 
aloud.  Citizens and applicants alike are encouraged to submit written materials well in advance of the scheduled 
meeting so that the Planning Commissioners will have time to review them before the public hearings begin.  
  
Persons desiring an opportunity to address the Planning Commission who are not able to attend the meeting are 
requested to complete and submit a "Comment Card" to the Chair at the main podium prior to the convening of the 
meeting.  Cards are located at the main entrance to the meeting room. 
 
Notice to Persons with Disabilities:  Members of the public who are disabled and require special assistance or 
accommodations at the meeting are requested to notify the County Clerk’s Office in writing at P.O. Box 218, 
Minden, Nevada 89423 or by calling 782-9020 at least 20 hours in advance. 
 
Call to Order and Determination of Quorum. 
 
Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
Approval of Agenda. 
 
Disposition of the March 13, 2012 Meeting Minutes.  
 
 
 B-122



Planning Commission Agenda 
April 10, 2012 
Page 2 of 2 
 
Public Comment. (No Action Can Be Taken)  
 
At this time, public comment will be taken on those items within the jurisdiction and control of the Planning 
Commission or those agenda items where public comment will not be taken as a public hearing is not legally 
required.  Public Comment is limited to 3 minutes per speaker.  The Planning Commission uses timing lights in an 
effort to ensure that everyone gets to speak for the same amount of time.  You will see a green light when you begin, 
and then a yellow light which indicates that you have thirty seconds left.  Once the light goes red, please sit down. 
 
If you are going to comment on a specific agenda item scheduled for discussion and action, please do so when that 
item is opened for public comment.  On an item that is agendized under “presentations” or “planning matters” with 
no action listed, public comment is not legally required and any public comment on those items must be made at this 
time.  
 
 
Public Hearings.  
 

1.    For Possible Action. Discussion on Resolution Number PC 2012-001 (ref. DA 12-004), amending the 
Douglas County Master Plan by adopting the Community Wellhead Protection (CWHP) Plan for Public 
Water Systems in Douglas County, Nevada, as part of the Environmental Resources and Conservation 
Element, Chapter 8, of the Master Plan, and other properly related matters.  The Planning Commission 
may recommend approval, approval with modifications, or denial of the request to the Board of 
Commissioners.  
Case Planner:   Brandy McMahon, AICP                  (775) 782-6215     bmcmahon@co.douglas.nv.us 

          Case Engineer: Ron Roman, PE, Engineering Manager    (775) 783-6239     rroman@co.douglas.nv.us 
 
Planning Matters. Discussion only.   
 

2. Presentation by Cynthea Gregory, Deputy District Attorney, on making a complete record when 
evaluating Development Applications. 

 
 
Adjournment. 
 

 
 
 
 
Copies of this notice are posted at the Douglas County Administrative Building (Historic Courthouse), Douglas 
County Community Development (Minden Inn), Douglas County Judicial and Law Enforcement Center, and the 
Minden Post Office.  This notice may also be posted on the Douglas County Clerk’s website.  However, this 
Commission does not maintain the listed website and therefore timely posting of agendas on the website cannot be 
guaranteed. 
 
 
 

 

 

TIMING FOR AGENDA ITEMS IS APPROXIMATE UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED 
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Public Water Systems in Douglas County, Nevada 
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BOCC Agenda and Minutes – Request for State Endorsement of the Plan 



 
DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

NOTICE OF REGULAR MEETING  
MAY 3, 2012 – MINDEN, NEVADA  

                  
                                         

PURSUANT TO CHAPTER 241 OF THE NEVADA REVISED STATUTES 
AND THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, THE DOUGLAS COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS HEREBY NOTIFIES ALL INTERESTED 
PARTIES THAT THE BOARD WILL CONDUCT BUSINESS OF THE 
COUNTY AS NOTICED BELOW:    
 
THE REGULAR MEETING SHALL BE HELD ON THE 3RD DAY OF MAY, 
2012 BEGINNING AT 1:00 P.M. IN THE DOUGLAS COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS MEETING ROOM OF THE DOUGLAS COUNTY 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING (HISTORIC COURTHOUSE), 1616 EIGHTH 
STREET, MINDEN, NEVADA.     
 
THE AGENDA OF THE MEETING SHALL CONSIST OF THE FOLLOWING 
NOTED ITEMS (SEE ATTACHED AGENDA), AS WELL AS ANY ITEMS 
APPENDED TO THIS NOTICE.  
 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT ACCORDING TO THE PROVISIONS OF NRS 
241, THIS NOTICE HAS BEEN POSTED AT LEAST THREE (3) WORKING 
DAYS PRIOR TO CONVENING OF THE MEETING. 
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                               Douglas County   

         Board of Commissioners     
                                            

   Meeting Agenda 
 

              Lee Bonner, Chairman, District 2              
              Nancy McDermid, Vice Chairman, District 4 

          Greg Lynn, District 1         
            Doug N. Johnson, District 3 
             Michael A. Olson, District 5     

 
Stephen Mokrohisky, County Manager                                                      Ted Thran, Clerk-Treasurer  

Thursday, May 3, 2012                                                   1:00 p.m.                      Douglas County Historic Courthouse 
                                  1616 8th Street, Minden, Nevada 
 

                                                                                                     
MISSION STATEMENT 

Working together with integrity and accountability, Douglas County provides efficient and effective government 
services to provide a safe, healthy, scenic, and vibrant community in which people prosper and enjoy an exceptional 

standard of living. 
 
Copies of the finalized agenda are posted at the following locations prior to meeting day:  Minden Inn, 
Administration Building (Historic Courthouse), Judicial and Law Enforcement Center, Gardnerville Post Office, 
Minden Post Office, Minden Library, Douglas County Administration Building and the Tahoe Transportation 
Center at Stateline, NV. Questions concerning the agenda should be referred to the County Manager’s Office at 
775-782-9821. 
 
The Board of County Commissioners sit jointly as the following Boards:  Liquor Board, License Board, Tahoe-
Douglas Transportation District Board, Water District Board, East Fork Fire and Paramedic Districts Board, 
Regional Transportation Commission and Redevelopment Agency. 
 
It is the intent of the Board of County Commissioners to protect the dignity of citizens who wish to comment 
before the Board.  It is also the County Commissioner’s wish to provide the citizens of Douglas County with an 
environment that upholds the highest professional standards. Citizens should have the ability to freely comment 
on items and/or projects that are brought before the Board for action without interference. 
 
In order to ensure that every citizen desiring to speak before the Board has the opportunity to express his/her 
opinion, it is requested that the audience refrain from making comments, hand clapping or making any remarks 
or gestures that may interrupt, interfere or prevent the speaker from commenting on any present or future 
project.  Persons desiring an opportunity to address the Board of County Commissioners and are not able to 
attend the meeting are requested to complete and submit a “Comment Card” to the Chairman at the main 
podium prior to the convening of the Commission meeting. Cards are located at the main entrance to the meeting 
room. 
 
Notice to Persons with Disabilities:  Members of the public who are disabled and require special assistance or 
accommodations at the meeting are requested to notify the Clerk’s Office in writing at Post Office Box 218, 
Minden, Nevada 89423 or by calling 782-9020 at least 20 hours in advance. 
 
All items shall include discussion and possible action to approve, modify, deny, or continue. 

        P.O. Box 218, Minden, NV 89423 
      775-782-9821  FAX: 775-782-6255 
                      

B-130



 DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
FINAL AGENDA – MINDEN, NEVADA 

MAY 3, 2012 
  

1:00 P.M. 
 
INVOCATION 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – Greg Lynn 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
The Board of Commissioners reserves the right to take items in a different order to 
accomplish business in the most efficient manner; to combine two or more agenda 
items for consideration, and; to remove items from the agenda or delay discussion 
relating to items on the agenda. 
 
APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES: April 19, 2012 
 
DOUGLAS COUNTY AWARD PRESENTATION 
 
1. Ceremonial presentation of a Proclamation by Governor Sandoval proclaiming 
June 2012 as Aviation Appreciation Month in Nevada. (approx. 5 min)   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT (No Action) 
 
At this time, public comment will be taken on those items that are within the 
jurisdiction and control of the Board of Commissioners or those agenda items where 
public comment will not be taken as a public hearing is not legally required. 
 
Public Comment is limited to 3 minutes per speaker.  The Board of Commissioners 
uses timing lights to ensure that everyone gets to speak for the same amount of time.  
You will see a green light when you begin, and then a yellow light which indicates 
that you have thirty seconds left.  Once the light goes red, please sit down. 
 
If you are going to comment on a specific agenda item scheduled for action, please do 
so when that item is opened for public comment.   
 
For members of the public not able to be present when an agendized item is heard, 
Speaker/Comment Cards are available from the Clerk and at the entrance to the 
meeting room. These cards should be completed and given to the Clerk. 
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CONSENT CALENDAR 
  

Items appearing on the Consent Calendar are items that can be adopted with one 
motion unless pulled by a Commissioner or a member of the public. Members of the 
public who wish to have a consent item placed on the Administrative Agenda shall 
make that request during the public comment section at the beginning of the meeting 
and specifically state why they are making the request.   When items are pulled for 
discussion, they will be automatically placed at the beginning of the Administrative 
Agenda or may be continued until another meeting. 
 
Motion to approve the Consent Calendar items 2a-2x. 
  
COMPTROLLER 
2a. For possible action. Review status of treasury funds through May 3, 2012 per 
NRS 251.030. 
 
CLERK-TREASURER 
2b. For possible action. Cumulative voucher sheets for checks issued. 
2c. For possible action.  Discussion on approval of an Outdoor Festival Permit 
submitted by Dennis DeLange at GE Energy for the GE Energy Military 
Appreciation Fair, scheduled for June 2, 2012 from 10 a.m. – 5 p.m., to be held at 
1631 Bently Parkway South, Minden, Nevada. 
2d. For possible action.  Discussion on approval of an Outdoor Festival Permit 
submitted by Carson Valley Active 20-30 Club #85 for the 102nd Annual Carson 
Valley Days Festival with Carnival, Live Music, Parade, Hot Air Balloons, Craft Fair, 
Food, Walk-Jog-Run with Community Partnership Resources, Golf Tournament and 
Volleyball Tournament, scheduled for June 6 through 10, 2012 (with setup beginning 
June 4), from 7 a.m. – Midnight, daily, to be held throughout Minden & Gardnerville:  
Lampe Park, Herbig Park, Heritage Park, Carson Valley Middle School, Douglas High 
School, Minden Park & Highway 395, Nevada. 
 
AIRPORT 
2e. For possible action. Discussion on authorizing the Airport Manager to take the 
necessary steps to foster economic development on the Airport by soliciting proposals 
for purchase of the modular office structure at 1138 Airport Road in conjunction with 
and simultaneous to a 20-year lease for the underlying land and in association with 
either a Specialized Aviation Service Operator or Full Service Fixed Base Operator 
agreement. 
 
PUBLIC WORKS 
2f. For possible action.  Discussion on selling a 1999 GMC Sonoma pickup from the 
Douglas County Motor Pool Fleet to the Douglas County School District in the 
amount of $1,500. 
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2g. For possible action.  Discussion on selling a 2000 Jeep Cherokee from the 
Douglas County Motor Pool Fleet to the Douglas County Sheriff’s Department in the 
amount of $1,500. 
2h. For possible action.  Discussion on selling a 1992 Ford F350 from the Douglas 
County Surplus to the Douglas County School District in the amount of $3,000. 
2i. For possible action.  Discussion on rejecting all bids for the North Douglas County 
– Carson City Water Line Inter-tie Project North County Section, PWP-DO-2012-08. 
2j. For possible action.  Discussion to award a contract in the amount of $543,345 to 
Rapid Construction, Inc. for the Zephyr Knolls Water Line Project, PWP-DO-2012-
077. 
 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
2k. For possible action.  Discussion on the approval of a contract with Lumos & 
Associates for engineering services in the amount of $86,845 for the reconstruction of 
Waterloo Lane from State Route 88 to Centerville Lane. 
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
2l. For possible action. Discussion on approval of a freestanding Community Entry 
Sign for the Town of Genoa to be located on the east side of U.S. Highway 395, 
approximately 86 feet southeast of Genoa Lane.   
 
COUNTY MANAGER 
2m. For possible action. Discussion on a location change for the Douglas County 
Board of Commissioner’s June 7, 2012 meeting to the Douglas High School 
Library/Media Center. 
 
PUBLIC GUARDIAN & PUBLIC ADMINISTRATOR 
2n. For possible action. Discussion on the Public Guardian’s & Public 
Administrator’s 2012 first quarter reports.  
 
SHERIFF 
2o. For possible action. Discussion on approval of a cooperative agreement between 
Douglas County and the Douglas County School District allowing the Douglas 
County Sheriff’s Office to assign one deputy to serve as a Safety Resource Officer 
(SRO) for the District. 
 
EAST FORK BOARD OF FIRE COMMISSIONERS 
2p. For possible action.  Discussion on approval of an Interlocal Agreement between 
the Nevada Division of Forestry and the East Fork Fire and Paramedic Districts and 
authorization to allow the District Chief to sign Annual Operating Plans between the 
two agencies. 
2q. For possible action.  Discussion on approval of a Cooperative Fire Protection 
Agreement between the USDA Forest Service Humbolt-Toiyabe National Forest 
Carson Ranger District and the East Fork Fire and Paramedic Districts and 
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authorization to allow the District Chief to sign Annual Operating Plans between the 
two agencies. 
2r. For possible action. Discussion on the East Fork Fire and Paramedic Districts’ 
Monthly Report for February 2012 and authorization of accounts receivable write-offs 
for the month of February 2012 in the amount of $110,491.90. These write-offs 
consist of $51,246.50 in mandatory governmental write-offs, $58,388.90 in bad debt 
write-offs, and $856.50 in contractual write-offs for February 2012. 
 
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 
2s. For possible action. Discussion on Douglas County Emergency Management, 
administered under interlocal agreement by the East Fork Fire and Paramedic 
Districts, to accept a State of Nevada (HMEP) Grant in the amount of $15,749 for 25 
partners of the Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) to attend in-service 
Incident Tactical Accountability training, to allow eight LEPC partners to attend the 
Continuing Challenge workshop, and to authorize the District Chief to sign all 
documents related to the management of this grant.   
 
REPORT OF FEES 
2t. For possible action. Civil Clerks – March 2012 
2u. For possible action. Recorder – March 2012 
2v. For possible action. General Services – March 2012 
2w. For possible action. East Fork Constable – January – March 2012 
2x. For possible action. Tahoe Constable – January – March 2012 

 
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA 

  
The Administrative Calendar will be handled as follows:  
 
 (1.) The Chairman will read the agenda title into the public record.  
 (2.) Staff will introduce the item and provide a report, if any.  
 (3.) The applicant, if any, will have an opportunity to address the Board.  

(4.)  The Board will then discuss the item.  Once the Board has concluded their 
discussion, public comment will be allowed. 
(5.)  Public comment will be allowed and is limited to three minutes per 
speaker.         
(6.) Once public comment is completed, the Board will then take action.  

 
On agenda items that are agendized as a “presentation” with no action listed, public 
comment is not legally required and must be made at the beginning of the meeting. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS PULLED FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION: 
 
Item(s) pulled from the Consent Calendar will be heard at this time. 
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COMMUNITY SERVICES 
 
3. For possible action.  Discussion on a request to post No Smoking signs in and 
around the playground equipment at Lampe Park, Stodick Park and Aspen Park.  
Presentation to include the hazards of secondhand smoke, the life cycle of a cigarette 
butt and observations regarding smoking around children’s play equipment in 
Douglas County.  (approx. 10 min) 
 
DOUGLAS COUNTY LIQUOR BOARD 
 
4. For possible action. Discussion on possible approval of a Cabaret/Discotheque 
(Full Bar) Liquor License, Catering License and Restricted Gaming License for 
Truminden, LLC, dba Flight Restaurant and Bar, located at 2244 Meridian Blvd., 
Suite A, Minden, Nevada and represented by owner Mason Brutschy and his 
registered agent and onsite manager, Lori Baxter. (approx. 15 min) 
 
COUNTY MANAGER 
 
5. Presentation by Carson Valley Trails Association (CVTA) regarding the Genoa trail 
system, the Carson Valley Discovery Trail and other CVTA activities. (approx. 10 min) 
 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY 
 
6. For possible action.  Discussion on adoption of Ordinance 2012-1356 amending 
the Douglas County Code, Title 8, Section 8.16 to revise the regulations regarding the 
discharge of fireworks and other properly related matters. (Second, 2nd reading) 
(approx. 5 min) 
 
PUBLIC WORKS 
 
7. For possible action. Discussion regarding the Nevada Department of 
Transportation’s draft FY 2013-2022 Work Program for Douglas County. (approx. 20 
min) 
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
8. Presentation by Jeff House, Vice President of Manhard Consulting, Ltd, regarding 
the results of the Buckeye Creek Watershed Flood Impact Analysis and other recent 
studies, and their affect on the County’s Floodplain Management Program, the Risk 
Management Plan, and the future Stormwater Management Plan. (approx. 15 min)  
 
9. For possible action.  Discussion to award a professional services contract to 
Manhard Consulting LTD, for the complete Flood Impact Study and Letter of Map 
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Revision for the Buckeye Creek/Martin Slough Phase 2 and Airport Wash watersheds 
for Douglas County in an amount not to exceed $159,000. (approx. 5 min) 
 
10. For possible action. Discussion on adoption of Ordinance 2012-1357 amending 
Douglas County Code Section 18.06.020 and the Gardnerville Town Boundary to 
include two parcels, totaling approximately 7.67 acres within the 
Minden/Gardnerville Community Plan, for Edith Hellwinkel, Trustee, owner of APN 
1320-33-402-081 and the Town of Gardnerville, owner of 1320-33-402-080, located 
east of 1423 Mission Street and north of Toler Lane and six parcels, totaling 
approximately 95 acres within the Minden/Gardnerville Community Plan, for Barton 
Healthcare Systems, owner of APN 1220-10-601-004 and James Peri, owner of 1220-
11-002-001, -017, -018, and -019; and 1220-10-701-011, located east of U.S. 
Highway 395 and north of Pine Nut Road and other properly related matters. The 
Board of Commissioners may approve, approve with modifications, or deny the 
request. (2nd reading) (approx. 5 min) 
 
11. For possible action. Discussion on adoption of Resolution 2012R-042 (ref. DA 
12-004), amending the Douglas County Master Plan by adopting the Community 
Wellhead Protection (CWHP) Plan for Public Water Systems in Douglas County, 
Nevada, as part of the Environmental Resources and Conservation Element, Chapter 
8, of the Master Plan, with the changes recommended in the Comment Response 
Matrix. The Board of Commissioners may approve, approve with modifications, or 
deny the request. (approx. 30 min) 
 

THE FOLLOWING ITEMS WILL NOT BE HEARD PRIOR TO 4:00 P.M. 
 
PUBLIC WORKS 
 
12. For possible action. Discussion on adoption of Resolution 2012R-029 
consolidating Douglas County’s West Valley, East Valley, Job’s Peak and Sheridan 
Acres water systems into one water system and setting the monthly water rates, 
connection charges and private fire service charges for the consolidated water system 
for Fiscal Year 2012-13 and Fiscal Year 2013-14, which includes a deviation from 
Douglas County’s Administrative Policies and Procedures Number 300.08 for Fiscal 
Year 2012-13. (approx. 60 min) 
   
FINANCE 
 
13. For possible action. Discussion on adoption of Resolution 2012R-037 
authorizing the establishment of a single enterprise fund to be named the Carson 
Valley Water Utility Fund to consolidate the East Valley Water Utility, West Valley 
Water Utility, Job’s Peak (Foothill Water Utility) and Sheridan Acres Water Utility 
systems, effective July 1, 2012. (approx. 5 min) 
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PUBLIC WORKS 
 
14. For possible action. Discussion on introduction of Ordinance No. 2012-1364, 
amending Douglas County Code (DCC), Title 20, Appendix F, of the Douglas County 
Code regarding water facilities, allowing the use of a single combined lateral for 
domestic and private fire service, and all other properly related matters. (1st reading) 
(approx. 5 min) 
 
15. For possible action. Discussion related to the Board of County Commissioners 
providing direction to staff regarding the possible future implementation of 
availability charges in the rate setting process for Douglas County’s sewer utility 
fund. (approx. 45 min) 
 
COUNTY MANAGER 
 
16. For possible action. Discussion on appointment to the Board to Manage Wildlife.  
The term of office will be from May 2012 through December 2012. (approx. 10 min) 
 
17. Reports/updates from County Commission members concerning the various 
boards and/or commissions that they may be a member of or a liaison to or 
meetings/functions they have attended.  These boards/commissions/meetings 
include but are not limited to the: Nevada Association of Counties; Carson Water 
Subconservancy District; Lake Tahoe Visitors Authority; Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency; Law Library; NevadaWorks; Carson Valley Chamber and Visitors Authority; 
Tahoe Douglas Visitors Authority; Lake Tahoe South Shores Chamber of Commerce; 
Western Nevada Development District; Regional Transportation Commission; Nevada 
Tahoe Conservation District; Nevada V & T Railroad Commission; Joint 
Powers/Waste Management; Tahoe Transportation District, and the Debt 
Management Commission.  There will be no action taken on these reports/updates.   
(approx. 10 min) 
 
THE TIMING FOR AGENDA ITEMS IS APPROXIMATE UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED AS A TIME 
SPECIFIC ITEM.  ITEMS MAY BE CONSIDERED AHEAD OF OR BEHIND THE TIMING INDICATED BY THIS 
AGENDA. 
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Appendix C – Inventory of Water Sources for Active Public Water 
Systems in Douglas County 



 Inventory of Water Sources for Active Public Water Systems in Douglas County

54
North Clapham Well Inactive 240
South Clapham Well Abandoned 0
Airport (Well #2) Inactive 500

South Airport (Well #3) Emergency Backup 1,800
Genoa Lakes #1 Active 100
Genoa Lakes #2 Active 400

Sierra Shadows Well 1 Abandoned 0
Walley’s Well Active 425
Large Well #1 Active 450

Emergency Backup Well #2 Emergency Backup  125
#1 Wal‐Mart Active 100
#2 East Topsy Active 300

Fairgrounds Well 1 Backup 90
Sunrise Estates #1 Emergency Backup 240
Sunrise Estates #2 Active 450
Job’s Peak #1 Active 225

Job's Peak Well #2 Abandoned 0
Sherridan Old Well Abandoned 0
Fire Station Well Active 100
Job’s Peak #2R Active 142

China Springs Well 1 Inactive 30
China Springs Well 2 Active 50

West Valley Water System
Sierra Shadows Genoa Lakes

West Valley Water System
Montana

China Springs Youth Camp

Foothill Water System

South County Water System
(Sunrise Estates )

North County Water System

Well Status
Pump Rate 

(gpm)

Current WHP Plan Update

East Valley Water System
Back‐up Only

PWS Name Well Name

China Springs Well 2 Active 50

Lampe Park Active 576

Topaz Park
(Well 1)

Active 32

Well 1
Well 2
Well 3
Well 4
Well 5
Well 6
Well 7
Well 8
Well 9
G‐1 Active 475
G‐2 Active 750
G‐3 Active 450
G‐4 Active 1000
G‐6 Active 2000
G‐7 Active 1400
G‐9 Active 1450

Public Water System did not wish 
to participate. Previously published 

WHP information used for the 
purposes of this document.

Lampe Park
(Douglas County Lampe Park)

Gardnerville Ranchos GID

Gardnerville Water Company
(Gardnerville Town Water)

Topaz Park
(Douglas Couty Topaz Park)
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 Inventory of Water Sources for Active Public Water Systems in Douglas County

Well Status
Pump Rate 

(gpm)

Current WHP Plan Update
PWS Name Well Name

Opalite Well Active 50
Impala Well Active 75
Hobo Well Active 400
Browns Well Active 1400

North School Well Active 100
South School Well Active 100
East 395 Well Abandoned 0

Ball Park Well Inactive 19

New Canyon Well Inactive 15
Old Canyon Well Abandoned 0
Ridgeview #4 Well Inactive 75
Ridgeview #5 Well Active 100

M‐1 Active 1500
M‐2 Active 2200
M‐3 Active 1300
M‐4 Active 1800
M‐5 Active 2000
M‐7 Active 1200
M‐8 Active 1200

Well 1 Active 160

Town of Minden

Holbrook Station RV and MHP

Indian Hills GID

Well 1 Active 160

Well Active 15

Well 1 Active 10

Well Active 36

Well 1 Active 33

Lower Well #1 (off‐line) Inactive 0

Upper Well 2 Active 55
Well 1 Active 45
Well 1 Active 20

Lower East Well Active 200
Upper West Well Active 200

Holbrook Station RV and MHP

Johnny's Roadhouse LLC

Sierra Country Estates

S and J Ventures ‐ dba Junction Bar
Seven Eleven No. 23074

La Ferme Restaurant

Mountain View MHP

Pinion Pines MHP
(Pinion Pines Community MHP)

Riverview MHP
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 Inventory of Water Sources for Active Public Water Systems in Douglas County

Well Status
Pump Rate 

(gpm)

Current WHP Plan Update
PWS Name Well Name

Well 1 Bucks Way Active 150
Well 1 Active 60
Well 2 Active 50
Well 3 Active 60

Well 4 (Pine Nut Well) Inactive 0
Well 1 Active 525
Well 2 Active 50
Well 3 Active 185

Well 4 Offline Inactive 25
Well 5 Active 100

Topaz Summit Springs Active <10

Well 1 Active 85

Topaz Ranch Estates GID

Topaz  Summit Spring

Williams Ridge Tech Park

Sierra Estates GID

Topaz Lake Water Co. Inc.
(Topaz Lodge Water Co. Inc)
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Appendix D – Delineation Summary 



Douglas County Community Wellhead Protection Plan 
 

Delineation Summary Report 
 
In order to update the information and results presented in previous Wellhead Protection (WHP) Plans 
and establish a community-wide WHP plan for Douglas County Community Public Water Systems 
(PWSs) that did not have a plan previously, a comprehensive review of pertinent geological, 
hydrogeologic, and water supply information was completed. Once the Team located each of the PWS 
wells addressed in the target areas of Carson Valley, Holbrook, and Topaz Lake, and pertinent technical 
data was gathered, Wellhead Protection Areas (WHPAs) for each source were delineated using a United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) recognized method. This Summary Report provides the 
technical information and other considerations used to determine the methodology selected for WHPA 
delineations.   
 
Geologic and Hydrogeologic Description  

Carson Valley 
The Carson Valley lies at the Western edge of the Basin and Range Physiographic province, a region of 
large scale extensional faulting which has created a series of sub-parallel, north-south trending valley 
systems.  The Carson Valley is one such valley system, having been created as the Carson and Pine Nut 
Mountain Ranges were pulled apart from each other, dropping the Valley floor to its present level.  The 
valley runs approximately 20 miles (32.2 kilometers) north-south and 8 miles (12.9 kilometers) east-west, 
starting at about 5,003 feet (1525 meters) above mean sea level (amsl) to the south and trending to 4,593 
feet (1,400 meters) at its northern reaches, where the Carson River encounters shallow bedrock. Its 
western border is defined by the Carson Range, which rises steeply from the valley floor to a maximum 
elevation of 10,991 feet (3,350 meters).  The Pine Nut Range, on the eastern boundary, rises more 
gradually to an elevation of 9,022 feet (2,750 meters). Within the valley are the East and West forks of the 
Carson River, which enter from the south before converging in Genoa, Nevada, and exiting to the north 
near Carson City, Nevada (Maurer and Berger, 2006). 
 
Geology 
Geologic units in the Carson Valley can be divided up into several subgroups. From oldest to youngest, 
these units are: sedimentary and volcanic units from the early Mesozoic era, including granitic basement 
rocks of the Cretaceous period; and consolidated and semi-consolidated sediments of the Cenozoic Era, 
including Tertiary and Quaternary fluvial and alluvial basin-fill sediments. Figure D-1 (page 2) is a 
Surface Deposit Map of Carson Valley.  
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Figure D-1.  Surface Deposit Map of Carson Valley (Modified from Alvarez and Seiler, 2004.) 

 

 
 

The primary structural unit of the region is composed of Triassic and Jurassic (240 – 138 million years 
ago-mya), sedimentary and volcanic units which were intruded with volcanic material from the Sierra 
Nevada Batholith approximately 100 million years ago (mya). This created a series of volcanic, 
metavolcanic and metasedimentary units which make up the bounding mountain ranges as well as the 
basement underlying the valley (Moore, 1969). Normal faulting, which occurred during the Cenozoic Era 
responsible for the formation of the Basin and Range, produced the current mountain/valley system by 
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down-dropping the central section (valley floor) relative to the outlying mountain ranges (Muntean, 
2001). To the west, the Carson Range was formed by a single, well defined, high angle normal fault 
which produced a large linear escarpment. By contrast, the Pine Nut Range was produced by a less 
defined fault zone and is partitioned into several smaller mountain blocks. 
 
Volcanic and sedimentary materials were deposited within the valley during extensional faulting and 
resulted in a layer of semi-consolidated sediments of Tertiary period (65 - 1.8 mya) which may have filled 
much of the valley. Fanglomerates composed of this material are exposed on the surface near the Pine Nut 
Mountains in the eastern section of the valley.  Extension ended by the Quaternary period (2.6 mya) and 
unconsolidated sediments began filling in the valley, covering most of the Tertiary material to a depth of 
up to 2,625 feet (800 meters) and creating the present valley floor.  Unconsolidated valley fill deposits 
can be divided into two major groups, produced either by debris flows and alluvial fans or by the Carson 
River and its tributaries (Jacobson, 2010).  
 
These groups, although often lumped together, differ greatly in both their lithology and location. The 
alluvial fan deposits are marked by largely unsorted and coarse boulder rich material, whereas the fluvial 
deposits of the Carson River flood plain are predominantly sand and silt layers with a high degree of 
sorting.  Alluvial fan sediments are mainly found along the escarpment of the Carson Range to the west 
and intermixed with consolidated sediments on the eastern side of the valley. Predictably, fluvial 
sediments are found predominantly in a narrow strip surrounding the Carson River and its tributaries. 
 
Hydrology 
The climate of the Carson Valley can be described as bi-modal, with a sharp contrast between winter and 
summer precipitation, as shown in Figure D-2 on page 4 (National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration-NOAA, 2010). Winter precipitation, which originates over the Pacific Ocean, makes up 
the bulk of the yearly water budget. After evaporating over the Pacific, moisture from this source is 
carried inland and generally to the south by the Pacific Jet Stream, around the Sierra Nevada and into the 
Carson Valley.  In contrast, summer precipitation is sourced from the Gulfs of Mexico and California and 
carried northward by the high pressure cells of the North American Monsoon.  Summer precipitation 
makes up only a small percentage of the overall water budget and has little impact on recharge in much of 
Nevada. 
 
Because of its position in the rain shadow of the Sierra Nevada, Carson City (at the north end of the 
valley) and Minden (near the center) receive only 10.36 and 8.38 inches (26.31 and 21.29 centimeters) of 
annual precipitation, respectively (NOAA, 2010).  Along the mountain fronts, precipitation increases to as 
much as 40 inches (101.6 centimeters) per year in the Carson Range and from 15 to 18 inches (38.1 to 
45.7 centimeters) per year in the Pine Nut Mountains. 
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Figure D-2.  Average monthly precipitation and mean temperature for Minden, NV over the 
periods of 1971-2001 (Data from NOAA, Climatology of the United States No. 81.) 

 

 
The surface hydrology of the region includes the Carson River and its tributaries as well as an expansive 
network of irrigation canals and ditches. Flood irrigation is common across the valley, and ditches are 
typically drained from the river via gravity. Infiltration from this system results in a shallow ground water 
level approximately 4.9 feet (1.5 meters) beneath the surface (Maurer and Peltz, 1994). In general, 
streams and ditches west of U.S. 395 are gaining streams, with channel beds beneath the water table. 
 
Surface recharge enters the valley from several sources, although it is dominated by the Carson River. 
The East and West Forks of the river contribute 353,000 and 110,000 acre-feet/year, respectively. The 
next most significant input comes from direct precipitation, which is responsible for 20,000 acre-feet 
annually. Additional recharge comes from perennial streams, which put as much as 18,000 acre-feet/year 
into alluvial aquifers along the mountain fronts. Ephemeral streams and washes also contribute as much 
as 6,000 acre-feet annually. 
 
Ground water enters the system through subsurface flow from the surrounding valleys and underlying 
bedrock. Subsurface flow from the bedrock into the ground water system is poorly understood at present, 
but is believed to be related to faulting on the east side of the valley, which may have dropped Tertiary 
sediments in the west (reference Figure D-3 on page 5).  This would result in enhanced westward flow 
into the younger unconsolidated sediments.  This has been estimated at 37,000 acre-feet/year (Maurer, 
1986). Additional ground water inflow from Clear Creek to the north near Eagle Valley has been 
estimated at 600 acre-feet/year (Worts and Malmberg, 1966) while all other inflow components are 
considered negligible. 
 
Outflow of the Carson River has been measured at 441,000 acre-feet/year through the period of 1940-
1995. Because the Carson River Basin (as opposed to the Carson Valley) is endorheic, all waters which 
enter it are ultimately either evaporated or end up at the terminus of the drainage system, the Carson 
Riversinks. 
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Figure D-3.  Conceptual geologic cross section of Carson Valley, Nevada (Distances are approximate. 
From written communication with the United States Geological Survey-USGS.) 
 

 
 
The primary aquifer unit in the Carson Valley is composed of the unconsolidated Quaternary period 
valley fill sediments mentioned above. Researchers have assigned this unit a porosity of 0.15 and a 
regional hydrologic conductivity of 0.00086 feet/day based on the Maurer (1986) report and a five year 
study of the region. Recharge here is primarily from the Carson River and associated irrigation features. 
The unit is subdivided into both confined and unconfined units. Because no single laterally continuous 
confining layer exists in the region (Dillingham, 1980), the aquifer system is at least partially unprotected. 
Instead, 30-40 foot (9.1-12.2 meter) clay lenses are often found in the south end of the valley at 4,520 and 
4,480 feet (1,378 and 1,366 meters) amsl and are found at shallower depths to the west of the valley 
compared to those in the center.  Maurer (1986) reports finding confined and artesian conditions at 
aquifer depths between 196.9 and 295.3 feet (60 and 90 meters). Contours of the confined system tend to 
mimic those of the unconfined aquifer, but with reduced gradients, implying some level of hydrologic 
connectivity. 
 
Topaz Lake 
Topaz Lake is a small reservoir located to the southwest of the study area, on the northwest edge of the 
Antelope Valley and within the Walker River Drainage Basin.  Much like the Carson River Valley, 
Antelope valley was formed as extension pulling the crust apart, down-dropping and rotating the valley 
floor. The lake is bracketed by Old Man Mountain and the Pine Nut Range in the north, a sharp fault 
boundary to the west and the foothills of the Sweetwater Range, rising to 11,654 feet (3,552 meters) amsl 
to the east. While agriculture is common south of Topaz Lake, land use to the north is predominantly 
residential and light commercial with a small park on the northeast shore. Development is concentrated on 
the western shore in the Town of Topaz Lake and intermixed in the foothills north of Highway 208. 
 
Geology 
Regional geology can be divided into three primary groups: volcanic-sedimentary sequences of Jurassic 
and Cretaceous period, Tertiary volcanic flows, and Quaternary basin fill. Immediately north and west of 
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Topaz Lake, the mountains are composed of volcanic-sedimentary sequences of the Gardnerville and 
Double Springs formations.  These formations are similar as they are both sequences of felsic volcanic 
material interlayered with conglomerates, tuff, sandstone and minor limestones in varying stages of 
metamorphism. Tertiary volcanics are exposed in the foothills immediately north of Highway 208 and 
typically take the form of porphyritic and hornblende andesite flows intermixed with minor dacite flows. 
Quaternary fill is almost entirely made up of alluvial fan deposits composed of the volcanic-sedimentary 
material previously described (John et al, 1981). 
 
Hydrology 
Climatologically, the Topaz Lake region is very similar to the Carson Valley, also relying on the Pacific 
Jet Stream and North American Monsoon to bring in moisture. Because both regions lie in the wind 
shadow of the Sierra Nevada’s, annual precipitation is also similar at 8.98 inches (22.8 centimeters) 
(reference Figure D-4 below).  The hydrology in the Topaz region is dominated by Topaz Lake and the 
West Fork of the Walker River. Topaz Lake, a playa originally named Alkali Lake, was formed by 
diverting the West Walker River into the valley through a feeder canal, with outflow sent back to the 
West Walker River through an outlet tunnel cut into a low saddle on the northeast rim of the lake. Lake 
elevations can vary between 4,968 feet (1,514 meters) (lowest practical elevation for diversion) and 5,000 
feet (1,524 meters) (3 feet [0.9 meters] below the levee) with a ten year maximum of 4,998.09 feet 
(1,523.4 meters) amsl.  Outflow from the lake travels north up the West Walker River eventually reaching 
its terminus in Walker Lake. 
 
Figure D-4. Average monthly precipitation and mean temperature for Topaz Lake, NV over the 
periods of 1971-2001 (Data from NOAA, Climatology of the United States No. 81.) 
 

 
 

Delineation Methods 

The distinction between “modeling” and “delineation” should be noted at this point. Modeling is the 
process of using physical features and/or criteria to predict capture zones that reflect aquifer conditions 
and behavior. In some cases, the modeled capture zones may serve as the final WHPAs; however, in this 
plan where the model output created some uncertainty, other considerations for the final WHPA 
delineations were incorporated (in this case incorporation of adjacent commercially and industrially zoned 
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areas). Thus the final WHPA delineations included a combination of model outputs and land use 
planning/zoning features. 
 
The Team used one of three methods to model the source or well capture zones: the Analytical Method 
(using EPA’s Wellhead Analytical Element Model, version 3.2.1, or “WhAEM 2000” software); the 
Arbitrary Fixed Radius(AFR) method; or the Calculated Fixed Radius (CFR) method. The method 
selection was based on the availability (or lack of availability) of technical data associated with individual 
wells.  The Douglas County Data Matrix Summary table (Table D-1 on page D-15, immediately 
following this summary report) contains information used to determine whether or not each well should 
be modeled or re-modeled; to recommend the modeling method; and to incorporate collected data into the 
CFR equations or the analytical model.  The Douglas County Data Matrix Codes (Table D-2 on page D-
45) is included after Table D-1 to provide information on the codes referenced in Douglas County Data 
Matrix Summary. 
 
The AFR is a circle with a specified radius around the well.  The distance of the radius is based on 
established set back requirements for distancing specific contaminant sources from public drinking water 
wells. For example, Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) 445A.66865.2(b) prohibits locating a public 
water supply well within 150 feet of a septic tank or other source of pollution or contamination. 
Additionally, the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) uses a 3,000-foot fixed radius as 
a minimum for all Source Water Protection Areas (SWPAs) at the State level in performing vulnerability 
surveys around existing public water supply wells. NDEP also utilizes the 3,000-foot fixed radius for 
consideration in various permitting activities and to meet contaminant survey requirements for the 
development of new public drinking water wells funded through some NDEP grant and loan programs. 

 
In the Douglas County Community Wellhead Protection (CWHP) Plan, the AFR method was used for 
existing wells with little or no information on the ground water conditions for the area, such as the Indian 
Hills General Improvement District (GID) Ridgeview #5 Well. Similarly, wells proposed for future 
construction, such as the Bentley and Buckeye wells proposed for the Minden PWS, were delineated 
using the AFR method. 
 
The CFR method is used when minimal information is available to establish a radius for a specific time of 
travel (TOT), which is defined as the time required to transport water from a given location to the source 
location. Additional considerations for modeling capture zones are provided in Section 5 of the Nevada 
Integrated Source Water Protection Program, Draft Update: March 2010.  The method utilizes a simple 
mathematical relationship between pumping rate, aquifer porosity, length of well screen and TOT to 
establish a radius around the well. These radii represent the estimated maximum time required for 
contaminants to reach the well in question. 
 
The following equation was the method used for the CFR for applicable wells: 
 

 r = 
nb

Qt

π
    Reference: EPA, 1987 

Where: 
r = calculated fixed radius (capture zone in 
ft) for the specified travel time; 

π = pi 3.1416  
n = aquifer porosity (expressed as a fraction 
by volume) Q = pumping rate of the subject well 

(ft3/day); b = length of well screen (ft) 
t = travel time to well (days) 
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In the CWHP Plan, the CFR method was generally used for non-community PWSs, such as the 7-
Eleven well located south of Gardnerville. The CFR method was also used for community wells, 
such as the Riverview Mobile Home Park (MHP) Well #2, where an analytically modeled capture 
zone was expected to produce a significantly smaller capture zone.  
 
Figure D-5.  Mathematical Basis for Capture Zone Analysis of Douglas County Wells 

Pumping 
Well 

Analytical modeling requires the most geological and hydrologic information and is the preferred 
method due to its relative accuracy in reflecting ground water and contaminant movement 
through the subsurface. The analytical method uses a set of equations to define a steady state 
capture zone and is suitable in environments found in unconsolidated basin-fill sediments without 
fracture flow or surface water conditions. Information required includes such hydrogeologic 
parameters as porosity, hydrologic gradient, saturated thickness, pumping rate and several others 
(Figure D-5). Analytical methods are sometimes combined with those of CFR and AFR to 
produce a more robust and conservative model, by extending the width of a particularly narrow 
WHPA.  
 
In Douglas County, PWSs with sufficient data available were analytically modeled using the 
EPA’s WhAEM 2000 software.   
 
In some of the Douglas County Community areas, NDEP had previously approved WHPAs. For 
the purposes of this report, the CWHP Team determined 19 of these WHPAs, including the East 
Valley Water System, North County Water System, Gardnerville Ranchos GID and China 
Springs Youth Camp, were previously endorsed by the state and should continue to be used.  For 
other previously delineated WHPAs, including: the Town of Gardnerville, Indian Hills GID, and 
the Town of Minden, and one well within the South Valley Water System, the Team determined 

Uniform Flow 
Equation 

Distance to  
Stagnation Point 

Boundary 
Limit  

Where: 
Q   = Pumping Rate 
Kb = Transmissivity 
  i   = Hydraulic  
         Gradient 
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the WHPAs should be remodeled for reasons including: increased maximum pumping rates, new 
wells incorporated into the system, and abandoned wells removed from system operations.  
 
Prior to delineating source water protection areas, the Team submitted a conceptual hydrologic 
model to NDEP for review and approval. This document included parameters that would be used 
for WHPA modeling, methodology proposed (if any) for modeling, whether to re-model various 
WHPAs, and justification for the proposed methodology.  

 
The modeled capture zones created some uncertainties with the technical sub-team, specifically 
whether or not the areas were conservative enough and reflected the ground conditions enough to 
provide the best protection of the communities’ drinking water sources.   The Team was 
concerned about addressing existing and future development in the context of protecting the 
water supply. One means of addressing modeling uncertainties  was to modify the capture zones 
through extending the WHPAs to include a 0.1 mile “buffer” to the ten year TOT, and  also to 
incorporate any adjacent commercially or industrially zoned areas into the ten-year TOT.  The 
team agreed to use this approach for both existing and newly modeled WHPAs. The exception to 
this method was the WHPAs in the Gardnerville Ranchos GID services area, as this PWS 
declined participation in the CWHP Plan development process.  The additional areas were 
included in the final WHPA delineations for consideration and discussion by the team in how to 
most appropriately manage the areas.   
 
The method used to establish WHPAs for each PWS well is indicated in “Table D-1.  Douglas 
County Data Matrix Summary” (page D-15), immediately following this summary report, and 
additional explanations are provided in the following sections for pertinent PWSs.  Detailed 
inputs for the WhAEM2000 model and modeling results are also provided in the Table D-1.   
 
General Modeling Assumptions and Approach 

CFR and analytical model input parameters and specifications were based on information 
provided in the Douglas County Data Matrix Summary Table (page D-15). Multiple reference 
resources were used to obtain this data, including interviews with PWS owners and operators, 
studies (such as pump tests) provided by PWS owners and operators, existing WHP Plans, 
Nevada Source Water Assessment Program (SWAP) Water System Assessment Reports from the 
Bureau of Safe Drinking Water (BSDW), the Safe Drinking Water Information System (SDWIS) 
database, well logs from the Nevada Division of Water Resources (NDWR), USGS references, 
field data, and interpreted/calculated data. Where discrepancies were observed among different 
references, the information provided by the PWS Operator was assumed to be the most accurate. 
 
For analytical modeling purposes, hydraulic gradient was derived from ground water elevation 
information provided by NDWR and USGS. Using this data, a flow net was created to simulate 
the gradient across the modeled area utilizing a matrix of test points, comprising locations of 
known ground water elevation. The software platform incorporates the test point data and 
produces a hydraulic gradient across the model. The level of detail, and assumed accuracy, 
increases with the number and spatial distribution of test points. This method affords more 
localized detail than just drawing a line perpendicular to isobars on a topographic map. The 
Carson River was simulated by nine line sink strings comprised of 145 individual line sink nodes. 
Based on the extremely shallow depth to ground water in the lower valley, the modeler assumed 
the aquifer and Carson River have direct hydraulic communication. 
 
Multiple wells within the same hydrographic basin, and close enough to anticipate how the wells’ 
WHPAs may be influenced by pumping activities from surrounding wells, were modeled as if all 
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wells were operating concurrently, full time, and at maximum pump capacity. This was designed 
to maximize the length and width of the resulting capture zones and account for the interference 
caused by the relative well proximities. This method also successfully demonstrated localized 
interference (including small-scale changes in groundwater flow directions) among wells in the 
Jobs Peak, Montana, and Holbrook areas.   
 
Prior to modeling the WHPAs, the modeler performed a comprehensive sensitivity analysis of 
WhAEM to understand the software platforms idiosyncrasies. Multiple model iterations were 
performed to ascertain how the results are affected by modifications to the input parameters. 
Through multiple model iterations, each input parameter was modified and the resulting capture 
zone documented. The resulting changes in capture zone length and width were plotted versus the 
value of the respective input parameters to show the sensitivity of a model to said parameter 
change. For example, the variable widths of the WHPAs, were attributed primarily to the pitch of 
the hydraulic gradient. The WhAEM platform was highly sensitive to gradient. The WHPAs were 
thicker/wider where gradient was flatter and thinner/narrower where the gradient pitch was 
relatively steep.  
 
Douglas County Water System Wells 

Douglas County is considering water system expansion, to stabilize the water supply (from both a 
quantitative and qualitative perspective), and may be looking at supplying water to other systems 
within and adjacent to the County. As such, a better understanding of these water systems and 
their potential influence on one another is critical at this time, for planning purposes. 
 
The various Douglas County Water Systems were delineated in order to obtain new or up to date 
WHPAs for each well within a given water system.  There are currently eleven WHPA maps 
(reference Appendix A) as of the date of this CWHP Plan.  Each map may contain one or more 
water systems.  Each section below is based on a per map basis and is in descending order of 
water system size. 
 
Indian Hills GID, Sierra Estates GID, and North Valley Water Systems Map 
Indian Hills GID Water System 
The Indian Hills GID Water System is comprised of twelve wells: seven active wells (Opalite 
Well, Impala Well, Hobo Well, Browns Well, North School Well, South School Well, and 
Ridgeview Well #5); three inactive wells (Ball Park Well, New Canyon Well, and Ridgeview #4 
Well); and two abandoned wells (East 395 Well and Old Canyon Well). Many of the wells for 
these systems were previously modeled at half or less pump capacity, consistent with the 
recommendations made at the time the previous WHP Plan was being developed. However, since 
the plan was finalized, many of the dynamics associated with the system have changed. The 
Indian Hills GID Water System has become part of a County water system expansion project to 
stabilize the water supply (from both a quantitative and qualitative perspective), through a series 
of interties with other systems within the County. As such, a better understanding of these water 
systems and their potential influence on one another, such as afforded by the new modeling 
approach, was recommended for planning purposes. Six of the seven active wells were 
analytically modeled for this plan to demonstrate influence among the wells (localized influence 
was best demonstrated in comparing the North and South School wells); however, due to 
insufficient data, Ridgeview #5 Well was delineated using AFR.  In the State-endorsed Indian 
Hills General Improvement District Wellhead Protection Program Final Report, dated July 19, 
2002, the Ballpark and New Canyon wells were proposed for abandonment. Ridgeview Well #4 
was not mentioned in the report, so this well was modeled based upon recommendations from the 
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CWHP Team (to model inactive wells in the event that they might be used as backup wells in the 
future).  
 
Sierra Estates GID Water System 
Sierra Estates GID Water System is comprised of one well (Well 1 Bucks Way), which was 
analytically modeled. 
 
North County Water System 
The North County Water System is comprised of two active wells (#1 Wal-Mart and #2 East 
Topsy).  Both wells were previously modeled and the models were State-endorsed. Additional 
modeling was not recommended concurrent with Indian Hills, as the North County wells were 
viewed as relatively isolated, and remodeling would be unnecessary.  
 
West Valley Water System Map 
The West Valley Water System Map comprises the West Valley Water System and La Ferme 
Water System. 
 
West Valley Water System 
The West Valley Water System is comprised of five wells. These wells include Genoa-Lakes #1, 
Genoa Lakes #2, Walley’s Well, Montana Large Well #1, and Montana Emergency Backup Well 
#2. All five West Valley Water System wells were re-delineated using the analytical method for 
the purposes of this CWHP Plan to reflect increased pumpage rates. The unusual shape of the 
WHPAs for the two Montana wells and the close proximity to each other of the Genoa Lakes #1 
and #2 wells influence the other wells’ ground water capture zone by creating a local change in 
the ground water gradient. However, the general ground water flow direction is eastward, from 
the Carson Range, toward the Carson River.  
 
La Ferme 
The La Ferme Well, that serves the on-site restaurant, had not previously been delineated, but as a 
non-community well fairly isolated from other systems, was recommended for WHPA 
delineation using the CFR method.  
 
East Valley Water System Map 

East Valley Water System 
The East Valley Water System comprises three wells as of the date of this CWHP Plan. All three 
wells were analytically modeled and were part of the Douglas County Community Development 
Wellhead Protection Program that was State-endorsed on February 15, 2008. 
During preparation of the CWHP Plan, Douglas County confirmed three wells associated with 
this system currently exist (North Clapham, Airport, and South Airport wells). The North 
Clapham Well is proposed for abandonment, the South Airport well is used as an emergency 
backup well for other systems within the County, and the Airport Well is inactive. Douglas 
County has requested funding to evaluate the Airport well, in addition to other inactive wells 
throughout the County, to determine its value as a potential future source or back-up well versus 
its status as a potential contaminant source. 
 
The WHPAs for all three wells were maintained for the purposes of this report, in accordance 
with CWHP Team recommendations. Until wells are either formally abandoned, or a 
determination is made as to an inactive well’s value as a potential future source or back-up well, 
the WHPAs serve as a reminder to maintain protective measures in the vicinity of that well.
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Minden/Gardnerville Map 
Gardnerville Water System 
The Gardnerville Water System is comprised of nine active wells (G-1 through G-9). All nine 
wells were analytically modeled. Well G-3 is within or adjacent to a commercial zoning district 
and well G-9 is within or adjacent to an industrial zoning district.  Many of the wells for this 
system were previously modeled at half or less pump capacity, consistent with the 
recommendations made at the time when their respective WHP Plans were being developed. 
However, since these plans were finalized, many of the dynamics associated with each system 
have changed. The Gardnerville Water System has become part of a County water system 
expansion project to stabilize the water supply (from both a quantitative and qualitative 
perspective), through a series of interties with other systems within and adjacent to the County. 
 
Minden Water System 
The Minden Water System is comprised of eight active wells (M-1 through M-8), with three 
expected future wells (Bentley Well, Buckeye Well, Ranch Well).  The eight active wells were 
analytically modeled, while the three future wells were delineated using the arbitrary fixed radius 
method due to the lack of information available for those wells. Buckeye Future Well, Well M-1, 
Well M-2, Well M-7 and Well M-8’s WHPAs are within or adjacent to an industrial zoning 
district.  Well M-4 is within or adjacent to a commercial zoning district. 
 
Lampe Park Water System 
The Lampe Park Water System is composed of a single well analytically modeled because of its 
proximity to the Minden and Gardnerville wells to demonstrate the influence each of these wells 
has on its neighbor. 
 
Sawmill Water System 
The Sawmill Water System consists of a proposed well; only the approximate location of the well 
was provided, so the Team determined AFR was an appropriate method for delineation. This 
well, when constructed, will reside in an industrially zoned area. 
 
Foothill (DC) Water System Map 
This map includes the Foothill Water System and the Sierra Country Estates Water System. 
 
Foothill Water System 
The Foothill Water System is comprised of three active wells: Job’s Peak #1, Job’s Peak #2R, and 
the Fire Station Well. The Fire Station Well was modeled previously under an approved WHP 
Plan, and subsequently state-endorsed, and its distance from other wells suggested re-delineation 
of this well would not be necessary. Job’s Peak #2R, however, was constructed after the previous 
plan was endorsed. The proximity of the two Job’s Peak wells suggested the need to analytically 
model these wells concurrently. The resulting WHPAs demonstrated influence on the local 
ground water gradient, yielding results similar to those observed for the Montana and Genoa 
wells. Again, the local ground water gradient was influenced by interference from the two wells 
pumping concurrently, even though the ground water flow direction for the area trended from the 
southeast toward the northwest. 
 
Sierra Country Estates Water System 
Sierra Country Estates is comprised of two active wells (Upper West Well and Lower East Well) 
which were both analytically modeled. The resulting delineations were surprising, as the Team 
anticipated WHPAs similar in shape to those for the Job’s Peak, Montana, and Genoa wells, 
based on the proximity of the Upper West Well and Lower East Well. Additionally, the more 
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south to north trend of the WHPAs indicate a strong influence from the Carson River that may 
influence what would otherwise be a southwest to northeast trend. 
 
Gardnerville Ranchos General Improvement District Map 
Gardnerville Ranchos GID Water System consists of eight GRGID wells and a 7-Eleven well.   
 
Gardnerville Ranchos GID Water System 
Gardnerville Ranchos GID requested their system not participate in the Douglas County CWHP 
Plan development process.  As such, the information provided in their previously State-endorsed 
WHP Plan was incorporated into the CWHP Plan, and no updates to those WHPA delineations 
were performed.   
 
7-Eleven Water System 
The 7-Eleven Water System has a single, non-community well (the 7-Eleven Well) which was 
delineated using the CFR method to establish an initial WHPA for the well.  The 7-Eleven well’s 
WHPA is within or adjacent to a commercial zoning district. 
 
South Valley (DC) Water System Map 
This map contains the South Valley Water System, Riverview MHP Water System, and Williams 
Ridge Tech Park. 
 
South Valley Water System 
The South Valley Water System is comprised of three wells: one active (Sunrise Estates #2), and 
two backup wells (Sunrise Estates #1 and Fairgrounds Well #1).  Although all three wells had 
previously been modeled under another WHP Plan, the operator for the Sunrise Estates Wells 
requested Sunrise Estates (Well #2) be analytically modeled due to concerns over pumping rate 
discrepancies. The County requested the higher, more conservative pumping rate be used in the 
modeling process. The variation in the trend for Sunrise Estates Well #2 WHPA from the 
previously delineated WHPAs, was attributed to the different approach used by the Team in 
determining ground water flow gradient. Previous modeling efforts based ground water flow 
gradient on regional topography, while the Team used potentiometric information provided by the 
USGS to calculate ground water flow and direction.  
 
River View MHP Water System 
River View MHP Water System is comprised of two wells: one active (Upper Well 2) and one 
inactive well (Lower Well #1 proposed for abandonment).  Upper Well 2 was delineated using 
the CFR method, as a more conservative measure than analytical modeling. Analytical modeling 
would be expected to produce a relatively small capture zone, as the proximity of the well to the 
Carson River suggests a direct hydraulic link between the river and the well. This link also 
suggests Upper Well 2 is susceptible to both surface water contamination from the river, and 
potentially from contamination in the immediate vicinity of the well, that may use the higher 
ground water table elevation in the local area as a pathway for migration of surface 
contamination.  
 
Williams Ridge Tech Park Water System 
The Williams Ridge Tech Park Water System comprises a single, non-community well modeled 
using the calculated fixed radius method.  The well is within or adjacent to an industrial zoning 
district. 
  

D-13



 
 

China Springs Youth Facility Map 
China Springs Water System 
The China Springs Water System is comprised of two wells: one active (China Springs Well 2) 
and one inactive well (China Springs Well 1).  Both wells were analytically modeled during a 
previous WHP planning effort and were not recommended for re-delineation. 
 
Holbrook-Topaz Private Purveyor Water Systems 
Private Purveyor Water Systems 
The Holbrook area is comprised of five different purveyors, each responsible for one of five 
wells: Holbrook Station Well #1, Junction Bar Well, Pinion Pines Well, Johnny’s Well, and 
Mountain View Well. The three community wells (for Mountain View MHP, Pinion Pines MHP, 
and Holbrook Station) were analytically modeled. Johnny’s Road House (with a pumping rate of 
15 gallons per minute (gpm)) and the Junction Bar (pumping rate of 45 gpm and static ground 
water level of 160 feet below ground surface (bgs)) were delineated using the CFR method. The 
analytically modeled WHPAs demonstrated significant interference among the wells, and broad 
capture zones indicative of areas highly susceptible to contamination from land surface activity, 
particularly given the static water table elevation was less than 100 feet below ground surface for 
all but the well at the Junction Bar. 
 
Topaz Ranch Estates GID Map 
Topaz Ranch Estates GID Water System 
Topaz Ranch Estates Water System is comprised of four active wells (Well 1, Well 2, Well 3, and 
Well 5) and one inactive well (Well 4).  All five wells were analytically modeled at maximum 
pump capacity, but the model indicated the wells ran dry at that pumping rate, so additional 
research was performed to identify the actual usage and maximum permitted duty per the Nevada 
Division of Water Resource’s database. These pumping rates were subsequently used to delineate 
the WHPAs for each well.  
 
Topaz Lake and Topaz Park (DC) Map 
Topaz Lake Water Co. Inc. 
Topaz Lake Water Co. Inc. consists of 3 active wells. Wells 1, 2, and 3 were modeled 
analytically, and demonstrate a hydraulic connection between the wells and Topaz Lake, 
indicating they may be particularly susceptible to lake contaminants. A fourth, inactive well, Well 
4 had no location data, so could not be mapped even using AFR. The WHPAs for Well 1 and 
Well 2 fall within both an industrial and commercial district. 
 
Topaz Park Water System 
Topaz Park Water System contains a single well (Well 1) modeled using the modified CFR 
method; however, this well is also anticipated to have a hydraulic connection to Topaz Lake, 
indicating susceptibility to lake contaminants. 
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Table D-1.  Douglas County Data Matrix Summary is not included due to the sensitive nature of 
information reported for each public water system, consistent with Homeland Security concerns.   

Table D-2.  Data Matrix County Data Matrix Codes is not included as it provides the references 
for the codes used in Table D-1. 
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Appendix E – Contaminant Source Inventory 
 
 



Douglas County Community Wellhead Protection Plan 
 

Contaminant Source Inventory Summary Report 
 
A Contaminant Source Inventory (CSI) is used to identify existing and potential threats to ground water 
quality from potential sources of pollution. The Douglas County Community Wellhead Protection 
(CWHP) Team conducted desk-top research prior to field surveys for the dual purpose of preparing 
personnel to find and survey potential contaminant sources in the field, as well as to find historical 
sources of contamination which may otherwise be overlooked on location. 

 
In conducting the source inventory, a number of resources were used.  These resources included aerial 
photographs; previous Wellhead Protection (WHP) Plans for communities in Douglas County; the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) online and regulatory databases including: Aerometric 
Information Retrieval System (AIRS), Biennial Reporting System (BRS), Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS), Enforcement & Compliance 
History Online (ECHO), Envirofacts, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and Toxic 
Release Inventory (TRI); a study of Potential Contaminant Sources (PCSs) in Douglas County conducted 
by the University of Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV); and a field survey of the communities and their 
environs.  
 
Table E-1 (page E-2) provides a brief overview of these sources and how their presence may be rated in 
terms of the relative risk to ground water resources. The Team used this table to assist with identification 
and ranking of potential contaminant sources as a means of standardizing the review process. 
 
Previous Wellhead Protection Plans 

Previous surveys of potential contaminant sources were reviewed for each of the communities in the 
study area with previous WHP Plans, including: Indian Hills, Gardnerville, Minden and Douglas County. 
Where available, these previous studies were used as a starting point for further investigation. 
 
Source Water Assessment Program/Vulnerability Assessment Program Reports and 2010 Update 
Study 

UNLV conducted a field survey of potential contaminant sources in Douglas County as part of NDEP’s 
Bureau of Safe Drinking Water (BSDW) Source Water Assessment Program (SWAP) update in 2010.  In 
the UNLV study, surveys were conducted using a 3,000-foot radius around each well, analogous to a 
Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA) created using the Arbitrary Fixed Radius (AFR) methodology. 
Additionally, NDEP provided UNLV with select WHPAs that extended beyond the 3,000-foot radius, and 
asked UNLV to include PCSs within the WHPA and beyond the 3,000-foot radius. While many of the 
same PCSs appear in both the Team’s and the UNLV study, the different survey criteria produced 
different results. Both studies showed a prevalence of potential contamination sources of an automotive 
nature; however, the AFR methodology of the UNLV study depicted contaminant sources not located 
within the WHPAs established by the CWHP Team (i.e. PCSs within the 3,000-foot radius, but outside of 
the WHPA). The CWHP Team’s review of PCSs was focused within the Team’s WHPAs. 
 
Environmental Protection Agency Online Databases 

The online databases ECHO and Envirofacts, hosted by the EPA, were utilized in the search for facilities 
in the WHPA regulated under the following regulatory databases: 
• CERCLIS (hazardous waste being remediated by the federal government “superfund”) 

• TRI (Toxic Release Inventory) 
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• RCRA (Hazardous Waste Handler) 

• AIRS (Atmospheric Releases) 

• BRS (Facilities reporting hazardous materials on a biennial basis) 
 

Table E-1.  Potential Contamination Sources 

PCS  
CODE 

CLASS SOURCE        CATEGORY 
A       B      C      D      E RISK RANKING 

1 

Agricultural 

Animal burial areas   X X  High 

2 Animal feedlots  X X X  Moderate  to High 
3 Chemical application (e.g. pesticides, fungicides, & fertilizers)  X X   High 
4 Chemical mixing & storage areas (including rural airports) X X X   High 
5 Irrigated fields  X    Moderate 
5 Irrigation ditches   X   High 
6 Manure spreading & pits X  X   Moderate 
7 Unsealed irrigation wells X  X   High 
8 

Industrial 

Chemical manufacturers, warehousing/distribution activities X X X   High 
9 Electroplaters & fabricators   X   High 
10 Electrical products & manufacturing   X   High 
11 Machine & metalworking shops X     High 
12 Manufacturing sites X X X   High 
13 Petroleum products production, storage & distribution centers X     High 
14 

Commercial 

Dry cleaning establishments X     High 
15 Furniture & wood stripper & refinishers X     High 
16 Jewelry & metal plating   X   High 
17 Laundromats      Low 
18 Paint shops X     High 
19 Photography establishments & printers   X   High 
20 

Automotive 

Auto repair shops X     High 
21 Car washes X  X X  Moderate 
22 Gas stations X     High 
23 Road deicing operations:  storage & application areas (e.g. road salt)   X   Moderate 
24 Road maintenance depots X  X   High 
25 

Residential 
Household hazardous products X X X   Moderate 

26 Private wells X X X X  Moderate 
27 Septic systems, cesspools  X X X  Moderate to High 
28 

Medical /  
Educational 

Educational institutions (labs, lawns, & chemical storage areas)  X X   Moderate 
29 Medical institutions (medical, dental, vet offices)    X  Low 
30 Research laboratories X X X X  High 
31 

Storage 

Aboveground storage tanks X     High 
32 Underground storage tanks X     High 
33 Public storage X     Low 
34 Radioactive materials storage     X High 
35 

Municipal Waste 

Dumps and landfills (historical/active) X X X X X High 
36 Municipal incinerators  X X X  Moderate 
37 Recycling & reduction facilities   X   High 
38 Scrap & junkyards X  X   High 
39 Septage Lagoons, wastewater treatment plants  X X X  High 
40 Sewer Transfer Stations  X X X  High 
41 

Miscellaneous 

Airports X     High 
42 Asphalt plants X     High 
43 Boat yards X     High 
44 Cemeteries    X  Moderate 
45 Construction areas X     Moderate 
46 Dry wells X   X  High 
47 Fuel storage systems X     High 
48 Golf courses, parks & nurseries (chemical application)  X X   High 
49 Mining (surface & underground) X  X   High 
50 Pipelines (oil, gas, coal slurry) X     High 
51 Railroad tracks, yards & maintenance X X X X  High 
52 Surface water impoundments, streams/ditches    X  High 
53 Stormwater drains & retention basins X X X X  High 
54 Unplugged abandoned well X X X X  High 
55 Well:  operating X X X X  High – Low 

Contaminant Categories: 
A = VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (VOC) 
B = SYNTHETIC ORGANIC COMPOUND (SOC) 
C = INORGANIC CONTAMINANT (IOC) 
D = MICROBIOLOGICAL 
E = RADIONUCLIDES 
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A total of 18 sources were found within the Douglas County WHPAs belonging to one or more of the 
aforementioned databases.  The locations of these facilities relative to the wellheads are illustrated in the 
figures in Appendix A.   
 
The majority of facilities found manage small quantities of hazardous material and were given 
conditionally-exempt small generator or small-quantity generator status.  This means they are not allowed 
to accumulate more than 220 pounds of hazardous waste per month.  Waste must also be disposed of 
within three months of generation at these facilities. 
 
One CERCLIS regulated site was found within a WHPA, the Vita Grande Mining Co. Site. The site lies 
within the WHPAs of the Holbrook Station, Pinion Pines Mobile Home Park (MPH) and S and J 
Ventures Public Water Systems (PWSs). According to CERCLIS, the site status was changed to ‘cleaned 
up’ in 2007. 
 
Because no large quantity generators of hazardous waste have been identified within the WHPAs, no 
facilities were listed in the BRS database. 

 
No TRI or AIRS facilities were identified in the WHPAs. 
 
United States Geological Survey Studies 

The United States Geological Survey (USGS) has performed a number of studies in the Douglas County 
Community, and has noted a correlation between high densities of septic tanks and associated increased 
nitrate levels. A map of the parcels containing septic tanks is provided in Figure E-1 on page E-5.  
 
Field Surveys 

Field surveys were conducted on April 6 and 7, 2011, in order to supplement the data from the UNLV 
study and other desktop research. Surveys utilized handheld global positioning system (GPS) receivers 
(Garmin GPS eTrex Vista HcX) to ensure accuracy and to identify PCSs within WHPAs in Douglas 
County. GPS data points were cross-referenced against known locations using Geographic Information 
System (GIS) software (ArcGIS Version 10, Build 2800) to provide reasonable data quality verification. 
  
Summary of Survey Results  

The potential contaminant source inventory identified 207 sites throughout the WHPAs studied in the 
Douglas County Community. Of these, 77 sites were septic system-related with moderate to high risk 
ranking, 56 sites were automotive-related (including both above and underground storage of fuels) with 
mainly high risk rankings, and 19 were associated with agricultural activities and irrigated fields 
(including irrigation ditches) with moderate to high risk rankings. The remaining sources included: PWSs 
wells with varying levels of security (17); surface-water impoundments (eight sites); industrial chemical 
manufacturers and warehousing/distribution activities (eight sites); commercial chemical users, such as 
photography studios, dry cleaners, and furniture/wood strippers and refinishers (eight sites); public 
storage warehouses (two sites); medical/educational institutions (seven sites); recycling facilities (two 
sites); an airport; a cemetery; and a mining operation.  
 
Although septic system-related PCSs accounted for approximately 37 percent of the total number of 
sources inventoried, these were mainly concentrated in residential or rural areas, such as those serviced by 
the Indian Hills General Improvement District (GID), South County Water System, Sierra Country 
Estates, Sierra Estates GID, and the China Springs Youth Facility System. Automotive-related sources 
accounted for 27 percent of the PCSs inventoried, and tended to concentrate in the more commercialized 
areas of Minden and Gardnerville.  
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Agricultural activities, irrigated fields, irrigation ditches, surface water impoundments, and similar 
facilities were distributed throughout the study area, but were a deceptively small portion (13 percent) of 
the total number of PCSs. Irrigation ditches form a network of surface water features during the growing 
season, that present pathways for contamination to spread, particularly in the event of a spill to land 
surface. Other surface water features, such as the Carson River and Topaz Lake are susceptible to 
contamination, and because nearby water systems are hydraulically linked to these sources, there is a high 
potential for surface water contamination to have direct adverse impacts on ground water quality. In fact, 
many areas within the Carson Valley have a relatively high, unconfined water table, making them even 
more susceptible to contamination from ground-surface activities.    
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Figure E-1: Map of Carson Valley, illustrating land parcels containing septic tanks (USGS written 
communication from February 18, 2011.) 

 
 

 
 
Active wells that may not be adequately secured, inactive wells, and improperly abandoned wells also 
present pathways for contaminant migration to ground water. Wells identified during the inventory made 
up eight percent of the PCSs evaluated. The remaining industrial, commercial, and municipal facilities 
comprised the last 15 percent of PCSs inventoried, and were distributed throughout the Douglas County 
community.  
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Table E-2.  Contaminant Source Inventory is not included due to the sensitive nature of 
information reported on the location of potential contaminant sources in relation to the public 
water systems, consistent with Homeland Security concerns.   
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Appendix F – Work Plan for the Community Wellhead Protection 
Plan Implementation 



 

Work Plan Implementation 
 
This section summarizes specific action items compiled from previous work plans and new 
information provided during Community Wellhead Protection (CWHP) Team meetings. 
The strategies were developed to meet the objectives of the CWHP Plan and keep the Plan 
up to date.  This Work Plan is structured so individual water purveyors in Douglas County 
may select specific action items to meet their individual system needs or work with one or 
more other purveyors collectively to meet a more comprehensive regional planning 
objective.  Workload and budget estimates will be prepared by the individual water 
purveyors based on selected actions and available funding/resources. 

 
Implementation of these activities can begin immediately and some activities are already 
underway in a few water service areas.  For example, Douglas County Utilities has already 
completed and/or is currently working on items A-H in coordination with the Nevada 
Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) and various other water purveyors in the 
County.  Certain activities may coincide with availability of funding and resources for 
particular water systems.     
 

A. Potential Contaminant Source Identification and Ranking: It is important that 
water system staff are trained to recognize contaminant sources within their 
water service areas.  Additional focus should be given to potential contaminant 
sources within or near wellhead protection areas (WHPAs).  The following 
activities may be implemented by water purveyors to ensure on the ground water 
system operators and personnel can recognize sources of contamination and 
document them accordingly.   
 
Public water system (PWS) utility workers may be trained to locate and 
establish an associated risk for contaminant sources within their service areas.  
Aboveground Storage Tanks (ASTs), Leaking Underground Storage Tanks 
(LUSTs), agricultural practices, industry, etc. can pose a threat to ground water 
quality.  Utility personnel who recognize such threats should report and 
document all instances within their service area and work collectively to 
evaluate the risk to the drinking water supply and ultimately implement a 
strategy to mitigate the impact. 
 
Training may be structured such that utility staff can learn how to:  identify 
contaminant sources in the field; investigate resources for identifying 
contaminant sources through desktop research; use global positioning system 
(GPS) applications for collecting location data and associated mapping needs; 
review criteria for establishing an associated risk assessment/ranking; determine 
whether a contaminant is adequately controlled; and determine if additional 
measures are needed.   

 
B. Leaking Underground Storage Tanks:  Water purveyors may consider 

developing a LUST Identification and Reduction Plan in cooperation with 
NDEP.  This Plan should address LUSTs with the highest potential for 
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impacting local ground water quality near the public drinking water wells first.  
The integration of information compiled for the CWHP and Bureau of 
Corrective Actions (BCA) data on remedial activities will result in a data set that 
clearly highlights areas requiring immediate action. 

 
The best way to ensure the proper organization of relevant data is for the CWHP 
Team to identify a team member to act as a point of contact with BCA, to 
supervise the exchange of information, and to coordinate the warranted action.  
This activity was completed for Douglas County Utilities water service areas, 
but a more comprehensive, County-wide study is necessary. 

 
C. Production Facilities:  A minimum security standard should be set for every 

public drinking water well in Douglas County.  Douglas County Utilities is 
leading this effort to address, at a minimum, fencing, barbed wire, vehicle and 
main gates, lighting and landscaping.  Upgrades to various wells will be 
completed (where feasible and pending funding availability) to bring the 
security at each well up to that standard.  

 
D. Review of Inactive Wells:  This task entails evaluation of inactive wells to 

determine their value as potential future source or back-up wells versus their 
status as potential sources of contamination. This task assumes wells that are 
inactive, located within sensitive protection areas, and that will never be put 
back into service, will be abandoned.  Typically these wells do not meet the 
minimum construction standards, water quality standards or water quantity 
requirements for public drinking water wells.  Improperly abandoned wells 
located in WHPAs have been categorized as a potential contaminant source in 
WHPAs throughout the County.  Subsequently, improperly abandoned wells 
throughout the County will continue to be inventoried and prioritized for future 
abandonment depending on funding availability. 

 
E. Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances and Site Plan Review:  Zoning ordinances 

are typically comprehensive land-use requirements designed to direct the 
development of an area, where certain land uses may be restricted or regulated 
in WHPAs.  The support of Douglas County, the Town of Minden and the Town 
of Gardnerville are critical to the long-term success of the Douglas County 
CWHP Plan.   

 
The ultimate objective is to have the CWHP Plan included in the Master Plan 
and to have acceptable controls that address land use issues (zoning) in specified 
WHPAs.  Development Review procedures will be established to direct 
development in the WHPAs, to minimize incompatible land use. 

 
Initially, this issue will be discussed with representatives from local building and 
planning departments in an effort to continue developing a process to address 
local WHPAs.  Representatives from local building and planning departments 
will be invited to join the CWHP Team, and participate in the implementation 
process.   
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F. Public Education:  Public education includes two components.  The first is the 

presentation of the “Community Wellhead Protection Plan for Public Water 
Systems in Douglas County, Nevada” to local entities and water purveyor 
boards for approval.  This component is planned for completion prior to 
presenting the CWHP Plan to the Douglas County Board of County 
Commissioners (BOCC) for approval. 
 
The second component is to implement the Public Education Plan located in 
Appendix H.  The Public Education Plan targets two audiences:  business 
owners located in protection areas and school children, specifically sixth 
graders.  This effort will consist of using a form letter and brochure to contact 
property owners whose properties are located in a proposed or existing WHPA, 
a second mailing and brochure would target certain businesses (auto repair 
shops, for example) within the WHPAs.  Information designed to present 
wellhead issues and protection efforts will be furnished, while opening a channel 
for communication between agencies/entities, water purveyors, residents and 
business owners.  
 
The second part of this effort consists of presentations made to sixth grade 
science classes in Douglas County.  The Douglas County School District has 
already included the ground water model demonstrations as a part of the sixth 
grade earth science curriculum packet.  This is a cooperative effort with NDEP, 
the Douglas County School District, and local water purveyors.   
 
Water purveyors (staff and personnel) may receive training and purchase water 
models to support the School District in their respective services areas, make 
presentations to the sixth graders in those schools, and encourage knowledge of 
local source water protection issues.  This will ultimately enhance relationships 
between the community and the water purveyors.  Currently, NDEP serves as 
the contact for sixth grade school teachers to request presentations for their 
classrooms. 

 
G. Regional Waterlines and Interconnections: The Douglas County Master Plan 

Goal 5.3 states:  “Douglas County shall coordinate a regional approach to water 
resource development and management.” This effort is complementary to the 
CWHP Plan such that both have been developed to ensure drinking water supply 
sustainability in the community. Regional waterlines and interconnections 
provide emergency back-up or water supplies for systems with limited supply or 
water quality issues. Douglas County is coordinating these activities with other 
water purveyors in the County and has already completed intertie projects with 
the Town of Minden, Gardnerville Town Water, East Valley Water System, 
Indian Hills General Improvement District (GID), Sierra Estates GID and 
Carson City. The County will continue to prioritize these types of projects and 
coordinate with local water purveyors as opportunities arise, and as resources 
become available. 
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H. Septic Conversions:  High density septic systems are identified across Douglas 
County in multiple water service areas.  The Plan identifies high density septic 
areas as contaminant sources which may pose a risk to ground water quality and 
public drinking water sources in Douglas County.  Douglas County may 
consider septic conversion to centralized collection and treatment in accordance 
with the Douglas County Sewer Master Plan, North Valley Wastewater Service 
Area, September 2010, as resources become available to do so.   

 
I. Ground Water Monitoring: Ground water monitoring is performed on a regular 

basis in accordance with State requirements.  Water purveyors and entities may 
consider more rigorous monitoring in high risk locations. 

 
J. Other Projects: The District Fire Chief of the East Fork Fire and Paramedic 

District (EFFPD) provided the following  suggestions for the management of 
potential contaminant sources, and proposed projects for implementation to 
further wellhead protection planning initiatives  (in no particular order): 

 
• Enhance awareness of the Douglas Disposal company’s Household 

Hazardous Waste (HHW) disposal program currently available to Douglas 
County residents. 
 

• Obtain security devices or other measures to protect water tanks associated 
with PWSs to help ensure a constant, secure water supply for the 
communities serviced by those systems. 
 

• Purchase a portable emergency power supply in the event of power failures 
at PWSs. 
 

• Purchase water trucks that can be used to supply potable water to people in 
the event of a PWS failure. 
 

• Revise the 2008 Hazard Mitigation Plan for Douglas County to include 
issues relevant to protection of all PWSs within the County. 
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Appendix G - Community Wellhead Protection Planning Templates 
 



Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
Community Source Water Protection Plan Endorsement Checklist 

Formation of the Planning Team 

Minimum Requirements Yes No Comments 

The Team includes representatives from 
public water systems, local public officials, 
NDEP representative, local community 
planners, and other pertinent parties. 

  
      

The Team conducted meetings to develop 
and establish the community’s source water 
protection goals and to outline how those 
goals are to be accomplished. 

  
      

The Plan includes a list of Team members 
and their respective contact information and 
outlines their individual involvement or 
responsibility in the planning effort.   

  
      

Where applicable, the Team presented the 
Plan development and implementation 
schedule and Community Source Water 
Protection Goals to the Board of County 
Commissioners. 

  

      

Delineation of Source Water Protection Areas and Recharge Areas 

Minimum Requirements Yes No Comments 

A review and assessment of available and 
applicable Source Water Assessment 
Program/Vulnerability Assessment Program 
(SWAP/VAP) reports was conducted.   

  
      

Delineation of Source Water Protection Areas and Recharge Areas Cont. 

Minimum Requirements Yes No Comments 

A complete review was conducted to include 
available well logs, pump test data, other 
relevant engineering studies or planning 
documents, and information was compiled 
and presented in the plan.  

  

      

A conceptual hydrologic model was 
submitted to NDEP for approval prior to 
delineating source water protection areas. 

  
      

The modular semi-analytical model 
(WhAEM2000, US EPA, 1991), or other 
equivalent state approved model was used to 
delineate the source water protection capture 
zones and protection areas. 
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All information related to the model input data 
was derived from pump test data, or an 
equivalent approved by NDEP.   

  
      

The method, criteria, and threshold selected 
for the SWPAs were presented and a 
rationale and supporting documentation for 
the selection was provided to the satisfaction 
of NDEP. 

  

      

Maps were prepared to include the modeled 
capture zones and delineated source water 
protection areas and maps are clearly 
depicted on a scale that is consistent with the 
community’s land use and zoning maps or 
master planning maps.  

  

      

A discussion of the ground water recharge 
area(s) was provided and included sufficient 
details to provide context for ground water 
flow to the community. 

  
      

A discussion of the geologic and 
hydrogeologic susceptibility to contaminant 
infiltration in the source water protection 
areas and recharge areas was included.  

  
      

Contaminant Source Inventory 

Minimum Requirements Yes No Comments 

Obtained and reviewed available source 
water assessments completed by NDEP. 

        

Performed a review and inventory using 
available local, state and federal databases 
and documents (maps and other relevant 
engineering or planning studies and 
documents) 

  

      

Walked or drove through the delineated 
source water protection areas to visually 
determine the locations of all potential 
contaminant sources that may have been 
overlooked. 

  

      

Prepared a map of contaminant source 
locations in relation to the source water 
protection areas and local land use planning 
maps. 

  
      

Established a schedule to update the 
contaminant source inventory with the name 
and contact information for the responsible 
Team member. 
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Selection and Implementation of Contaminant Source Management Strategies 

Minimum Requirements Yes No Comments 

The Plan Team conducted a meeting(s) to 
discuss and evaluate appropriate 
management strategies to be implemented 
for protecting the source water from existing 
or potential contaminant sources.   

  

      

The Plan outlines selected management 
strategies including a prioritization and 
implementation schedule and an action plan.  

  
      

Selection and Implementation of Contaminant Source Management Strategies Cont. 

Minimum Requirements Yes No Comments 

Documentation related to management 
options, such as copies of proposed or 
enacted zoning changes, ordinances, design 
or operating standards, public education 
materials, etc. were provided.  

  

      

A Team member was identified with contact 
information that is responsible for 
coordinating and overseeing implementation 
of the source management and who is also 
responsible for regular updates or necessary 
revisions. 

  

      

Contingency Planning 

Minimum Requirements Yes No Comments 

The Plan identifies all public water systems 
which are included in this plan that have 
already satisfied (or not) the Bureau of Safe 
Drinking Water requirements for an 
Emergency Response Plan in accordance 
with NAC 445A.66665. 

  

      

The Plan demonstrates the community’s 
preparedness to deal with a contamination 
event; outlines chain of command and 
contact information; identifies current 
production redundancy or sustainability 
should the main production source be taken 
out of service (short term and long term) and 
outlines relative costs versus available local 
resources. 

  

      

The Plan lists applicable state and local 
response agencies and personnel, including 
contact information and chain of command. 
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Plans for New Well Siting 

Minimum Requirements Yes No Comments 

The Plan includes a map(s) depicting sites of 
planned future well sites. 

        

The Plan outlines historical water quality 
monitoring and geologic information and 
rationale for selecting the site(s) as a future 
source(s). 

  
      

The Plan identifies resource dedication to 
acquire and develop the source(s) and a 
tentative schedule for putting the new 
source(s) into production. 

  
      

Where feasible and where data is available, 
the Plan models and delineates all future 
planned source water protection areas and 
outlines management strategies to protect 
them. 

  

      

Public Education 

Minimum Requirements Yes No Comments 

The Plan identifies all source water 
protection public education activities 
(presentations, handouts, flyers, workshops, 
events, etc.) which the community has or 
plans to coordinate during program 
development and implementation planning 
phases. 

  

      

Taken from Table 4-9 NDEP CSWP Plan Endorsement Checklist of the Nevada Integrated Source Water Protection 
Program, Draft Update:  March 2010. 
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Team Membership Contact Information 
 
Name: ______________________________      Phone: ________________________________ 
 
Interest / Affiliation: ___________________      E-mail: _______________________________ 
 
Mailing Address:    _________________________________________________________ 
 
 _______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name: ______________________________      Phone: ________________________________ 
 
Interest / Affiliation: ___________________      E-mail: _______________________________ 
 
Mailing Address:    _________________________________________________________ 
 
 _______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name: ______________________________      Phone: ________________________________ 
 
Interest / Affiliation: ___________________      E-mail: _______________________________ 
 
Mailing Address:    _________________________________________________________ 
 
 _______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name: ______________________________      Phone: ________________________________ 
 
Interest / Affiliation: ___________________      E-mail: _______________________________ 
 
Mailing Address:    _________________________________________________________ 
 
 _______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Name: ______________________________      Phone: ________________________________ 
 
Interest / Affiliation: ___________________      E-mail: _______________________________ 
 
Mailing Address:    _________________________________________________________ 
 
 _______________________________________________________________________ 
Taken from Figure 4-3Team Roster and Contact Information Form of the Nevada Integrated Source Water 
Protection Program, Draft Update:  March 2010. 
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Annual Review Form 

Meeting Date:      Team Lead:       

Participating Team Members:          
             
             
             
              

Date Reviewer 
Section # 

and Page # Changes or Comments 

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

    
Modified from Table 8 of the Douglas County Community Development Wellhead Protection Program, 2008 
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Special Events Log 

Date/ 
Time 

Incident or 
Action 

Reporting 
Organization 

Responding 
Team Member Comments Plan Review 

Required? (Y/N) 

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            
Modified from Table 9 of the Douglas County Community Development Wellhead Protection Program, 2008 
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Conducting a Contaminant Source Inventory 
 Review any previous work conducted; 

 Develop a team that may include non-Plan Team members, such as community 
organizations, scouting troops, or students, who can serve as local historians and conduct 
the inventory; 

 Walk or drive through delineated SWPAs to further determine the locations of potential 
contaminant sources that may have been overlooked by previous surveys or assessments; 

 Consider including detailed surveys to provide further information on potential 
contaminant source in industrial areas, farmsteads, or other high-risk areas; 

 Establish an up-to-date database of the information gathered including well information 
and potential contaminant sources; 

 Establish a map that will provide an accurate visual assessment of all potential 
contaminant sources within the SWPAs; and 

 Establish a monitoring plan that will continue to update the inventory on a time schedule 
agreed upon by the Plan Team. 

Taken from Section 4, Page 23 of the Nevada Integrated Source Water Protection Program, Draft Update:  March 
2010. 
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  Nevada Potential Contamination Sources   

CODE  CLASS  SOURCE  CATEGORY 
A     B     C    D    E 

RISK RANKING  

1  Animal burial areas  X  X  High  
2  Animal feedlots  X X  X  Moderate to High 
3  Chemical application (e.g. pesticides, fungicides, & fertilizers)  X X  High  
4  Chemical mixing & storage areas (including rural airports)  X X X  High  
5  Irrigated fields  X Moderate  

      Irrigation ditches  X  High  
6  Manure spreading & pits  X X  Moderate  
7  

Agricultural  

Unsealed irrigation wells  X X  High  
8  Chemical manufacturers, warehousing/distribution activities  X X X  High  
9  Electroplaters & fabricators  X  High  

10  Electrical products & manufacturing   X  High  
11  Machine & metalworking shops  X High  
12  Manufacturing sites  X X X  High  
13  

Industrial  

Petroleum products production, storage & distribution centers  X High  
14  Dry cleaning establishments  X High  
15  Furniture & wood stripper & refinishers  X High  
16  Jewelry & metal plating  X  High  
17  Laundromats  Low  
18  Paint shops  X High  
19  

Commercial  

Photography establishments & printers  X  High  
20  Auto repair shops  X High  
21  Car washes  X X  X  Moderate  
22  Gas stations  X High  
23  Road deicing operations:  storage & application areas (e.g. road X  Moderate  
24  

Automotive  

Road maintenance depots  X X  High  
25  Household hazardous products  X X X  Moderate  
26  Private wells  X X  X  Moderate  
27  

Residential  
Septic systems, cesspools  X X  X  Moderate to High 

28  Educational institutions (labs, lawns, & chemical storage areas)  X X  Moderate  
29  Medical institutions (medical, dental, vet offices)  X  Low  
30  

Medical / 
Educational  

Research laboratories  X X  X  High  
31  Aboveground storage tanks  X High  
32  Underground storage tanks  X High  
33  Public storage  X Low  
34  

Storage  

Radioactive materials storage  X  High  
35  Dumps and landfills (historical/active)  X X X  X  X  High  
36  Municipal incinerators  X X  X  Moderate  
37  Recycling & reduction facilities  X  High  
38  Scrap & junkyards  X X  High  
39  Septage Lagoons, wastewater treatment plants  X X  X  High  
40  

Municipal 
Waste  

Sewer Transfer Stations  X X  X  High  
41  Airports  X High  
42  Asphalt plants  X High  
43  Boat yards  X High  
44  Cemeteries  X  Moderate  
45  Construction areas  X Moderate  
46  Dry wells  X X  High  
47  Fuel storage systems  X High  
48  Golf courses, parks & nurseries (chemical application)  X X  High  
49  Mining (surface & underground)  X X  High  
50  Pipelines (oil, gas, coal slurry)  X High  
51  Railroad tracks, yards & maintenance  X X X  X  High  
52  Surface water impoundments, streams/ditches  X  High  
53  Stormwater drains & retention basins  X X X  X  High  
54  Unplugged abandoned well  X X  X  High  
55  

Miscellaneous  

Well: operating  X X X  X  High – Low  

Contaminant Categories:  
A = V.O.C.  
B = S.O.C.  
C = I.O. C.  
D = MICROBIOLOGICAL  
E = RADIONUCLIDES 
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Contaminant Source Inventory Data Sheet  

 
Windshield Survey  

 Name of Water System:    

 Well Site ID:    

 Facility/Tenant/Land Use:    

 Address:    

 Spoke with:    

 

Time the facility has been in 
business:    

 Previous uses of the location:    

 How long ago?    

 

Additional Observations (Materials on site, Quantities, Number of Units - i.e. 
gallons, pounds, cubic yards, head of livestock, etc.):  

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

    

 

Collectors 
Name:______________________                             Date:________________ 

    

Taken from Table 4-5 Example Windshield Survey Form of the Nevada Integrated Source Water Protection 
Program, Draft Update:  March 2010. 
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On-Site Potential Sources of Contamination Checklist  
SYSTEM NAME:  PWS ID#:  
ADDRESS:  CONTACT PERSON:  

COUNTY:  PHONE NUMBER:  
TOWNSHIP:  DATE OF INVENTORY:  
ON-SITE (Property) SOURCES (Please note the any specific information regarding the source under the 
“comments” section.)   

Potential Contaminant 
Source  

COMMENTS - Substances present, amount, type of storage, emergency 
response plans, maintenance, etc..  

Above Ground Storage Tanks    
Chemical Drums/ Storage    
Chemical Spills    
Chemical/petroleum pipelines    
Combined Sewer overflows*    
Fertilizer Application    
Floor drains (to septic tank/ 
well)  

  

Gas Lines    
Industrial pipelines    
Lagoon/Pond/Pit    
Material stockpiles    
Pesticide Application    
Salt/Deicing Storage Piles    
Septic Systems (discharging)* 
stream or surface water)*  

  

Septic Systems (leachfield)*    
Sewer Lines*    
Sinkholes    
Storm Drains    
Surface Impoundments    
Underground Storage Tanks    
Wells: oil and gas    
Wells: brine injection    
Wells: not in use     
Utility Shed    
Other ___________________    
Other ___________________    
* potential pathogen source  
Practices to reduce spills or releases employed on-site:  

Taken from Appendix B of the State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency Potential Contaminant Source Inventory Process Manual Draft, 
Revised September 2009. 
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Off-Site Potential Contaminant Source Inventory Checklist 
Is your entire protection area sewered? ___ YES ___ NO.  If you answered “NO,” is your entire protection area un-sewered (on septic tanks, or  package plants, etc.) ___ YES ___ NO.   
If you answered “NO” please mark all areas that are unsewered on your protection area map.  
Does any portion of your protection area utilize home fuel oil tanks?  __ YES __ NO.  (may be indicated by areas that do not have gas lines).  
If you answered “yes” please mark these areas on your protection area map.  
Does any portion of your protection area have zoning?   ___ YES ___ NO.   
Do you have any of the potential contaminant sources listed in Table X?   ___ YES ___ NO.   

OFF-SITE SOURCES  

Map 
Code Name  Street Address   City  Zip 

Code 
Comments (Underground Storage Tanks? Chemical 
Storage?  Floor Drains?  Unused Wells?)  

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

            

Modified from Appendix A of the State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency Potential Contaminant Source Inventory Process Manual Draft, Revised September 2009. 
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Douglas County  
Community Wellhead Protection 
Public Education Plan 
 
Introduction 
This Public Education Plan is an organized and strategic approach to gain 
understanding of source water and wellhead protection. The intent is to motivate the 
residents served by public water purveyors to take action. In this case, that action is 
changing practices and personal behavior to prevent contamination of wellhead/source 
water and limit land uses in some areas to those compatible with the drinking water 
protection goals outlined in the “Community Wellhead Protection Plan for Public Water 
Systems in Douglas County, Nevada” (January 2012).  
 
Situation 
Source water protection programs in Nevada are initiated and implemented at local 
levels and depend on the willingness of a community to support the local program. 
Therefore, public education and participation is an effective strategy: to engage 
community members to be stewards of their local drinking water sources; to promote 
voluntary protection efforts; and to build public support.  
 
The objective of this Plan is to provide water providers, community residents and 
various other stakeholders with a variety of tools and tactics to promote source water 
protection outreach and education. 
 
How to get the most out of this Plan 
The most effective communications begin with clear, consistent, meaningful messages 
used consistently in various venues (posters at a workplace, on the radio, at a special 
event, in a flyer, etc.) and reinforced over time. This allows your target audience (for 
the purposes of this Plan, the businesses and residents) the opportunity to see and 
hear the messages over a period of time and in different places which increases the 
chance of recognition.   
 
Recognition can, in turn, make people recall a message and act on a message in 
some form – through investigation, inquiry or action.  
 
Goals 

1. Gain understanding of/and interest in, community wellhead/source water 
protection areas. 

2. Motivate a change in practices and personal behavior to prevent contamination 
of wellhead/source and to guide land use planning to those practices most 
compatible with the drinking water protection goals of Douglas County.  
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Background 
 
This Plan is organized by audience with suggested tactics and brief explanations.  
There is a range of ways to reach each audience and depending on an organization or 
provider’s available resources, each will find tactics that will work for them and that 
best reach the identified audience.   
 
The primary audience, public water users, is included because this audience has the 
potential to make the biggest impact.  The secondary audience, sixth grade Douglas 
County School District students, is included and should be considered a viable venue 
for delivery of the message to young people and their families, who in turn, are 
members of the primary audience. 

 
Education outreach tools/tactics were created in formats that allow each user to 
personalize them to their individual needs.  The attachments support tactics outlined 
within this Plan.  Depending on the tactics selected, users may need to create 
additional communication pieces.  A few tips to remember when creating any 
communication piece:  

• Simple is best;  
• Allow whitespace – do not fill every space; and  
• You don’t need to say it all - the more you say the less effective the entire 

piece. 
 
Be consistent in the look and message of every piece and limit it to no more than three 
messages.  Finally, always include a call to action:   

• “To learn more, log onto our website www.douglascountynv.gov;”  
• “To register for a presentation call your water purveyor;” 
• “Take oil to one of the following disposal locations:  Douglas Disposal Transfer 
Station www.douglasdisposal.com  or South Tahoe Refuse and Recycling 

www.southtahoerefuse.com.” 
  

Also, when thinking about how best to reach the audience, these are a few things to 
consider: 

• What’s my budget? 
• How much time do I have? 
• What will I do with the tactic? Do I have a plan to get it to my audience? 
• What will follow this? And when? 
• A great idea without the resources to execute it will not be effective, nor will 

brochures that simply sit on the counter at the community library when they need 
to be in people’s hands. 

 
The items below, which are part of your Douglas County Community Wellhead 
Protection (CWHP) Plan may be used as support in presentations, community 
meetings, and other opportunities that allow more information to be shared.  

http://www.douglascountynv.gov/
http://www.douglasdisposal.com/
http://www.southtahoerefuse.com/
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• Names and affiliations of the individuals who helped prepare the CWHP Plan 
(also known as the Douglas County CWHP Team); 

• Location(s) and source(s) of drinking water for the community; 
• The community’s current water supply and projected demands on that water 

supply; 
• A map of the areas around the drinking water source(s) that may be susceptible 

to contamination; 
• Inventory of activities and conditions that may adversely affect drinking water 

quality; 
• Strategies the community currently does or intends to use to protect its drinking 

water sources; 
• Contingency Plan describing what the community would do to replace its drinking 

water supply if the source became contaminated; and 
• Action Plan that provides a schedule for Outreach Plan implementation. 

 

The Plan 
 
Primary Audience: 
Public water users 
 
Messages:   
What is wellhead protection?  
Wellhead protection, also known as source water protection, is a way to prevent 
drinking water from becoming polluted. Much can be done to prevent pollution, such as 
the wise use of land and chemicals. 
 
Why is it important to protect water at the wellhead? 
Protecting public drinking water supplies at the wellhead, before pollution enters our 
drinking water supply, lessens associated health issues, the high costs of water 
treatment and source water development. Public water users can help protect our 
community’s source water.  For more information, call Cathe Pool at 775-783-6480. 
 
Managing land uses and human-caused sources of contamination are the keys to 
preventing pollution before it enters our drinking water supply at the wellhead. 
 
What contaminates the water we drink? 
There are numerous pollutants that can contaminate surface and ground water. Some 
contaminants are a result of improper disposal of common household products such 
as cleaning products, waste oil, pet waste, fertilizers and pesticides. Others may be 
used or generated by businesses such as dry cleaners, film processing centers, 
salons, cemeteries, petroleum storage and handling, etc. These and other harmful 
products, when improperly disposed of may threaten to contaminate our drinking 
water. 
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Tactics or Ways to deliver the message 
 
CWHP Team members should consider themselves Plan Ambassadors. Water 
purveyors are best positioned to make contact with the primary audience, but the 
entire team should take every opportunity to convey the essence and objectives of the 
Plan. The following tactics provide means by which team members can increase 
knowledge and change behavior in accordance with protecting our drinking water 
sources. See Public Education Work Plan attached. 
 
Team members identified these tactics as most likely to be used: 

• Newsletter inserts; 
• Fact sheets, brochures or handouts; 
• PowerPoint presentations; 
• Inserts in water bills; and 
• Website inserts and links. 

 
Newsletter inserts – scheduled to be distributed as newsworthy information becomes 
available. Items to be included:  our community’s updates on how the Plan is 
progressing, the testimonials collected, Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
(NDEP) news related to this subject, what other communities are doing related to this 
subject, and real time changes happening at businesses or source water sites.  Photos 
and links to information make newsletter inserts more interesting.   
 
Fact sheet, brochures, handouts, flyers, etc. – all can be effective forms of 
communication.  The key is to plan ahead as to how you want the audience to use 
them, how you will get them to the audience, and how you will evaluate their 
effectiveness.  Libraries, community centers, builder associations and economic 
development authorities can be useful locations.  However, unless your audience 
knows the materials are there and are offered to them, the materials will not be 
successful.   
 
PowerPoint presentations – by a spokesperson educated in the community’s source 
water and wellhead protection plan who could relate potential impacts on the source 
water and what practices could benefit the protection of the source water. Attached is 
a short PowerPoint template (Attachment B, pages H-13 through H-15) that can be 
customized for your sensitive wellhead area by including pertinent local source water 
names, maps or photos of the areas, etc. 
 
Inserts in water bills – purveyors may want to insert information in water bills 
periodically to communicate a special event or speaker related to informational 
sessions on protecting our community’s drinking water source.   
 
Website inserts and links – the Douglas County website www.douglascountynv.gov 
will serve as the repository for education materials. The site or page could be as 

http://www.douglascountynv.gov/
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simple as text that explains all the things happening related to the subject.  Photos and 
links are very important on a website.  Create a section on the website for businesses 
to learn how they can become source water protectors and share stories of how they 
are helping protect their community’s source water. If resources allow, a more in-depth 
website or page can highlight source water and the protection projects related to that 
source with images.  This will give users access to more detailed information. All other 
tactics should include your website address. Additionally, websites operated by public 
water systems can also be used to communicate the wellhead protection plan by 
incorporating information on the site or by containing links to the Douglas County 
website. 
 
Other tactics identified as possible outreach means include: 

• Talking points for presentations; 
• Posters; 
• Employee training materials; 
• Inserts in employee paychecks; 
• Press releases; and 
• Social media. 

 
Talking points for presentations – are notes from the PowerPoint presentation and 
other subjects of interest. 
 
Posters – purveyors may want to use the water protection logo “Willie the Well” and 
the slogan from “Ground Water – protect it today, you may drink it tomorrow.”  Create 
appropriate signage as a reminder of Best Management Practices related to protecting 
your community’s drinking water source.  
 
Employee training on materials handling practices, emergency spill situations – 
purveyors should have these items on hand and, if asked, they may consider including 
information on the importance of protecting your community’s source water. 
 
Inserts in employee paychecks – could be something similar to the inserts in water 
bills but with emphasis on the employee’s responsibility to prevent contamination and 
encouragement for them to serve as wellhead protection plan ambassadors. 
 
Press releases - developing relationships with local media and pitching stories and 
event ideas to them is an effective way to reach several audiences including business 
leaders and residents. By sending out media releases, media advisories, and by 
participating in interviews, stories in local media outlets are a cost effective way to 
educate members of the community regarding the importance of source and drinking 
water protection efforts. Media relations is also a good tactic for recognizing residents, 
businesses, and owners who have made strides to protect source water. Attached you 
will find a list of media outlets in Nevada (Attachment A, page H-12). Contact persons 
at these outlets can change quickly so it is important to confirm this information before 
moving forward.  
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Social media (blogs, podcasts, Facebook, YouTube, Twitter, LinkedIn) – social 
media can be a crucial component to communications and worth consideration.  
Through websites, blogs, YouTube, etc., audiences have an opportunity to get 
information anytime.  It can also provide an interactive experience.  Be aware that this 
kind of media changes rapidly, however. 
 
Tactics not identified to be used by team members but others to be considered: 

• Site visits and education events at the wellhead; 
• Direct mail; 
• Testimonials; 
• Site signage; 
• Partnership with other organizations; 
• Local government education and engagement; 
• Guest columns/editorials; 
• Case studies; and 
• Public meetings and community events. 

 
Sensitive wellhead area site visits – with a spokesperson (see Attachment G, page 
H-24 through H-26) who can explain how contamination can happen and how it affects 
the water supply in everyday terms.  Organizers choose a date and can provide a 
shuttle or have attendees meet at the site. This also provides an opportunity for a 
question and answer session.   
 
Direct mail – to water users promoting speakers or events that may be of interest to 
them. 
 
Testimonials – water users who have changed their practices in an effort to lessen 
their impact on source water and how and what they did and the results.  These could 
be used in many other forms:  posters, electronic newsletters, at events and in 
presentations.   
 
Site signage – at businesses that use best management practices to lessen their 
impact on source water indicating their dedication to their community’s most important 
resource, drinking water. For example: 
 
INSERT BUSINESS NAME HERE 
Is dedicated to protection Douglas County (or community name) drinking water 
sources through the use and support of best management practices.   
 
Partnership with local chamber of commerce – could include the creation of a 
“Source Water Protector of the Year” award or recognition through a partnership with 
the local Chamber of Commerce. Encourage local businesses and members of the 
Chamber to make affordable and effective changes at their place of business that will 
help protect the community’s source water. Celebrate and honor all participants and 
award and recognize one business for being a key protector of source water.  
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City council and local government leader’s education and engagement - educate 
city council members and other local government leaders regarding the importance of 
source water protection in our community. Also, engage local government leaders in a 
friendly challenge to protect source water. Ask leaders to participate in site visits, offer 
testimonials, and change their habits at both their place of business and home to 
protect source water.  
 
Guest columns/editorials – providing guest columns and editorial pieces to local 
newspapers enables the source water protection team the opportunity to position the 
team as source water protection experts. Guest columns from respected and well-
known community members also offer a medium to encourage, educate and motivate 
readers to protect their source water. Use the attached Nevada media list document 
(see Attachment A, page H-12) to assist you in pitching a guest column or editorial. 
 
Case studies – give audiences an understanding of the issue and how it is being 
approached in our community.  The studies should be brief with general information as 
to who, what, where, when and why and include photos where appropriate.   
 
Public meetings/conferences/community events - identify where, when and plan 
ahead. Use other tactics as support to publicize the meeting or event and use other 
tactics to support the education at the meeting, conference, or event.  Also, ask to be 
part of an agenda on existing community events.  Local events such as Carson Valley 
Days are ideal venues to share information and materials.  “Chuck the Duck”, the 
mascot of the Nevada Rural Water Association can be a valuable contact for such 
public events. 

 
Secondary Audience: 
Sixth Grade Students of Douglas County School District 
 
Messages:   
What is source water?  
Source water includes bodies of water such as lakes, springs, streams, rivers and 
ground water aquifers that become our drinking water.  Our source water is primarily 
ground water. 
 
Why is it important to protect source water? 
Protecting public drinking water supplies at the source before pollution enters our 
drinking water supply lessens associated health issues, the high costs of water 
treatment and source water development. You can help with small changes you and 
your family can make to help protect our source water.  Learn more at 
www.douglascountynv.gov.   
 
Managing land uses and human-caused sources of contamination are the keys to 
preventing pollution before it enters our drinking water supply. 
 

http://www.douglascountynv.gov/
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What contaminates source water? 
There are numerous pollutants that can contaminate surface and ground water. Some 
contaminants are a result of improperly disposed of common household products such 
as cleaning products, waste oil, pet waste, fertilizers and pesticides. Others may be 
used or generated by businesses such as dry cleaners, film processing centers, 
salons, cemeteries, petroleum storage and handling, etc. These and other harmful 
products, when improperly disposed of may threaten to contaminate source water.   
 
Tactics or Ways to deliver the message 
Science education in Douglas County Elementary Schools is delivered via content 
specific kits, which are rich with information and are aligned with Nevada State 
Standards.  Each grade level is responsible for teaching three science kits during the 
school year and each kit addresses one strand of the science standards – Earth 
Science, Life Science, or Physical Science.  The sixth grade kit “Dynamic Earth” 
contains lessons particularly pertinent to the goals and message of this plan. 
 
The goals of this kit are to provide students with the vision of Earth as a dynamic 
system of operations, and to instill a sense of stewardship toward Earth.  These 
operations or “spheres”, are weather & climate (the atmosphere), land & geology (the 
geosphere), freshwater and oceans (the hydrosphere), and living things (the 
biosphere).  The biosphere can be found within all the above spheres in that life exists 
in and on the land, in the air, and in water.  They are interconnected and work together 
to provide us the perfect place to live.   There is a fifth sphere – the area in space 
around the Earth, which is called the cosmosphere.  There is a balance to the system, 
and when something occurs in any of the spheres, the others may be affected.  The 
big ideas of the kit include: 
• Energy – The Earth system is powered by energy from two major sources:  the 

Sun and the planet’s internal heat; 
• Cycles – The Earth system is characterized by overlapping cycles in which 

matter is recycled over and over.  Cycles involve multiple spheres and systems 
interactions.  Examples of cycles include day and night, the rock cycle, seasons, 
components of the water cycle, etc.; 

• Scale – Processes operating in the Earth system take place on spatial scales 
and on time scales, both of which can be short or even instantaneous, or of long 
duration.  Examples of instantaneous scales include breathing, rotation of the 
earth, tides, and earthquakes.  Examples of long term scale include mountain 
building, making coal, components of the water cycle, and plate tectonics; 

• Humans and the Earth system – People are part of the Earth system and they 
impact and are impacted by its materials and processes.  Resource conservation 
education, including air and water quality, especially at the local level, are 
emphasized; and 

• Science – Scientific ideas are developed through observation and reasoning; 
science does not prove or conclude, it is always a work in progress; and finally, 
science corrects itself. 
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Students are assessed within the scope of the kit, before, during, and after the 
curriculum is taught.  Additionally, the kit includes a poster contest with the theme: 
“Ground water – protect it today, you may drink it tomorrow”, which comes from NDEP.  
The kit has a durable presence in the schools; sixth graders for many years will learn 
about their water and the need to protect it. 

 

Ways to measure 

 
Effectiveness of outreach to the primary audience will be measured by a pre-post 
instrument administered before outreach efforts are initiated and at some point 
following outreach completion, as determined by the Douglas County CWHP Team. 
Pre-outreach survey analysis will also be used to identify audience knowledge gaps for 
curriculum development (Attachment E, pages H-18 through H-21). Impact of 
secondary audience education will be measured using a pre-post instrument as well 
(Attachment E, pages H-18 through H-21). 
 
Evaluation  
Effective evaluation is key in determining how effective your messages and tactics are 
received. There are many options for evaluation using both quantitative and qualitative 
measurements. Based on the tactic you’ve chosen and what resources you have, at 
least one form of measurement will work for each tactic. Establish the best form of 
evaluation as soon as you have decided on which tactics to execute.  
 
Evaluating effectiveness is the foundation for a successful education plan.  Without 
proper evaluation and reporting, communities, local Team members, and NDEP will 
not have a clear understanding of the effectiveness, resources will be wasted, and 
most importantly, the significance of the public’s role in source water protection may 
suffer.  When conducting outreach one should be thinking about the difference it is 
making and how best to measure the impact. 
 
Quantitative – these measure the amount of information, not necessarily the quality of 
information. 

• Quantity of presentations delivered and people in attendance; 
• Quantity of distributed materials; and 
• Quantity of inquiries – phone calls, e-mail, e-newsletter, website testimonials and 

visits.  
 
Qualitative – these measure the quality of the information by giving an opportunity for 
feedback. In this way you can determine how the messages you are communicating 
are being received. This can be as simple as asking each and every person who has 
come into contact with your messages a few simple questions: 

• Survey attendees of presentations; 
• Email surveys to those who receive email communications; and/or 
• Online survey of website visitors. 
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Attachment A 

Nevada Media List 

 
NEWSPAPERS:  

 Bonanza (North Lake Tahoe) 
 Clark County Legal News 
 Desert Valley Times Online (Mesquite) 
 Elko Daily Free Press (Elko) 
 Ely Times (Ely) 
 Lahontan Valley News (Fallon) 
 Las Vegas Business Press (Las Vegas) 
 Las Vegas City Life (Las Vegas) 
 Las Vegas Review-Journal (Las Vegas) 
 Las Vegas Sun (Las Vegas) 
 Las Vegas Tribune (Las Vegas) 
 Las Vegas Weekly (Las Vegas) 
 Leader-Courier (North and Central Lyon 

County) 
 Lovelock Review Miner (Lovelock) 
 Mason Valley News (Yerington) 
 Nevada Appeal (Carson City) 
 Nevada Business Journal (Las Vegas) 
 Nevada Legal News 
 Nevada Legal Press 
 Northern Nevada Business Weekly 
 Pahrump Valley Times (Pahrump) 
 Record-Courier (Gardnerville) 
 Reno Gazette-Journal (Reno) 
 Sparks Tribune (Sparks) 
 Tahoe World (Lake Tahoe) 
 The Nevada Rancher (Lovelock) 
 The Pahrump Mirror (Pahrump) 
 The Tahoe Daily Tribune (Lake Tahoe) 
 Nevada Press Association [for other 

newspaper listings] 
 NewsVoyager [for other newspaper listings 

in the U.S.] 

TELEVISION 

Elko:  
 KENV-TV, Ch. 10, NBC 

 

Las Vegas:  
 KLAS, Ch .8, CBS 
 KLVX, Ch. 10, PBS 
 KTNV, Ch.13, ABC 
 KVBC, Ch. 3, NBC 
 KVVU, Ch. 5, FOX 

 

Reno:  
 KNPB, Ch. 5, PBS 
 KOLO, Ch. 8, ABC 
 KRNV, Ch. 4, NBC 
 KTVN, Ch. 2, CBS 

 

 

 

 

OTHER TYPES OF MEDIA 

 Nevada Nonprofit News  [An innovative 
online magazine, or e-zine, that highlights 
the news events, and topics of interest to 
professionals, volunteers, and supporters of 
the nonprofit sector in Nevada]  

  

 
 

 

   

http://www.tahoebonanza.com/apps/pbcs.dll/frontpage
http://www.clarkcountylegalnews.com/
http://www.dvtnv.com/
http://www.elkodaily.com/
http://www.elynews.com/
http://www.lahontanvalleynews.com/
http://www.lvbusinesspress.com/
http://www.lvrj.com/
http://www.lasvegassun.com/
http://www.lasvegastribune.com/
http://www.lasvegasweekly.com/
http://www.rgj.com/fernley/
http://www.nevadarancher.com/review.htm
http://www.rgj.com/yerington/
http://www.nevadaappeal.com/apps/pbcs.dll/frontpage
http://www.nevadabusiness.com/
http://www.nevadapress.com/
http://www.nevadalegalpress.com/
http://www.nnbw.biz/
http://www.pahrumpvalleytimes.com/
http://www.recordcourier.com/
http://www.rgj.com/
http://www.sparkstribune.net/
http://www.tahoe-world.com/apps/pbcs.dll/frontpage
http://www.nevadarancher.com/review.htm
http://www.tahoedailytribune.com/
http://www.nevadapress.com/
http://www.newspaperlinks.com/voyager.cfm
http://www.kenvtv.com/
http://www.klas-tv.com/
http://www.klvx.org/
http://www.ktnv.com/
http://www.kvbc.com/
http://www.kvbc.com/
http://www.kvvutv.com/
http://www.knpb.org/
http://www.kolotv.com/
http://www.krnv.com/
http://www.ktvn.com/
http://www.nevadanonprofitnews.org/
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Attachment B 

PowerPoint Template 
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Attachment C 

Press Release Template 

INSERT LOGO “Willie the Well” HERE 

Date:  
Contact:  Cathe Pool 
email@email.com 
(775) 783-6480 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

 

Volunteer Team of Residents and Businesses Working Together 
to Help Protect Drinking Water in Douglas County  

 

(Douglas County, Nev.) – With an annual rain fall of less than 10 inches, few natural 
resources are as precious as water to residents of Nevada. Protecting our source water from 
possible contamination and pollution helps protect our drinking water.  In Douglas County, a 
Community Wellhead Protection (CWHP) Team made up of local residents and business 
owners has recently been formed with the goal of helping inform and educate residents of 
Douglas County about the importance of protecting our community’s drinking water sources.  

“We are looking forward to helping educate our community about the importance of protecting 
our drinking water sources,” Cathe Pool said. “Our source water includes lakes, springs, 
streams, rivers, ground water and aquifers, which ultimately become our drinking water and it 
is important that we protect our water from being exposed to pollutants in the first place.”  

The Team was made up of both business owners and residents who live and work in Douglas 
County.  They represent a cross section of organizations including Douglas County Public 
Works, Planning Commission, and GIS; the Towns of Minden and Gardnerville; the 
Washoe Tribe; University of Nevada Cooperative Extension; Bently Agrowdynamics; 
Resource Concepts, Inc. (RCI); Gardnerville Water Company; Indian Hills General 
Improvement District; Sierra Estates General Improvement District; and many others. 

The Team of volunteers is collaborating with Nevada Division of Environmental 
Protection’s Integrated Source Water Protection Program (ISWPP).  

ISWPP is a comprehensive, voluntary approach designed to help communities develop and 
implement a plan that protects their drinking water supply. 

“ISWPP is dedicated to empowering, encouraging and supporting local source water 
protection activities and we will be working closely with Douglas County team members to 
help them reach their goals,” said Kim Borgzinner, Division of Environmental Protection, 
Bureau of Water Pollution Control. 

For more information on Douglas County’s  CWHP, please visit 
www.douglascountynv.gov  or CONTACT Cathe Pool at 775-783-6480. 
 

### 
INSERT “Willie the Well” LOGO HERE 

mailto:email@email.com
http://www.douglascountynv.gov/
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Attachment D 

 

 

Terms Defined 
 
Aquifer: a naturally-occurring, underground “pocket” of water-soaked sand or gravel. 
 
Best Management Practices: are barriers, methods, measures or practices designed 
to prevent or reduce water pollution. 
 
Contamination: introduction of an undesirable chemical or biological substance not 
normally present in source water. 
 
Ground water: water found beneath the earth’s surface.  
 
Source water: consists of bodies of water such as lakes, springs, streams, rivers and 
ground water/aquifers that become our water supply.   
 
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP):  NDEP will protect the State's 
natural resources through an effective, efficient program of permitting, enforcement of 
regulations, monitoring the environment, pollution prevention and remediation based 
on state and federal laws. 
 
NDEP encourages, motivates and supports communities’ local source water protection 
activities; manages, shares and integrates source water protection information; develops 
federal, state and local source water protection partnerships; and integrates and implements 
source water protection at the state level. 
 
Bureau of Water Pollution Control (BWPC): the mission of BWPC is to protect the 
waters of the State from the discharge of pollutants. This is accomplished by issuing 
discharge permits, which define the quality of the discharge necessary to protect the 
quality of the waters of the State, enforcing the state's water pollution control laws and 
regulations, and by providing technical and financial assistance to dischargers. 
Through the NDEP, BWPC helps communities protect their drinking water.    
 
Integrated Source Water Protection Program (ISWPP): ISWPP is a comprehensive, 
voluntary approach designed to help communities develop and implement a plan that 
protects their drinking water supplies.  ISWPP is a program created and monitored through 
BWPC. 
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Attachment E 
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For more information on your drinking water and source water protection go to: 
 

Nevada Source Water Protections – General Information 
http://ndep.nv.gov/bwpc/sourcewater.htm  

 
Nevada Integrated Source Water Protection Program 
http://ndep.nv.gov/bwpc/wellhead.htm  

 
Nevada Drinking Water 
http://water.epa.gov/drink/local/nv.cfm 

 
After the Storm: A Citizen’s Guide to Understanding Stormwater 
http://www.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/after_the_storm.pdf  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

http://ndep.nv.gov/bwpc/sourcewater.htm
http://ndep.nv.gov/bwpc/wellhead.htm
http://water.epa.gov/drink/local/nv.cfm
http://www.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/after_the_storm.pdf
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Attachment F 

Six Grade Pre-post Assessment 

Name:  _______________________    Date:  _________ 

 

Dynamic Earth Pre-Assessment 
 

1. The three parts of Earth that are closely connected are the atmosphere, the 
hydrosphere, and the geosphere.  Together they make up the  

a. oceans. 
b. continents. 
c. biosphere. 
d. cosmosphere. 
 

2. The Earth has three main layers.  They are the 
a. crust, core, and oceans. 
b. crust, mantle, and continents. 
c. mantle, core, and oceans. 
d. crust, mantle, and core. 

 

3. The motions of rising and sinking magma in Earth’s mantle is an example of  
a. conduction. 
b. convection. 
c. radiation. 
d. evaporation. 

   

4. Approximately what percentage of Earth is water? 
a. 100% 
b. 75% 
c. 50% 
d. 25% 

 

5. The three main processes in the water cycle are 
a. evaporation, condensation, and precipitation. 
b. evaporation, precipitation, and runoff. 
c. precipitation, rain and snow, and runoff. 
d. condensation, rain and snow, and precipitation. 
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6. Water that falls as precipitation and soaks into the Earth is known as 
a. rivers and streams. 
b. lakes and oceans. 
c. surface water. 
d. ground water. 

 

7. Ground water supplies us with much of the fresh water we need, but people can 
pollute ground water.  Which of the following statements is not true about 
ground water pollution? 

a. Wells that pump water from an aquifer cause pollution. 
b. Sometimes harmful chemicals are buried in or dumped on the ground and 

mix with rain soaking into the ground. 
c. Chemicals can get into the aquifer. 
d. It is almost impossible to remove pollution once it has entered an aquifer. 

 

8. Household hazardous wastes can pollute ground water.  Which of the following 
is the best way to manage household hazardous materials and waste? 

a. Store all your household hazardous materials and waste together in one 
spot. 

b. Mix your household hazardous materials and waste together. 
c. Purchase fewer and the smallest amounts of hazardous materials possible. 
d. Dispose of your household hazardous materials and waste down the sink. 

 

9. Ocean currents in the hydrosphere and global atmospheric winds both transfer 
heat energy around the Earth through the process of 

a. conduction. 
b. convection. 
c. radiation. 
d. evaporation. 

 

10. How can people be good stewards or caretakers for Earth? 
a. Reduce, Reuse, and Recycle. 
b. Be careful of what goes into ground water. 
c. Protect resources. 
d. All of the above. 

 

 

 

Attachment G 
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Public Education Work Plan 

 
Entity: Nevada Rural Water Association 
Action: Build Wellhead Protection Program awareness while working as a technical 
ssistance provider for GID boards and water and wastewater systems a

 

erville Entity: Town of Gardn
Contact: Tom Dallaire 
Phone: (775) 782‐7134 

resentations for Town Board meeting (1st Tuesday/Month) Actions: PowerPoint p
Posters (if provided) 
Employee training at staff meetings 

s in any one (26 times per year) Insert in employee paycheck
ary & July) Newsletter (Janu

Website posting 
Computer with link to pre‐education outreach survey in the office along with a 
aper copy of the survey for customers p

 

Entity: Town of Minden 
e Contact: Roger Van Alyn

Phone: (775) 782‐5976 
Actions: PowerPoint presentations for Town Board meeting (1st Wednesday/Month 
probably 2X/yr) 
Talking points for presentations 
Employee training probably 2X/yr 

bly 4X/yr Insert in employee paychecks proba
y 2X/yr Insert in water bills probabl

er with water bills Newslett
ebsite W

 

Entity: Indian Hills GID 
Phone: (775) 267‐2805 



 

ployee training 
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Actions: Em
er Newslett

ebsite W

 

Entity: Sierra Estates GID 
rry English Contact: Judie Fisher, La

Phone: (775) 267‐3630 
Actions: Insert in water bills 
ocial media tools such as Facebook S

 

 advocate for water quality and protection Contact: Bob Pohlman, Community
n Actions: PowerPoint presentatio

ints for presentation Talking po
outs Hand

VD D

 

er Company Entity: Gardnerville Wat
Contact: Mark Gonzales 
Phone: (775) 782‐2339 

ert in water bills Actions: Ins
er Newslett

Website 
andouts in office H

 

ty Community Development Entity: Douglas Coun
Contact: Mimi Moss 
Phone: (775) 782‐9005 

y end of 2011 Actions: Press releases b
ebsite by end of 2011 W

 



 

ty Public Works 
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Entity: Douglas Coun
Contact: Cathe Pool 
Phone: (775) 783‐6480 

y end of 2011 Actions: Press releases b
ebsite by end of 2011 W

 

er Subconservancy District Entity: Carson Wat
Contact: Ed James 
Phone: (775) 887‐7450 

etter 2011 Actions: Newsl
ebsite 2011 W

 

e Entity: Topaz Lodg
Contact: Rick Ross 
Phone: (775) 266‐3338 
Action: Insert in water bills July 2011 



Community Wellhead Protection Plan for  
Public Water Systems in Douglas County, Nevada 

May 2012 
 

 
 

Appendix I – Updates and Additions to the Community Wellhead 
Protection Plan 


	20120509 DCCWHP Plan
	Appendix A- 11x17 Maps
	Appendix A 1
	Appendix A 2
	Appendix A 3
	Appendix A 4
	Appendix A 5
	Appendix A 6
	Appendix A 7
	Appendix A 8
	Appendix A 9
	Appendix A 10
	Appendix A 11

	Appendix B-I
	1-Appendix B Cover
	2-Appendix B Sub-Divider
	3-BOCC Agenda and Minutes
	Appendix B Meeting Info 20111018.pdf
	Appendix B Meeting Info 20111018
	Appendix B Cover.pdf
	BoCC Agenda and Minutes
	Pre-Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Team Meetings and Minutes


	23-CWHP Team Minutes 20110708.pdf
	Douglas County Planning Commission Agenda.pdf
	AGENDA
	TIMING FOR AGENDA ITEMS IS APPROXIMATE UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED

	May 3, 2012 BOCC Agenda.pdf
	CLERK-TREASURER

	May 3, 2012 BOCC Agenda.pdf
	CLERK-TREASURER


	4-Appendix B Sub-Divider
	5-Pre-Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Appendix B Meeting Info 20111018.pdf
	Appendix B Meeting Info 20111018
	Appendix B Cover.pdf
	BoCC Agenda and Minutes
	Pre-Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Team Meetings and Minutes


	23-CWHP Team Minutes 20110708.pdf
	Douglas County Planning Commission Agenda.pdf
	AGENDA
	TIMING FOR AGENDA ITEMS IS APPROXIMATE UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED

	May 3, 2012 BOCC Agenda.pdf
	CLERK-TREASURER

	May 3, 2012 BOCC Agenda.pdf
	CLERK-TREASURER


	6-Appendix B Sub-Divider
	7-Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Appendix B Meeting Info 20111018.pdf
	Appendix B Meeting Info 20111018
	Appendix B Cover.pdf
	BoCC Agenda and Minutes
	Pre-Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Team Meetings and Minutes


	23-CWHP Team Minutes 20110708.pdf
	Douglas County Planning Commission Agenda.pdf
	AGENDA
	TIMING FOR AGENDA ITEMS IS APPROXIMATE UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED

	May 3, 2012 BOCC Agenda.pdf
	CLERK-TREASURER

	May 3, 2012 BOCC Agenda.pdf
	CLERK-TREASURER


	8-Appendix B Sub-Divider
	9-Team Meetings Agendas & Minutes
	Appendix B Meeting Info 20111018.pdf
	Appendix B Meeting Info 20111018
	Appendix B Cover.pdf
	BoCC Agenda and Minutes
	Pre-Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Team Meetings and Minutes


	23-CWHP Team Minutes 20110708.pdf
	Douglas County Planning Commission Agenda.pdf
	AGENDA
	TIMING FOR AGENDA ITEMS IS APPROXIMATE UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED

	May 3, 2012 BOCC Agenda.pdf
	CLERK-TREASURER

	May 3, 2012 BOCC Agenda.pdf
	CLERK-TREASURER


	10-Appendix B Sub-Divider
	11-Planning Commission Agenda and Mins
	Appendix B Meeting Info 20111018.pdf
	Appendix B Meeting Info 20111018
	Appendix B Cover.pdf
	BoCC Agenda and Minutes
	Pre-Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Team Meetings and Minutes


	23-CWHP Team Minutes 20110708.pdf
	Douglas County Planning Commission Agenda.pdf
	AGENDA
	TIMING FOR AGENDA ITEMS IS APPROXIMATE UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED

	May 3, 2012 BOCC Agenda.pdf
	CLERK-TREASURER

	May 3, 2012 BOCC Agenda.pdf
	CLERK-TREASURER


	12-Appendix B Sub-Divider
	13-BOCC Request for State Endorsement
	Appendix B Meeting Info 20111018.pdf
	Appendix B Meeting Info 20111018
	Appendix B Cover.pdf
	BoCC Agenda and Minutes
	Pre-Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Team Meetings and Minutes


	23-CWHP Team Minutes 20110708.pdf
	Douglas County Planning Commission Agenda.pdf
	AGENDA
	TIMING FOR AGENDA ITEMS IS APPROXIMATE UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED

	May 3, 2012 BOCC Agenda.pdf
	CLERK-TREASURER

	May 3, 2012 BOCC Agenda.pdf
	CLERK-TREASURER

	1.pdf
	Appendix B Meeting Info 20111018.pdf
	Appendix B Meeting Info 20111018
	Appendix B Cover.pdf
	BoCC Agenda and Minutes
	Pre-Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Workshop Agenda and Minutes
	Team Meetings and Minutes


	23-CWHP Team Minutes 20110708.pdf
	Douglas County Planning Commission Agenda.pdf
	AGENDA
	TIMING FOR AGENDA ITEMS IS APPROXIMATE UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED

	May 3, 2012 BOCC Agenda.pdf
	CLERK-TREASURER

	May 3, 2012 BOCC Agenda.pdf
	CLERK-TREASURER



	1-Appendix C Cover.pdf
	2-Appendix C PWS Inventory docs.pdf
	0-Appendix C Cover
	1-Dougla_County_PWS_INV_20110909
	Sheet1



	1-Appendix D Cover.pdf
	2-Appendix D docs.pdf
	Appendix D Delineation Summary.pdf
	0-Appendix D Cover
	1-Summary Report 20111024

	2-Tables D-1 and D-2 Insert 20120117


	1-Appendix E Cover 20110907.pdf
	2-Appendix E docs.pdf
	0-Appendix E Cover 20110907
	1-Douglas County CSI Summary 20111024
	PCS  CODE
	       CATEGORY
	A       B      C      D      E
	RISK RANKING



	Tables E-2 Insert 20120117


	1-Appendix F Cover 20110907.pdf
	2-Appendix F Work Plan docs.pdf
	0-Appendix F Cover 20110907
	1-CWHP Work Plan 20111024
	Work Plan Implementation



	1-Appendix G Cover.pdf
	2-Appendix G CWHP Templates docs.pdf
	0-Appendix G Cover
	1-NDEP CSWP Plan Endorsement Checklist
	2-Team Membership Contact Info
	3-Annual Review Form
	4-Special Events Log
	5-Conducting a CSI
	Conducting a Contaminant Source Inventory

	6-Nevada_Potential_Contamination_Sources
	7-Contaminant Source Inventory Data Sheet
	8-Onsite PCS Inventory Checklist
	9-Offsite PCS Inventory Checklist


	2-Appendix H Public Education Plan docs.pdf
	0-Appendix H Cover
	1-DCCWPPeducation_rev20111024





