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Incline Village, Nevada - 2/28/2024 - 6:00 P.M. 

-o0o-

CHAIR DENT:  It is 6:00 p.m.  I want to
call the Incline Village General Improvement
District Board of Trustees meeting to order.  It is
February 28th, 2024.  We're located at the Boardroom
at 893 Southwood Boulevard, Incline Village, Nevada,
and via Zoom.
A. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

(Pledge of Allegiance.)
B. ROLL CALL OF TRUSTEES

CHAIR DENT:  Trustee Noble?
TRUSTEE NOBLE:  Here.
CHAIR DENT:  Trustee Tulloch?
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Here.
CHAIR DENT:  Trustee Schmitz?
TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  I'm here.
CHAIR DENT:  Trustee Tonking let us know

she would be absent.  I'm Trustee Dent.  We do have
a quorum, four out of five trustees are present.
Moving on to item C.  
C. INITIAL PUBLIC COMMENTS

MS. WELLS:  Good evening, Board.  Kristy
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Wells, Incline Village resident.  

Item G 2 on tonight's agenda addresses the
Incline Beach House, a delapidated building that
sits on one of the most valuable pieces of land on
the northern shores of Lake Tahoe.  Improvements to
this asset have been brought before various boards
before since 2006, and IVGID have worked diligently
in an attempt to try to find a path forward to
improve and even expand the facility to ensure it
meets the needs of the community members.  

Unfortunately, even though we've spent
hundreds of thousands of dollars, this project has
not moved forward even an inch in the last
seven years.  

This current board has surveyed the
community several times to understand what we want
at this location.  The feedback rarely changes.  At
minimum, we want a modernized facility that serves
great food, a bigger bar and seating area, expanded
bathrooms including showers, and improving the
traffic flow between people, bikes, and cars at the
entrance and exit.  

I would like to ask that you approve the
agreements for the 30 percent schematic design for
the Incline Beach House project and the beach access
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project, and direct the Chair and the Secretary to
sign and execute the agreements.  This project must
move forward without any more delays.  

Speaking of agreements, I just learned
there isn't one for Bobby Magee, the gentleman who
has been in control of our finances for almost
eight months.  I'm told there's only a verbal
agreement around his roles and responsibilities and
for his compensation that's $312,000.  This is mind
blowing to me.  You asked staff to bring every
single contract to this board for approval,
including those on the agenda tonight, for $15,000
emission-critical work to ensure that we have clean
drinking water and a sewer system that's in good
working order, but this board doesn't seem to have a
problem with someone making $312,000 a year,
controlling tens of millions of dollars, and working
without a legal agreement.  

There is no nondisclosure, no legal
protections for this district, nothing for Mr. Magee
either.  This is highly irresponsible of this board
to allow this to have happened, and shows that this
community, once again, that you have different
standards for what is acceptable by you and what is
acceptable for staff.  
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With that said, I'm going to assume the

lack of a current agreement is a moot point as you
will most likely be naming Mr. Magee as general
manager at the March 6th special meeting, but this,
too, I fear is a serious mistake.  

Based on his current compensation, one can
guess that his GM salary will come close in to about
$500,000, more than twice what we were paying our
previous GM, and it will set an unsustainable
precedent for payroll across this entire district.  

As I've stated before, it sounds like
Mr. Magee is doing a great job at managing our
finances, but those are not the same skills needed
to be a GM who will oversee hundreds of personnel
and manage the day-to-day operations of a general
improvement district.  

I'm asking you once again to pick up the
recruiting efforts, to find candidates who have
real-life experience needed to lead IVGID in the
future.  

Thank you.
MS. MILLER:  Good evening, Trustees.  
I listened to the live stream of the Golf

Advisory Committee.  They found the financial
reports provided not very helpful since they really
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didn't focus on a golf season, but rather on a
fiscal year, making the impact of rate changes
impossible to gauge.  Even the ski venue operations
don't really coincide with IVGID's fiscal year,
given that we are already setting pass rates and
will soon be collecting revenues for the next
season.  

After operating these venues for nearly
half a century, it's inconceivable we don't have
standard reports to measure their performance.  Why
has this been tolerated all these years?  It's the
facility fees, stupid.  Venue managers really don't
need to concern themselves with financial
performance.  Whatever it costs, these fees would
absorb the negative cash flow as well as the capital
costs.  

No other local government charges a fee of
this nature and magnitude for these purposes.  Why
do we?  Somehow IVGID sold the community on the idea
that, at a minimum, the facility fees would pay for
capital expenses.  For years it pushed numerous
operating expenses into capital so that, one, it
made the venues look like they came close to meeting
operating expenses, and, two, it justified increases
in the facility fees and maintaining the fees at the
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same level, even after the bonds were paid off.  

It's time to end this charade.  Expecting
the facility fees, which have no limits, to pay for
capital costs no matter how much is spent, how few
are benefited, has just lead to inefficiency and a
very divided community.  It seems the whiners of the
month get funding for their project instead of using
some more objective means to decided which projects
are a real priority.  By the way, I do agree we've
determined the beaches serve many and provide a
great benefit, so I don't argue with that.  

Some years ago, IVGID did a parcel
utilization study to determine just how many parcels
and how often they used each venue or program.
Since the role of government is to provide the
greatest benefit to the community as a whole, that
would certainly be important data to aid in setting
priorities.  The pricing pyramid is way too
subjective and confusing.  

Whether funds are dedicated to golf,
tennis, Rec Center, ski, beach, et cetera, shouldn't
be dependent on who makes the most noise, but rather
be at least somewhat proportional to the number of
residents and property owners served.  Nationally
and locally, our citizens are sickened by the
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infighting.  Please help us heal.  Find a more
objective way to set priorities and replace the
facility fees with voter-approved bond payments.
That's what most governments use.  

Thank you.
MR. CARS:  Good evening, Bill Cars,

resident.
We believe the policy for approving

contracts has been changed, and this change is
significantly detrimental to the community by
causing delays of needed activity.  

On tonight's agenda are two items under
F.3, F.4, the agreements for services with Tap
Master for a total of 10,675, and the agreement for
services for sewage hauling from sewer pump station
10 in the amount of $5,400.  

In accordance with Board Policy 3.1.0,
subsection .4, these items are included in the
consent calendar as routine business for the
District and within the currently approved
District's fiscal '23/'24 operating budget and
within the utility division 200 fund.  Why are these
even on the agenda when they should have been
approved in January before the potential weather
issues?  These are critical updates needed for our
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infrastructure to ensure the community has clean
drinking water and their raw sewage does not leak
into Lake Tahoe.  

Do you know how many sources of water we
have at Incline and Crystal Bay?  Of course you do.
It's one.  Just one.  Do you know what would happen
if these systems fail?  I don't want to think about
it.  

The District is at zero financial risk
with these small, little agreements.  These projects
should have been done already instead of sitting on
the agenda waiting for board approval.  

Is BBK, the legal counsel for the
trustees, reviewing every single agreement that's
sent to the Board?  I don't know, but we need to
know this, and we'll do a PRR for the invoices.  I
would also expect that the amount of time and money
it takes to review and approve these agreements
could be more than what the projects are actually
valued at.  Is that being financially responsible?

Anyway, more to the point.  Members of the
Board are not public works professionals.  The fact
that these two agreements specifically are waiting
to be approved shows that the Board does not
understand the level of seriousness of these
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projects.  Let the staff who are professionals do
what they do to protect the District and keep it
operating.  

I would recommend that this board modify
Board Policy 3.1.0, subsection .5F, Contracts, and
give spending authority back to the general manager
and the staff to allow them to do their jobs.
Otherwise, things like this is why members of this
community believe that trustees are micromanaging
the staff and driving them out of the District.

Thank you.
MS. CARS:  Good evening, Trustees.  Linda

Cars.  
Let's talk about GM salaries.  In 2022,

the online salaries for GID general managers in
Nevada ranges from $117,000 to over $200,000.  I
believe the salary for our previous general manager
was around $250,000.  Estimates for Bobby Magee to
come in as the new GM is expected to be 400,000 to
500,000.  How does this make sense?  Especially when
we know that Mr. Magee does not live in the county,
has never held this position before, as best we can
tell, has never lead a team of this size, and will
need to work remotely at least half of the time, a
crucial factor when the GM should be on site every
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day, restoring faith and trust across the GID.
You're paying a premium for an unproven candidate.

To think that Trustee Schmitz, Dent, and
Tulloch are pushing to move forward with Magee could
be grounds for a lawsuit for flagrant abuse of the
District's resources.  The current board's forgotten
the job that they were voted in to do: oversee the
well-being of the GID and support to homeowners'
recreation facilities.  

Over the past 14 months, this board
majority prioritized forcing out long-term employees
with historical knowledge, spends ten of thousands
on erroneous investigations and legal fees looking
for fraud, which does not exist, and negatively
impacted the health and well-being of the community.  

My closing thoughts -- I hope you're
listening Matt -- a good GM for IVGID should first
and foremost have experience managing a GID and
should have demonstrated the following in their
career path:  Visionary leadership, strategic
thinking skills, negotiation and conflict management
skills, team building and inter-personal skills.  

Trustee Schmitz, Dent, and Tulloch, as the
board majority, you should make this decision based
on what is best for the community not what is best
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for yourselves.  IVGID does not need a finance
person as a GM who is beholden to a small number of
trustees.  The District needs a visionary leader to
report to the entire board and has all the above
qualities, while managing the facilities and staff.
And let's not forget understand and get to know the
community.  You should also require the GM live in
the county.  

Mr. Magee, I look forward to hearing from
you as to why you think you are the qualified
candidate for this role and show us how you have met
the above skill set in your career path.  Will you
be able to think independently and support long-term
staff who have been targeted by Trustee Schmitz at
all?  

And Trustees, if you're even considering
spending this much money, you should advertise the
role with a compensation plan, as I expect the
candidate pool will be much greater.

Thank you for your time.
MR. KATZ:  Thank you.  Aaron Katz, Incline

Village.  I have several written statements I've
given to Heidi to be included in the minutes of the
meeting.  

By the way, when do we stop paying a
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certified shorthand reporter to prepare the minutes
of our meetings?  This is costing us between 1- and
and $2,000 a meeting just to get minutes.  And then
you're going to bill us for it under the guise of
central services.  This is garbage, and it's one
simple way to reduce our costs.

I'm here to ask you not to approve the
proposed effluent storage tank CMAR agreement.  We
don't need a CMAR.  We just don't learn from our
prior mistakes.  Our staff are not qualified nor
competent to negotiate with Granite or DN Tank, or
Jacobs Engineering.  Why don't we eliminate internal
services and outsource these tasks to true
professionals?  It would be less money and we'll get
a far more professional result.

Now, we should not pay Jacobs anything
more.  According to the staff memo, they caused much
of the reason for this $800,000 increase in price.
We do need an RFP for the project, and Hudson Klein
indicates that we might pay more if we go out for an
RFP.  Well, I got news for Mr. Klein:  We might pay
less if we use real professionals.  And I ask we do
that.

And by the way, do you understand that our
engineering department just cost us $600,000?  How
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did I come up with that?  Well, they tell us that
75 percent of the costs of this project was being
paid by the Army Corps of Engineers.  Now the price
is going to go up at least 800,000 if not more.  And
how much is the Army Corps of Engineers going to pay
of that 800,000?  Well, the answer is zero.  That
means it cost us 600,000.  Your professional staff,
when are you going to learn?  So, thank you, Kate.

And now you propose we pay 128,000 more in
in-house project management and operations?  Are we
crazy?  We have no professional staff to manage.
Outsource it.  

Thank you very much.
MS. DAVIS:  Good evening, Board.
I'm here to share some thoughts about the

ski rates.  Over the last several months, I've had
more than one person asking me:  What is up with the
rates for season passes?

I just lost my train of thought.  Senior
moment.  And it did come, honestly, from people in
the older age group, so I'll just say over 50.  A
lot of their comments were:  You know, I've bought a
season pass for a lot of years.  I knew I wasn't
going to ski enough times to make it economically
profitable for me, but I wanted to support Diamond
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Peak, and I wanted to support our IVGID functions.

This last increase really irritated
people, and they voted not to get season passes.

So at a recent Golf Advisory Committee
meeting, Mr. Bandelin and Trustee Tonking had done
some deep dives into the statistic.  And so I would
just share with you that -- I know we have
statistics in reports tonight, but I would just urge
you to maybe look at the statistics, especially for
maybe us older skiers, and see if the sales of
passes has gone down to that group.  We're not
necessarily aging out, we're voting with our
pocketbooks.  I would just encourage you to look at
who's bought a season pass in the past, and who's
buying a season pass now.  

But I can just share that anecdotal
evidence with you that I know I'm not alone in my
declining to buy a season pass this year.  

Thank you.
CHAIR DENT:  Can we go to Zoom?
MR. DOBLER:  Cliff Dobler, 995 Fairway.
It is hard to imagine that the delivery of

capital projects could be in such disarray.  After
the meeting two weeks ago, I created a memorandum of
errors and misstatements in the General Manager's
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capital report, prepared by Kate Nelson.  The
February 23rd memo was submitted by me to Mike
Bandelin, Bobby Magee, and Kate Nelson.  

There were six items in the reports which
were not in the budget but under design.  No
indication of estimated costs.  There were ten
projects which were not in the Nelson report but
were budgeted at almost $4 million.

Magee, at a previous meeting, tried to
punch through 3 million as a budget addition for
tennis courts providing no backup as required by
policy and now it has fallen through the cracks.  

A contract with DOWL Engineering to
provide a utility infrastructure report was started
18 months ago and will not be completed until April.
Bandelin indicated there may be change orders but no
dollar amounts were given.  

Then we get to tonight's agenda, and we
find out that Granite, the CMAR contractor, somehow
forgot that the effluent tank structure required
more seismic and structural load materials, which
has been blamed on the largest subcontractor.  CMAR
stands for "backs against the wall contracting."  

It is hard to image that in April last
year, when design was a hundred percent complete,
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that this increase was not covered when submitting
the design package to the Army.  Staff wants you to
believe that the design was only 30 percent
complete.  Why was that 413,000, which was charged
off in 2022, not included in the presentation so all
could get a feel of the real costs of the storage
tank?  So here we are at $8.5 million with the Army
picking up 5.7 million.  

Someone should ask the question of how
since July 1st, 2023, when costs were only 573 have
now ballooned to 880,000?  370,000 was spent when
plans were a hundred percent complete last April.

Lastly, how did the ice skating project
get on the agenda without any budget or any
priority?  Bandelin and Dent did the agenda, but
claimed that they were unaware how it got on the
agenda.  Was it an angel from heaven?  

I see that the Capital Investment
Committee will meet four days from now.  There will
be no input from them on these matters.  How
convenient.  

Thank you very much.
MS. KNAAK:  Yolanda Knaak, Incline Village

resident.  
Just wanted to make a comment, and I know
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the Board has a lot of challenges before them, but I
want to thank them for all their hard work.  And
thank you, I believe you're directing our IVGID in
the right direction, and I want to thank you for
that.

MR. WYMAN:  Andrew Wyman, resident for
over 20 years.  

Tonight I rise reluctantly to offer these
thoughts.  First, sitting on this board or any board
should be hard.  It requires both knowledge and
wisdom in equal measure.  But I am but shocked and
saddened by this board majority for its delinquent
and callus disregard of staff, particularly
senior-level managers, many of whom have worked and
toiled for a decade or more for IVGID and its
village community.  They have by and large done
their level best to meet board expectations across
different boards, different demands, different
agendas, and different philosophies.

But this board in its supposed wisdom and
in (inaudible) regard for the profound differences
between full-profit corporations and general
improvement districts has presided over exit
(inaudible) with more long-termed, tenured, and
capable employees than any in recent memory.  I do
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wish it were otherwise.  There are now more staff
filling jobs on an interim or temporary basis than
anytime that I can recall.  

So where are we now?  First, the Board has
exited our prior general manager almost a year ago
at considerable expense to the District both
financially and the loss of community support.

Then a considerable additional expense in
betraying a tragically (inaudible) understanding,
they failed to hire a new general manager.  Now at
very considerable additional expense, they plan to
elevate the interim Director of Finance to the
general manager position for two years in a blatant
effort to erode the flexibility of a new board that
will be seated in 10 months.  

And while prior boards and now this board
have insisted that the general manager be on site,
full time, and integrated into the life of
community, the flagrant disregard of its prior
pronouncements and desperate for a replacement, they
plan to sign a contract allowing the general manager
to be on site halftime, a previously unheard of if
unimaginable if not unworkable proposal.  Talk about
the majority on this board lying under a rock in a
very hard place.  
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And then there was the brilliant decision

to place the Director of Administrative Services on
forced, paid administrative leave for some 11 weeks
while they, at considerable additional expense,
conducted a shambolic investigation.  Talk about
retribution against management personnel who may
have different perspectives or opinions than the
Board's majority.  

It's all very sad, and I now know that
beyond, perhaps, improvements and financial
accountability, nothing will improve at IVGID until
a new board is seated.

Thank you.
MS. HUSSONG-JOHNSON:  Good evening, Board

of Trustees.  This is Sarah Hussong-Johnson, 785
Mays Boulevard, full-time resident here in Incline
Village.  

Thankful for the opportunity to comment
tonight, and I just wanted to draw our attention to
the agenda in front of us.  I made a comment last
month about my concern for the lack of capital
projects and contracts initiatives on the agenda.  I
just want to say that the opposite is true this
month.  I am thrilled to see the amount of projects
being moved forward, both on the consent and on the
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general business calendar.

In a nod to our staff, I'd really like to
give some kudos to interim Public Works Director
Kate Nelson.  She is solely carrying the agenda here
tonight, absent maybe one or two items.  The breadth
and depth of capital projects represented on this
agenda is truly impressive and almost kind of
astounding for one individual to be able to
represent this diverse of a group of projects and
complex of group of projects.  So, kudos to
Ms. Nelson, and I look forward to learning more
about these projects as a member of the Capital
Improvement Committee.  I'll be paying close
attention to all of these agenda items.

So, as we consider all the content in
front of us tonight, please, I hope the Board will
facilitate the implementation of this capital,
specifically the items on the consent agenda, that
many of which were already budgeted, as spoken to by
Mr. Cars.

Finally, I'd like to welcome back our --
I'd like to welcome back our Director of
Administrative Services, Ms. Herron, Susan Herron.
She has been put on administrative leave since
November, I believe it was, and thrilled to have her
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return to the District.  Though I question why we
had someone with her experience on administrative
leave for that period of time.  I believe with
essentially -- 

MATT:  She dropped off.  The call dropped.
CHAIR DENT:  All right.  Let's go to the

next one.
MR. WRIGHT:  Frank Wright, Crystal Bay.
Well, Mr. Wyman, I guess you are back from

Hawaii.  It's amazing how you are an expert on the
movement of the employees in the District, and all
you throw in is the multitude of years of experience
and how we're losing all that experience.  Well,
maybe if someone would let you inside and take a
peaky poo at why these people are being cut loose or
put on leave or whatever else they're doing to them,
maybe they've done something wrong, Mr. Wyman.  But
you wouldn't know that because you're too busy
saying that they've had all these years of
experience.  

Well, there's a lot of people that go down
in employment because they don't do their job,
they've done dumb things, and I can label a lot of
dumb things that have happened in this district with
our employees.  We've had lawsuits, we've had
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expenses that we didn't need to incur because of
these employees, we've had public records hidden,
and we've had lawsuits against those public records.
You gotta be living on a foreign planet not to see
what's going on here.  

And to have Ms. Cars, Wyman, now he's
joined the dirty dozen, we got a serious problem
with our community because they don't know what
they're talking about, they're not involved in the
daily operations of the District, they don't see
some of the stuff these employees are doing with our
money and how they're blowing the money for needless
purposes or their self-serving purposes.  And if an
employee is doing that, if an employee is taking off
and leaving the District on their own, that isn't
have anything to do with the Board members.  

You just don't get it, Mr. Wyman.  You
come in here and you blab like there's all kinds of
problems going on.  Anybody that raises an issue
that shows facts and figures and information that's
accurate, Ms. Cars, accurate, Ms. Cars, that's an
absolute term you don't understand.  You have to
have accurate information, you have to be an inside
person to understand all this, and you can't blame
the Board for everything you don't like.  It's
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silly.  

And to name these board members every time
you speak is ridiculous, because there's five up
there, and five members could speak out, any one of
them.  But you're the only one that speaks out,
Mr. Cars, and now Mr. Wyman.  Get your facts
straight.  Understand that this district is in
trouble.  Understand we have lots of debts.
Understand a lot of these things that are taking
place need to take place.  They haven't been dealt
with in years.  

So either get on board and understand
what's going on or shut up.  There's no other way
around it.  Support the Board; they're trying to do
the best they can.

Thank you.
MATT:  That was our last public comment.
CHAIR DENT:  That close out item C.  

D.  APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
CHAIR DENT:  Any questions or concerns

with the agenda?
TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  I would like to pull

agenda item F 10, just for discussion.
CHAIR DENT:  Okay.  Item F 10 will become

G 0.  Everyone okay with that?  Any other changes?  
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Seeing none, the agenda is approved.

Moving on to item E.  
E.  REPORTS TO THE BOARD 

E 1.  Tennis Center 
CHAIR DENT:  Verbal update on the Tennis

Center project.
MS. NELSON:  Thank you for the opportunity

to provide an update on the Tennis Center
reconstruction project.  I thought it important to
provide a little bit of a brief history on the
project.  

In 2016, Lloyd Engineering was contracted
by the District to provide a facility assessment and
master plan for the Tennis Center.  The majority of
the Tennis Center was constructed in 1979.  In 2016,
courts numbered 1 through 7 were 35 years old.  In
2024, those courts are now 43 years old.  Throughout
the master plan, it was noted that the District did
an excellent job of maintaining those courts, as
well as noting that the court conditions are
currently in disarray.

The courts are built from asphalt with an
acrylic court surfacing.  They have a site drainage
system that was noted to be insufficient, only
providing infiltration and percolation.  They also
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noted that repair and resurfacing of the courts
needed to continue until reconstruction was planned.  

The recommendations of the report were
that the drainage and the BMPs needed to be upgraded
to current TRPA standards.  Courts 1 through 7 would
need to be reconstructed in five to seven years,
which puts that at between 2021 and 2023.

In August of 2023, staff contracted with
Black Eagle Consulting to prepare a geotechnical
report.  This report -- the findings of this report
were utilizing core samples that were taken
throughout courts 1 through 7.  They cored through
the asphalt and took subgrade samples to a depth of
about two feet below the courts.  They noted in
their report that full-depth cracking has occurred,
differential movement, areas of low ponding were
occurring, as well as tree root intrusions were all
adversely affecting the courts.  

The report verified that the courts are
failing, and it's time for those to be replaced as
was stated in the 2016 master plan.  It should also
be noted that the project area is currently not BMP
certified by TRPA.  

We have been given three to five years to
complete this process, and that includes the Rec
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Center parking lot as well as the tennis facility.
This was brought to our attention during the Rec
Center expansion project.

On March 6th, the Board will be further
discussing this project as part of the CIP budget
retreat meeting.  And at that time, we can discuss
the estimates that we have gathered for this
project.

At this time, are there any questions?
CHAIR DENT:  Any questions?
TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  I don't have a question,

but in preparation for our meeting on the 6th, could
you please share the report from, I believe you said
it was Black Eagle?  I don't believe the Board has
actually reviewed that report.  If we could have
that opportunity, it would be helpful.

MS. NELSON:  I will certainly do that as I
actually have a hard copy with me tonight.  I will
make copies and leave them for the Board.

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Just has this
expenditure on the tennis courts, has that been
budgeted?  I remember there's a plug in last year's
budget for the out years, but I notice anything
hadn't come through on it.  

Also, do we have any numbers of actual
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utilization of the courts?  We've got 12 courts,
what's the general utilization of them?

MS. NELSON:  I will speak to the -- I
can't speak to the numbers.  That would come from
the Parks and Recreation staff.  And then could you
repeat your first question?  Sorry.

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Yeah.  I'm just
surprised this coming through in January for
$6 million when none of us never seen it in the
budget before.  I'm just wondering where the numbers
appeared from.

MS. NELSON:  In last year's five-year CIP
planing document that was brought in front of the
Board, I know you guys focus on year one, but year
two, three, and four did have plug numbers for
reconstruction of the courts.  I believe it starts
with 5 through 7, 3 and 4, and then 1 and 2.  

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  I believe we also
pointed out at the time that stuffing the out years
is just a wish list, there's no approval of such.
That's why I was just wondering where the 6 million
came from in January.

MS. NELSON:  Yeah.  And I think the wish
list or what I prefer to use it as as a tool for the
Board to be aware of our projects that are going to
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be upcoming.  So you have that opportunity to kind
of look at that five-year and have a general idea of
what's coming down the pike.

CHAIR DENT:  Was the $6 million what we
put in the budget or was it actually higher than
that?

MS. NELSON:  I believe we had 3 million,
2 million, and 2 million, I believe.  But, again,
those are at the years two through five, those are
high level.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  This question might be
off topic, but I'm curious if you might have an
answer.  And that is in doing these geotech
findings, did they make any recommendations related
to trees close to the courts?  Because I know that
there's been concerns about the proximity of some of
the trees to the courts and safety concerns, and I'm
just curious from a subgrade perspective, did the
report have findings suggesting that trees be
removed to a certain parameter -- or perimeter?

MS. NELSON:  Let me talk about the report
just quickly.  Staff spent $6,000 to prepare -- to
have Black Eagle prepare this geotechnical
investigation.  The results of this investigation
will be utilized by the design team as part of the
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design.

They did only note that there was tree
root intrusion.  In order to mitigate that, similar
to what we did at the Mountain Golf Course for the
cart paths is you're removing any tree roots that
have basically come within your project area.  We
worked with a forester to make sure that we did it
in such a way that it provided the least impact to
the trees.  We did also work with TRPA to note any
trees that we would actually be able to remove,
whether they were diseased or too close, that kind
of thing.  

I imagine that that will carry through
this project because the tree roots do do damage,
and we don't want to put all this money into a
project and then have the tree roots continue to do
what they do.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Thank you.  I appreciate
the answer, and I look forward to seeing the report.
I think it will be very informative.

CHAIR DENT:  Any additional questions?
Seeing none.  Thank you.  Appreciate it.

That will close out item E 1.  
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F.  CONSENT CALENDAR  

F 1.  Meeting Minutes Approval 1/31/24 
F 2.  Meeting Minutes Approval 2/14/24  
F 3.  Sewer Pump Station #10 Line Stop  
F 4.  Sewer Pump Station #10 Hauling 
F 5.  Burnt Cedar Water Disinfection Plant 

  Crane Services 
F 6.  Finest LLC Agreement for Services 
F 7.  Burnt Cedar Water Disinfection Plant 

  Sodium Silicate Pumping and Disposal 
F 8.  Jacobs Engineering Group Amendment to  

  Agreement for Services  
F 9.  Ponderosa Ranch Road Water Main 

  Replacement Project 

 
CHAIR DENT:  Item F 1 through 9 are what

are currently on the consent calendar.  Is there
a -- I'll entertain a motion.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  I'll make a motion that
the Board approve consent calendar items F 1 through
F 9.

CHAIR DENT:  Motion's been made.  Is there
a second?

TRUSTEE NOBLE:  Second.
CHAIR DENT:  Motion's been made and

seconded.  Any discussion by the Board?
Seeing none, I'll call for the question.

All those in favor, state aye.
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Aye.
TRUSTEE NOBLE:  Aye.
TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Aye.
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CHAIR DENT:  Aye.
Motion passes, 4/0.

G.  GENERAL BUSINESS 
G 0.  Tahoe Works Agreement for Services 

CHAIR DENT:  All right.  Moving on to item
G 0, formerly F 10.  Review, discuss and possibly
approve the Agreement for Services for painting the
interior of the Public Works Administration
Building.  Project #2097BD1202.  This can be found
on page 234 through 250 of your board packet.  

Trustee Schmitz, you had questions on this
item.  Floor's yours.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Ms. Nelson, my question
is with this -- I'm understanding this to be
interior cosmetic-type of -- I'm sorry -- cosmetic
interior painting.  And I'm curious as to the amount
of disruption that this may have on staff, and I'm
just curious if this is good timing for that type of
disruption to staff?

MS. NELSON:  I will have to say that any
type of painting or carpet repair is never ideal.
But we're going to schedule it to be the least
impactful to staff.  We'll work closely with Tahoe
Workz to get that done.  

Actually, most people are excited to have
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the painting done.  It's a nice spruce-up.  And if
you come and check out some of the walls, especially
downstairs, it just kind of looks a little dated and
dingy.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Staff time, is there
going to be staff time related to this project also
just to move things?  You've got a lot on your plate
coming into a construction season.  And I'm just
wondering if this is a good time and what cost is
related to the staff time to move things around, and
has that been included in this budget?

MS. NELSON:  That's actually included in
the price.  Staff will not be removing things from
the walls, that will all be the company that is
painting.

CHAIR DENT:  Any other questions?
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Yeah.  I see this is

listed under capital expense budget.  I strongly see
here, this is a capital expense as opposed to an
operating expense.

MS. NELSON:  It was budgeted and approved
under the capital expense.  We worked closely with
the accounting department when they broke those
projects out between capital improvement projects
and capital expense projects.  
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So if there's specific questions related

to capitalization versus expense, I would encourage
you to contact the interim Director of Finance.

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Okay.  My apologies.
The audio seems to be cutting, so I missed some of
that.  

I can't understand why it would be a
capital expense.  It's not extending the life of the
building.  This is just regular maintenance.

CHAIR DENT:  Trustee Tulloch, the response
was that Public Works worked very closely with
accounting when these projects were separated, and
so if there were further questions on that,
accounting will be the one to field that question.

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Perhaps that can come
back. 

CHAIR DENT:  General Manager just nodded
his head, so we'll get a response from him.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  I just wanted to respond
to Trustee Tulloch.  It might be your internet,
Trustee Tulloch, because I'm also on Zoom, and I did
not have any break up of the communication.

CHAIR DENT:  I don't think there's any
additional questions on this.  I will entertain a
motion.
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TRUSTEE NOBLE:  I would move to approve

the Agreement for Services with Tahoe Workz, Inc.
for the amount not to exceed $28,750.00, and I would
Direct the Interim Director of Public Works to sign
and execute the Agreement. 

CHAIR DENT:  Motion's been made.  Is there
a second?

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Second.
CHAIR DENT:  Any further discussion by the

Board?  
Seeing none, I'll call for question.  All

those in favor, state aye.
TRUSTEE NOBLE:  Aye.
TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Aye.
CHAIR DENT:  Aye.
Trustee Tulloch?
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  That's a no until the

accounting is sorted out.
CHAIR DENT:  Motion passes, three to one.

G 1.  Diamond Peak '24/'25 Rates 
CHAIR DENT:  Review, discuss and possibly

approve Diamond Peak Ski Resort’s 2024/25 Recreation
Pass holder daily lift ticket rates and Recreation
Pass Holder season pass rates proposal. Requesting
Staff Members: General Manager of Diamond Peak Ski
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Resort, Mike Bandelin.  Can be found on page 251
through 265 of the board packet.  

MR. BANDELIN:  As stated, the staff report
for this item begins on page 251 of your packet.
This evening's recommendation, including pricing for
ski products to our community members, contemplates
and is in line with the District's Practice 62.0,
related to pricing of recreation venue products.  

The first recommendation from staff to the
Board of Trustees includes a $5 increase to Picture
Pass Holder daily lift tickets, except the beginner
ticket product which is recommended to include a $2
increase.  

Staff has recommended for an approval of a
ten percent increase to non-resident season pass
product rates, with the exception of the super
senior rate, which is proposed as a 35 percent
increase to be in line with the child pass rate.  

Staff is also recommending a zero dollar
increase to Picture Pass Holder season pass rates
for all products.  

The final recommendation this evening is
to direct staff to include an additional pricing
tier for -- pricing tier 4 for the non-resident pass
products at rates to be determined by market
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conditions during the December month of the 2024
season.

Staff has included tables to identify the
proposed rate changes as well as the current Picture
Pass Holder rates for passes.  Staff also included
in the report kind of look at the utilization of an
access product type, as well as chart 4 that
identifies the amount of time that the daily ticket
would be used to kind of simulate the pay off or the
cost of the season pass.  And chart 5 references
the year-over-year look at the complimentary daily
lift tickets issued during the annual Resident
Appreciation Week.

Happy to answer any questions that the
Board may have or this agenda item this evening.

CHAIR DENT:  Any questions?
TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  My question is on

page 254, where we have the daily, this is for
Picture Pass Holder daily ticket rates.  Refresh my
memory, I thought last year was first time in a very
long time that we had increased the daily rates, and
I'm just wondering if you can refresh our memory on
how long has it not been increased.  Because I'm
just concerned about the daily rates increasing yet
another $5 after last year's increase.
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MR. BANDELIN:  Off the top of my head, I

don't -- I can't exactly tell you.  I have in my
folder here the staff report from last March.  I
could take a couple minutes and look in that folder
to be able to see if I can identify what rate
increase was for resident daily tickets for this
particular season.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  I really am just sort of
asking off the cuff.  I know that some of the rates
had not changed in a very long time.  Just from your
recollection, had that not changed for also a very
long time, a number of years?

MR. BANDELIN:  That is correct.  I can
specifically remember being at The Chateau when we
held or meetings there and proposing no increases to
either season pass holder rates or for Picture Pass
Holders or Picture Pass Holder daily ticket rates.  

So I can run down a couple of the items
for during the staff report that we proposed
last year that were implemented this particular
season.  We did a $10 increase for the adult daily
ticket price from $25 to $35, then $25 to $35
weekend pricing, and then the other period is peak
period, from $35 to $40.  

I'm looking at my notes here, and I'll
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tell you that we did a $10 increase for the adult,
youth, senior, child, beginner, and we remained at
free for six and under and 80-plus.  So we're
proposing a $5 increase this year, except for a $2
increase for the beginner ticket.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  What is causing you to
want to increase these another $5?

MR. BANDELIN:  Within our -- this is
purely a recommendation that would just bring in
line the amount of times of use to pay off your
pass.  Let me get my notes here.  

The increase, it's probably, I would say,
the lowest ski lift ticket price to be able to
access a ski area that has the infrastructure like
Diamond Peak.  So you would naturally, as an
operator, raise your prices to accommodate expenses,
cost to operate the resort, and that's determined
within the budget, and so you'll continue to see
daily lift ticket rates go up, just as we do on the
ones that we don't share with you now that we'll
present later on to the non-Picture Pass Holder
rates.  We continue to raise those on an annual
basis, and I think it's appropriate to do the same
for the Picture Pass Holder rates.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  What you're trying to
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encourage by these daily rates for the Picture Pass
Holders is you're encouraging season passes by
slightly increasing these rates.  Is that sort of
the underlying premise?

MR. BANDELIN:  Sure.  As an operator, you
would like to -- we've talked about this at the
Board level and staff level for years, I mean, you
would like to have everybody a pass holder, that way
they can receive a lot of the perks that have with
the pass holder versus buying daily lift tickets for
11 times.  It's an incredible amount of staff time
to verify residency, going through the whole
process, it's time consuming.  We don't like doing
that to the Picture Pass Holders that just buys the
daily tickets.  We would always encourage the
Picture Pass Holder to accommodate a season pass
would be better for operations, but we still
wouldn't want to provide that daily ticket because
it works better for some people, but there would be
incremental cost increases, possibly on an annual
basis, to help offset the operating cost of the
resort.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Thank you for that.  And
just for clarification, there's a recommendation to
not increase the season passes for pass holders;
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correct?

MR. BANDELIN:  That is correct.
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  The adult Picture Pass

Holder daily ticket price has now gone up 60 percent
in two years.  I realize it's not been increased for
several years beforehand, but basically with this
suggested non-peak rate at $40, it's gone from $25
from season 2022 to now -- sorry 2023, that would
have been $40, 60 percent increase.  We've also
heard in public comments, the views of the public,
that they almost felt like they're pricing people
out of it.  

Do you know what proportion of our
revenues comes from these Picture Pass Holders?

MR. BANDELIN:  Within season passes or
daily tickets?

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Within the daily tickets
for Picture Pass Holders.  What is the revenue
improvement impact of this?

MR. BANDELIN:  I provided in the reports
the season-to-date what the review is for daily lift
tickets.

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Are we making a
significant revenue impact with this 60 percent
increase?  Are we just annoying more of the
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community?

MR. BANDELIN:  Stand by one minute and let
me get the table here.  

No, not significant increase.  No. 
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  I think I saw 110,000

approximately; is that correct?
MR. BANDELIN:  Yes.
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Yeah.  I think my

question -- I've asked several trustees, considering
we've heard the public comments, I mean, are we
achieving anything or are we shooting ourselves in
the foot?  The 110,000 revenue improvement only
assumes we sell the same number.  It doesn't account
for any drop offs, ten percent drop off in users.  I
just ask my fellow trustees to consider that.  

The other aspect, this market-driven
pricing, we've heard this before for years in golf
where we had dynamic pricing, and it was really
nothing of the sort.  It was just making up prices
on the fly.  

What are we hoping to achieve with this
market-based pricing?

MR. BANDELIN:  Maybe it's the wrong
terminology for your sake.  And that was a staff
decision to -- we raised from tier 2 to tier 4 on
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December 23rd, $100 for those passes, and we
continue to sell passes, unlike other resorts that
stop selling passes in season.  And there was a
significant amount of passes sold and used for -- I
don't have revenue numbers in front of me, but it
was a significant increase in revenue from when we
didn't have the tier 4 in place in the past.

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Yes, I agree.
MR. BANDELIN:  So maybe the terminology

"market driven," was not the right wording to use.
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  So it's not market

driven, it's just put out another hundred bucks for
tier 4.

MR. BANDELIN:  Yeah, you're correct.  I
used the wrong terminology, and should have said it
was staff's intention to sell the passes for more
money because you could increase revenue and make
the ratio between the daily lift ticket price and
the pass lower.

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Yes.  I have no issue
with that, if what we're talking is a straight $100
increase.  I don't like it when I see "market
pricing" without proper market analysis.

MR. BANDELIN:  Okay.
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  There's actually one
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other resort that does sell passes in season as
well.

MR. BANDELIN:  I knew that.  Yeah,
apologize.  Wrong terminology for your sake.

CHAIR DENT:  Any other questions?  I will
entertain a motion, then.

TRUSTEE NOBLE:  I would move to approve an
increase to all Recreation Pass Holder daily ticket
products as shown in Table 1 for fiscal year
'24/'25.  Approve an increase to all Public season
pass products as shown in Table 3, Exhibit A, for
fiscal year '24/'25.  Approve a $0 increase to
Recreation Pass Holder season pass prices for fiscal
year 24'/'25, and direct District staff to include
an additional pricing tier, tier 4, for public
season pass products at rates to be determined by
staff in the future.

CHAIR DENT:  Motion's been made.  Is there
a second?

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  I'll second.
CHAIR DENT:  Motion's been made and

seconded.  Any further discussion by the Board?
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Can I put forward an

amendment to that motion, please?
CHAIR DENT:  Go ahead.
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TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  I'd like to delete, for

item 1, recommendation 1, I'd suggest that we
recommend we hold recreation pass holder daily
ticket products at the '23/'24 rate, the Picture
Pass Holder rates.

TRUSTEE NOBLE:  I'm fine with that.  There
was a $10 increase last year, and I'm fine with
holding off for consideration for an increase until
next year if the majority of the Board would like to
go with that.  

And so I would accept that motion to not
increase the recreation pass holder daily ticket
prices this coming fiscal year -- or season.  

CHAIR DENT:  Okay.  Motion's been amended.
TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  I have concerns about

the increase for these daily tickets.  But I'm
understanding the logic that interim General Manager
Bandelin is using, and that it is that it's an
extensive amount of staff time to validate these at
the window.  And by leaving them the way, leaving
this pricing structure, it means that someone would
need to buy -- ski more than nine times to get a
return on season pass.  And what he's proposed here
is a rate that would give a breakeven at seven times
of using a pass.
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So I have concerns about increasing the

daily ticket price, but I'm understanding the logic
that Mr. Bandelin is using and the amount of effort
that it takes to deal with the daily ticket as
opposed to a pass holder.  I'm sitting here thinking
that I want take the advice of our General Manager
of Diamond Peak who understands how to run his
business.  

And while this might seem like a
significant change, it's actually encouraging people
to buy the season pass, and I think there is -- as
Mr. Bandelin pointed out, there's business reasons
for trying to incentivize that decision by our pass
holders.

CHAIR DENT:  There is a motion on the
table.  Is there a second?

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Is the amend motion --
I'll second the amended motion, then.

CHAIR DENT:  Okay.  Motion's been made and
seconded.  Any further first discussion by the
Board?

Seeing none, I'll call for the question.
All those in favor, state aye.

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Aye.
TRUSTEE NOBLE:  Aye.
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CHAIR DENT:  Aye.
Opposed?
TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  No.
CHAIR DENT:  Motion passes three to one.

That closes out item G 1.  
G 2.  Beach House Project 

CHAIR DENT:  Review, discuss, and possibly
approve the agreement for 30 percent schematic
design contract for Incline Beach House project
'23/'24 capital improvement project.  Contractor
would be CORE West, Inc., for the construction in
the amount of $103,500.  

Review, discuss, and possibly approve the
agreement for 30 percent schematic design for the
Incline Beach House access project, '23/'24 capital
improvement project, to CORE Construction in the
amount of $18,000.  Can be found on page 265 through
282 of your board packet.

MS. NELSON:  I would like to provide a
quick history of how we got to this point.  It does
seem like it has taken forever, but I'll make this
brief.

Back in January of 2022, the Board
identified that this project was a board-priority
project.  In July of 2022, staff provided to the
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Board of Trustees a historical summary of the
project and requested direction from the Board on
the next steps and scope of the project.  

At that time, the GM requested that a
design team similar to the CMAR team at the Burnt
Cedar pool be used, and the Board directed staff to
move forward.

Between August 2022 and November 2022,
staff resources were re-prioritized to the Rec
Center expansion project due to the accelerated
schedule required on that project.  In December of
2022 through February of 2023, staff reevaluated the
historical information and deemed it necessary to
bring back alternate 1 to the Board of Trustees with
an updated cost estimate to provide the Board of
Trustees a full and transparent project.  

On February 8th of that year, 2023, staff
provided a total project cost, inclusive of hard and
soft costs of about $6 million, utilizing the 2023
construction indices.  The Board of Trustees
majority decided it was important to gather
additional community input.  In April of '23, the
FlashVote survey was released.  In May of 2023, the
Board of Trustees approved a $4 million total
project budget for the project.  
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In July of 2023, on July 26th,

an additional FlashVote survey was released, as well
as the staff attended a Board of Trustees meeting
requesting additional direction as to what to
include in the RFQ for the project.  We were seeking
advice on the level of service desired, the food and
beverage scope, and the project delivery method.  At
that meeting, the direction of staff was to provide
a kitchen sized and equipped to deliver at least an
equivalent level of service as is currently
available, the project is to prioritize the
number of restroom stalls to eliminate the
year-round need for portable toilet facilities,
provide an increase to the size of the bar with
attention paid to the flow of the patrons, both
purchasing from the bar as well as from the kitchen,
and the project budget was to be $4 million
inclusive of hard and soft costs.  

Between August 2023 and November of 2023,
our Director of Public Works resigned.  Staff has
adjusted to fill those voids, which basically
resulted in the engineering department having two
and a half people.  We prioritized the continuance
of management and oversight of the current projects
that were under construction, a value of
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approximately $16 million, as well as continuing the
projects that were under design or bidding.  

At this time, I will turn it over to Brie
Waters so she can take you from what occurred in
November '23 through the RFQ process.

MS. WATERS:  Thank you, Board.  Like Kate
said, I'd like to discuss the request for
qualification process, which was advertised on
November 16th, and we received four statements of
qualifications from four different design-build
firms on December 19th.  

At that point, we put a selection
committee together, which was two trustees, two
members of the District's executive team, two
members of Public Works, and one member of the
Capital Investment Committee.  The selection
committee then short-listed those four design-build
teams to three and ranked them in terms of
qualifications.  

These three teams were asked to interview
and present to the selection committee on February
1st.  In that second phase of the RFQ process, we
provided them all of the technical documents we had,
meaning all of the project background, board
meetings, board meeting minutes, original Beach
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House drawings, site plans, the drawings from BSA
that were done in 2016, all of the cost estimates.
We really wanted all the teams to have as much
information as possible so they could understand
where we'd gone, where we'd been, and where we were
going so they could give the best interviews that
they could.  

The interviews were 60 minutes long,
40-minute presentations, and 20 minutes of comments
and questions from the selection committee.

The selection committee then ranked each
of the teams based on key personnel projects
experience, past performance, and project
implementation.  And, again, this was a
qualification-based RPP.  

The other option would have been to do a
design-build competition, where we would have put an
RFQ out, we would have short-listed the teams that
presented, we would have given them four to
six months to come up with some concept designs, and
they would have been compensated for that, between
20- and $30,000 apiece to come back to us with
concept designs that we would then rank them on.  

We didn't go down that path, and we've
chosen CORE Construction.  And as the design-build
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team, the selection committee chose this team that's
best for the project and the District.

I'd also like to now speak about the 30
percent schematic design process and why we're here
tonight to award these contracts.  Up on the board
is this 30 percent schematic timeline.  And so we're
looking at deliverables that will be delivered as
part of the process.  And to explain to everybody
what those are, the very first step in this process
is to define owner's programs and the preliminary
evaluation of the site and its constraints.  

We do have a program outline by the Board,
and given by board direction, which Kate stated
earlier, it's an outline.  Now we go and we come
into the details:  How big is the kitchen, how is
the kitchen laid, how big is the bar, where's the
building oriented?  

All of these things, the design team goes
into great detail with their professionals, their
architects, their kitchen designers.  I mean, it was
stated by the kitchen designer in the interview, the
first thing he's going to do is -- he asked where we
came up with the alternate 1 footprint.  Well, it
was the old engineering team, and we're really not
really sure.  He says, "Well, in my gut, it's too
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big, and we really need to look at this and really
streamline with food and beverage and get all the
stakeholders' input," which is what the programming
does.  

That will be delivered on April 15.  All
the stakeholders involved, the Rec Department,
Public Works, everyone involved in this project will
have input on this deliverable, delivered on April
15th, in written format for review, making sure that
the District, the community, the needs and wants of
the Board, everything, is in this memo.

The schematic design documents will be
delivered on June 3rd, and these will include
elevations, floor plans, illustrations.  And from
that, CORE is doing the preliminary pricing all the
way through this, and then they will start their
final pricing, taking us through the final
construction of both projects.  And the construction
costs estimate and project schedule come in on June
24th.  The project schedule takes us from today
through the end of construction, with all the
milestones, everything we need to hit in order to
get this project constructed on time.

To go back to the project milestones, the
blue squares on this slide are the progress
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meetings, and this is to allow everyone to see what
is going to be happening in this collaborative
process between the design-build team and the
District, the shareholders, recreation, food and
beverage, everyone involved.  We do request and
encourage board members attend these meetings.  We
know we can have two board members at any one of
these meetings, and we encourage that.  We want
everyone's input.  

So that April 15th, we have a budget
number for the Beach House; we don't have a budget
number for the access project, which is the
recirculation, the addition of electric gates for
vehicles and cars.  That is what we asked the
design-build team to give us on the 15th so we can
start the budget process.  That's a high-level
budget number.  

April 30th, we would like to have a public
meeting for public input, where illustrations will
be brought and discussed with the public.

On the 15th, or around the middle of May,
we would like bring this to the CIC committee for
their comments and input.  

And, hopefully, by July 8th, this project
will be fully vetted and we can bring it to the
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Board for approval to move forward.

CHAIR DENT:  Any questions?
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Now, you talked about

public input prior to April 15th and not the April
30th.  This public input is not -- this is not
another opportunity for lots of scope creep, I'm
assuming this is still within the agreed budget; is
that correct?

MS. WATERS:  That's correct.  And this
actually brought forth by the design team.  The
entire layout of the schedule was brought forth by
the design-build team.

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  When I heard you talking
about everyone having their input and things, again,
this is concept -- the concept, again, is within the
agreed budget.  That was all the clarification I
wanted there.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  I reviewed the contracts
that were sent to us, and I'm just going from my
notes, but in Article 2, in the second paragraph, it
talks about design criteria documents.  Do we have
those design criteria documents?

MS. WATERS:  The second paragraph of
Article 2?

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Yeah.  Article 2.  And

 1
 2
 3
 4
 5
 6
 7
 8
 9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

  58
it was not the one -- I don't think it's the one
that's in the packet.  I believe it was the one that
was emailed out and sent as supplemental material.  

And in both projects, the contract
template is exactly the same, and both of them talk
about design criteria documents that are supposed to
be delivered.  And they talk about -- in paragraph
2.1, it talks about owner's existing test report.  I
don't know what these documents are, and if they're
not relevant, we should get the contract language
corrected.

MS. WATERS:  We can certainly do that.  
The 30 percent schematic documents are

referring to the owner's programming, the project
schedule, the project estimate, and the schematic
design documents.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Yeah.  I saw the
definition of the owner's program, but the design
criteria documents, I was hoping they that were
going to be included.  

I don't know whether this design criteria
is supposed to be just the attachment that is part
of the contract.  It's just unclear to me what that
is.  And then it talks about owner's existing test
report on both of these contracts, and I don't know
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what that is referring to as well.  

And if we're going to talk later about the
ingress/egress, I would want to make sure that the
vendor has access to -- I can't recall the vendor's
name, but they did a traffic study report, probably
two summers ago, and I would assume that they would
be using that as input as well.

MS. WATERS:  Correct.  It is LSC, and the
design-build firms were all given that report to
base that project off of and the recommendations
within the report and all the information given in
that report.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Okay.  I think those two
sections just should have legal review it because
it's ambiguous to me as far as what it's referring
to in the contract.

MS. WATERS:  I went through this
extensively with Silver State, through each section
with wording that he -- what Jeff reviewed, and put
in new wording and took out my wording and back and
forth.  And then BBK also reviewed, and the
contractor.  

Would you like to comment on it or bring
it back?

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Then my question is:
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What is that existing test report?

MS. WATERS:  I'm not seeing where you're
reading this.  I'm sorry.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  It was in the document
that you emailed us.  And we can talk about this
offline.  But it was in the email that was provided
as supplemental contracts that had been reviewed and
--

MS. WATERS:  Can you point to what
sections that's in?

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  It's 2.1.
MR. RUDIN:  2.11, bottom of the second

page, midway through the paragraph.  "The design
builder shall review the owner's existing test
reports, will not undertake any independent testing,
nor be required to furnish types of information
derived from such testing in its preliminary
evaluation."

Basically this is just indicating that
they're going to review all of the existing
documents IVGID has with respect to the subject site
and incorporate any documents we have, but they're
not going to go in and do any independent testing to
determine what the site conditions are.

MS. WATERS:  Correct.  And I discussed
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this with Jeff of Silver State, because we will need
to be doing an updated geotech report, which would
be on the District and not on the contractor.

However, it is on the contractor to do
this updated survey if they need one, and that is
included.  That is why we changed the language to
say it exactly what you just said, and include,
without limitation, the surveying services, and that
we will provide them with any documentation we have
of any further test results.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  I don't know what
testing you're doing.  

Then in Article 2, the second photograph,
it talks about the design criteria documents.  Where
are those documents?  And is that really referring
to Attachment A?  It's not clear what these things
are referring to and there's nothing that defines
them.

MS. WATERS:  Sergio, would you -- to me,
and I'm not a lawyer because I was hoping Silver
State, we developed this contract together from a
template that the industry uses.  To me, and from a
lawyer standpoint, the 30 percent schematic
documents, is everything listed under 2.2?

MR. RUDIN:  Yeah.  I think she's referring
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to -- the one sentence where design criteria
documents are mentioned are on page 2, second
paragraph of Article 2, before 2.1, and I think that
this is all preparatory language before we actually
go forth in the contract to define what is the
preliminary design services in 2.1.  And also --
yeah, so that's 2.1 through 2.114.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Yeah.  I don't know what
it is talking about, and I don't like contracts that
are referring to documents and reports that we don't
have and aren't part of the scope of work, I guess.  

As it relates to Attachment A, when you
start talking about what the Board was asking for, I
don't think that increasing the size of the bar
solves the problem that we're having.  The problem
we have is efficient service.  And I wouldn't want
to just go say we're going to increase the size of a
bar because that's not necessarily solving a
service-level problem.  So I was proposing that,
perhaps, we have a less-expensive method of having
tables that are served where people can gather with
their friends and sit at a table and have bar
service.  

So I thought -- I think that that is
something that we should have a little bit more
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clear is is that it isn't just about building a
bigger bar, it's about how can we have a design that
results in better service and a better environment
for patrons at the beach so they're not just
standing in line and that they're able to gather
with their friends.  I think that should be a little
bit more clear.

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  If I can give a little
bit more background.  I'm sure many in the community
are kind of surprised that this proposal is coming
forward and still no idea what this building is
going to look like, what the footprint is going to
be.  I was equally surprised at that when I was
brought into the selection committee.  I did
actually ask the Public Works' team to reach out to
all of the bidders to give us some of the just like
conceptual design thoughts of what it may look like,
make sure we weren't ending up with basically a
fast-food, concrete joint or something.  

Unfortunately, only one of the bidders
actually came forward with that, with some of the
thoughts, which I find disappointing.  And,
obviously, were' now under a very tight time scale,
so we're going back for further design concepts, and
kill us for another year.  
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I just wanted to clear that up for the

community because several people have asked me,
well, what are we actually getting here?  

The other issue, my previous comment where
I was asking about budget process, because I did
have some concerns with the -- while CORE did a good
very presentation, I did have some concerns that
their architecture team were starting to push for
scope creep, even during orals.  I understand CORE's
in the audience, I'm sure they'll be on top of their
architects.

TRUSTEE NOBLE:  With regards to Attachment
A to the Incline Beach House project number 3 that
Trustee Schmitz had referenced, I actually think
that the increase to the size of bar with attention
paid to the flow of the patrons, both purchasing
from the bar as well as the kitchen, actually
addresses the concerns with regards to how packed
the current bar is.  It's not just -- there needs to
be more room, and I would leave it up to the
designers to figure out how best to do that, whether
that's through additional tables or additional bar
space, but I wouldn't want to limit them to one
option.  

And so I think the language that appears
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in number 3 right now is broad enough to give the
designer the leeway to come up with a solution.

CHAIR DENT:  I will just -- 
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Chair Dent, a follow-up.  
CHAIR DENT:  Go ahead.
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  We did stress with all

the respondents that the design should have
potential for future expansion, if it was found to
be necessary.  That was stressed with all the
respondents.

CHAIR DENT:  I agree with Trustee Noble
when it comes Attachment A and not limiting the,
say, size of the bar.  I think the size of the bar
does provide seating there.  You can look at the
outdoor bar that's down at the Hyatt, and there's
lots of seating there.  You can sit there with your
friends, you can eat.  But I do like the idea of
potentially having some fixed tables as well.  

Excited to see what the designer comes
back with when it comes to this first.  

Any further discussion on this item?  I
will entertain a motion.

TRUSTEE NOBLE:  I would move that we
approve the agreement for the 30% schematic design
for the Incline Beach House Project, 2023/'24
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capital improvement project; fund: community
services; division: Beaches; project #3973LI1302;
contractor: CORE West Inc. dba CORE Construction for
the amount of $103,500.00; and, number 2, approve
the agreement for the 30% schematic design for the
beach access project, 2023/'24, capital improvement
project; fund: community services; division:
beaches; project #3972BD2102; contractor: CORE West
Inc. dba CORE Construction for the amount of
$18,000.00; and direct the Chair and Secretary to
sign and execute the agreements.

CHAIR DENT:  Motion's been made.  Is there
a second?

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Yes, second.
CHAIR DENT:  Motion's been made and

seconded.  Any further discussion by the Board?
TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  I would ask, Sergio, if

the contract needs to be slightly reviewed and
modified in those sections in Article 2?

MR. RUDIN:  So in terms of modification in
2.11, there's a mention of owner's programming,
that's a typographic error, and that should just be
"owner's program," but beyond that, I'm relatively
comfortable with the language that is currently in
the agreement, including the language discussing
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design criteria documents because, really, that's
going to mean any documents put forward by IVGID
relating to design objective.  

We don't have them now.  We may develop
them later.  The contractor's going to be obligated
to look at them.  

Additionally, 2.11 makes clear that a lot
of design objectives have yet still to be developed
for this project and are going to be developed as
part of that timeline process, so I'm relatively
comfortable with going with the agreement.

CHAIR DENT:  Does that answer your
question?

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Yes, it does.  Thank
you.

CHAIR DENT:  All right.  Any further
discussion by the Board?  

Seeing none, I'll call for the question.
All those in favor, state aye.  

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Aye.
TRUSTEE NOBLE:  Aye.
TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Aye.
CHAIR DENT:  Aye.
Opposed?  Motion passes, 4/0.  Thank you.

Moving on, how about a five minute break?  We're
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going to take a five-minute break.

(Recess from 7:31 p.m. to 7:38 p.m.)
CHAIR DENT:  We're going to get started.  

G 3.  WRRF Storage Tank Project 
CHAIR DENT:  Review, discuss, and possibly

provide direction for staff to pursue execution of a
CMAR construction contract in the amount of
$6,637,173.51, and a budget augmentation of $800,000
for the storage tank project.  Contractor is Granite
Construction.  This can be found on pages 283
through 292 of your board packet.

MS. NELSON:  To this point, we have
brought forward projects that are wants and needs of
the District, and I wanted to remind the District
this project does actually have a regulatory
requirement associated with it.  The Wastewater
Resource Recovery Facility is permitted through the
Nevada Department of Environment Protection.  NDEP
issues a discharge permit every five years with
parameters that IVGID must comply with.  

In 2016, a special condition of the permit
was noted.  This condition was that there was to be
no discharge of emergency flows into the storage
ponds that are unlined.  NDEP issued an extension
and a new discharge permit with the same condition
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in 2023.

Staff continues to work with NDEP to
update them on the project.  They have approved the
project documents for construction and are
anticipating that we move this project forward.  

At this time, I'd like to turn it over to
Hudson so he can go over the GMP project.

MR. KLEIN:  A small presentation here.  A
few of these slides are included in your packet,
however, there's just a few more for color
commentary and a bit of summary at the end here.  

For anyone unfamiliar with the site, that
is just a quick aerial photo of the wastewater
recovery there, the WRRF, for short.  C pond 1 on
the bottom of the photo and pond 2 is the top.  

Much like the regulatory requirements that
Kate just addressed, the design and project
development of what is now proposed as a concrete
storage tank goes back a number of years to the
start of 2021, and this project was developed hand
in hand with the effluent pipeline project.  The
original concept for the share between the project,
you can say, was in pond 2, a proper lining to meet
the regulatory discharge permit requirements could
be upsized enough to contain a week's worth of
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effluent in order to allow the contractor doing the
effluent pipeline line to replace the existing line
in the same trench, so as to get some construction
efficiencies there to avoid rocks and potential
undergrounds unknowns.

However, that -- and that carried forward
from starting in July.  And from about September,
once the grading sort of profiles and everything for
the pond were known, the Division of Dam Safety
within Nevada Division of Water Resources was
contacted.  The initial contacts were promising in
that we could proceed so long as there was minimal
change to the dam, and that's what the original
design was, it was some fill on the backside in
which to key that liner into.  However, that project
representative within dam safety left the
department, and when we were given a new sort of
agent, a few months had passed and they said you
were going to need to do a dam approval, which would
basically mean bringing the current dam, built in
1960, up to present-day standards.  That was seen as
both a time loss and a prohibitive cost with regard
to spending a substantial portion to upsize whatever
was necessary, the existing dam face.

From there -- that was about December 21.
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From early '22 through about May of '22, it was
decided that we would investigate some alternatives,
and starting from about February '22 on, it was
determined that would be three alternative designs
to a 30 percent schematic for both cost estimation
purposes to bring forward to both staff and the
Board with regard to a selection going on forward.  

At that time, we were looking at options
that included a liner in pond 1, shown down there
before.  Here it just shows the tentative design for
that.  You can see in the bottom of the display here
some of the improvements that might have been
needed.  That was determined prohibitive because the
cost would have been 25 percent of the project
costs, well above the tank options.  Sort of made
that a moot point.  

The other two options were a welded steel
tank and a reinforced concrete tank at the volume of
two million gallons, which meets the operational
needs of the treatment plant.  

Following those at that 30 percent design
stage, Jacobs, in collaboration with the CMAR
Granite Construction and industry providers, they
came up with a cost that was reflected in your board
packet there.  I believe that summary comes on page
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285.

And so it was, for operational reasons,
decided we would go with the concrete tank.  Some of
the advantages, in addition to a cost, it was about
a million dollars less, were it creates some
opportunity for additional land on the treatment
plant for potential future improvements, there's no
open water risk that came along with, say, a lined
pond, and more importantly, there's minimal
maintenance, long-term maintenance for the concrete
tank versus a steel tank.  

So in June, '22, we presented that to the
Board.  The recommendation was accepted and we've
moved forward.  Final design was completed in '23,
July of 2023, and at that time Jacobs was put on
hold.  The reason Granite wasn't able to provide a
100 percent cost estimate at that time was primarily
having to prioritize the development, the
construction of GMP1 of the pipeline and the
contract for GMP2.  Further to that, there was
funding requirements that we'll speak about just a
bit in a moment, we're pursuing the Army Corps
funds.  One of the requirements of that process is
an environmental review assessment.  That took until
December of 2023, and we were prohibited from any
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bidding of the project until that project had closed
at the risk of forfeiting any potential funds.  

In December of last year, the bid package
was prepared once that requirement was met.  A
finding of no significant was issued.  And at that
time, early January, Granite did provide their 100
percent OPCC based on that July design and the
numbers that -- their self-perform numbers, they
were able to modify, still understanding that both
the tanks, some of the electrical, and some of the
environment work was to be bid, had not occurred.
We used the plug numbers from before with some
escalation allowances.  That number, for your
reference here, was the $7.1 million total
construction phase.  I do want caution anybody, that
7.1 does represent the construction phase portion of
it, not the entire project development.

So that was in January.  And then they did
complete their bid process per Nevada statutes and
CMAR requirements.  We received those bids at the
end of January, '24, and that was a hard day because
when those bids came in, we did see the increases of
$800,000 on the tank, as per the previous estimates,
and about a $200,000 movement on the electrical
costs subbed to Granite.  
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What I'll say about that, from some of the

public comments as well, the tank movement is a very
tough pill to swallow, however, there was limited
opportunity for either Granite or Jacobs,
particularly as the designer, to, say, accurately
price that.  It had to come from a contractor.
Those tank designs are proprietary.  The design of
that tank is not part of the design we had
currently.  They're always subbed out, and those
designs, whether welded steel or concrete, they have
to meet certain building codes, but the design of
that tank is up to the concrete -- well, to the tank
manufacturer, whether steel or concrete.  

So the number they gave us that turned out
to be wrong, that they had admitted, "they" being
the contractor -- or the concrete tank manufacturer,
they admitted it was wrong.  We should have had that
number from the beginning.  They hadn't done a tank
up at the seismic elevations in ten years, and in
that time, the regulations changed that triggered
that increased structural seismic requirements that
manifested in more concrete, more steel, more
reinforcement to stabilize that tank against
sloshing movements within.  So there was no
opportunity for either Jacobs or Granite to
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meaningfully capture that miss.

And so we had those increases.  What I'm
trying to show on this is there was other decreases
in the project, both internal costs and within some
of the self-performed from Granite as well.  They've
also agreed, in following with the effluent pipeline
project, to reduce their fee from a 14 percent
multiplier to a 10 percent multiplier, and that did
result in about a 200-plus-k reduction in their
fees.

And so last -- we've had about a $400,000
construction cost estimate.  The overall price
estimate for the project, as shown on your packet,
page 287, is about 8.1 million, and that includes
costs starting from July 1 to now.  

With that, I will turn it back over to
Kate to quickly highlight some of the funding
implications of any delay should we opt to go --
should the Board instruct us to abandon the CMAR
route and publicly bid this, because we are likely
to lose a year's construction season in that case.
If we are able to approve the CMAR contract, they
are ready, their subs are ready, the schedule is
there to support a one-year construction starting
May of this year.
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I'll turn it back over to Kate for some

explanation of the funding.
MS. NELSON:  The 30 percent estimated

construction and soft costs were used as the basis
for developing the budget as well as the Army Corps
Project Partnership Agreement that was finally
executed in May of 2023.  

The Section 595 funds through the Army
Corps resulted in a $7.6 million project, with a
75/25 percent split.  So the federal portion is 5.7
million, and the District's portion is 1.9 million.
It is a requirement of the District, the NRS, as
well as the Army Corps to have all of the money
available to award the project.  

These figures represented tonight do not
include any amount of reimbursement back to the
project from the Army Corps.  We have one
reimbursement request in, and they are reviewing it
at this time.  The total overall outlay for the
District will be approximately $2.4 million.  

Today, I actually had a project delivery
team meeting.  We have those anywhere from twice a
month to once a month with the Army Corps.  I felt
it necessary to ask our project manager if our
funding is in jeopardy if we opt to jump from the
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CMAR process and go out to bid.  She provided me
this email at 3:42 this afternoon.  I'm just going
to hit some highlights:  

"The Army Corps funds projects
incrementally and expects the funding to be spent
within that fiscal year.  The Army Corps
headquarters just this month asked all PMs to
recommend projects reducing funding if a non-federal
sponsor is not able to start using the funding in
the FY '24 timeframe.  If IVGID's project start were
to be delayed until 2025, the current funding is not
in jeopardy; however, I make you aware that the Army
Corps would be reluctant to fund the proposed
increment 3, which is $18 million, for the pipeline
project.

"I just emphasize that the IVGID project
and lack of spending the already-awarded funds has
been a topic of discussion at headquarters, and has
moved the IVGID project lower on the list for
receiving future funding.  

"Please make sure your management is aware
that the Section 595 programs is one of the best
opportunities for small communities to have
assistance from the Federal Government.  All efforts
should be made to complete the committed work that
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was agreed to in the scope of work schedule as part
of the PPA.

"I know it seems like $1 million increase
in cost is a lot, but it's only 13 percent.  My
other projects that I work on have also seen an
increase in cost due to inflation, and their costs
are exceeding 25 to 40 percent from 2022 to 2024."

I just felt it necessary to make the Board
aware of that.  We currently have increment 2, which
is associated with the pipeline project, under
review at headquarters, and that would be $4.3
million that be associated with the pipeline
project.  That approval of the scope of work
pipeline project opens the door for the funding, and
that request that we are making is $18 million.

So those funds are planned to offset the
SRF loan, and ultimately be better for the
ratepayers.

At this time, are there any questions?
CHAIR DENT:  Any questions?
TRUSTEE NOBLE:  Just a comment that I'd

like to thank the Army Corps for working with IVGID,
and staff in particular, in coming forward with the
funds to help support these projects and this
project in particular.
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TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Yeah, I think all this

just highlights -- I won't spend long on my soapbox,
but it really highlights that this whole CMAR
contract, there's no sharing of risk here.  We're
basically on hook for all of it.

It's far from satisfactory.  I don't see
any rationale for the additional, the share of risk
savings that we need on the pipeline, which is a
more complex project.  I think there's a lot of
areas here where costs have gone up.  Some from the
manufacturer, others there.  I know you guys have
done your best in trying to get it, but I do believe
we don't seem to be served that well by Granite
here.  I certainly don't want to delay this.  

Just a thought:  Can we recover any of the
750k we spent on lining the pond already?

MS. NELSON:  Unfortunately, I have asked,
and the answer is no.

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Thank you, Ms. Nelson,
for being proactive and asking that question of Army
Corps because I think the answer is very instructive
for us, as a board.  

I, too, just would say I really don't see
the value in this CMAR process because in the
report, we've had already one guaranteed maximum
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price at 6.64, and now we have another guaranteed
maximum price.  The whole process was to have
risk-sharing and mitigate risk, and I don't see how
this process has helped the District.  I think it's
costing the District more.

But I understand where we are, and we need
to move forward with this project.  I appreciate the
amount of thought and effort that went into
considering various options.

CHAIR DENT:  I'm not going to comment on
the CMAR process.  I've done that enough in the
past.  

I will entertain a motion.
TRUSTEE NOBLE:  I move to direct staff to

pursue execution of a CMAR Construction Agreement
with Granite Construction for the WRRF Storage Tank
Project with a guaranteed maximum price in the
amount of $6,636,173.51, inclusive of
owner-controlled project risk register in the amount
of $407,270.00, and prepare a budget augmentation in
the amount of $800,000 to support the award of the
CMAR construction contract, a contract with Jacobs
for engineering services during construction, and
staff time for project management and operational
assistance, and inspection and testing as required
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during construction.

CHAIR DENT:  Motion's been made.  Is there
a second?

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Can I make an amendment?
CHAIR DENT:  Okay.
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  I would like to amend

that the CMAR fee is capped at 10 percent, there's
not a sharing of the risk register savings, as we
agreed on the pipeline, I think we've taken more
than our share of the risk already.

CHAIR DENT:  On page 286, the CMAR fee is
10 percent.  Trustee Noble pointed that out.

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Okay.  Have we deleted
the risk-sharing that was in it previously?

MS. NELSON:  We will do that as part of
the contract, and we have verbal confirmation from
Granite that they agree to those terms.

TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Thank you.
TRUSTEE NOBLE:  I would amend my motions

accordingly.
CHAIR DENT:  Motion's been amended.  Is

there a second?
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  I'll second.
CHAIR DENT:  Motion's been made, motion

seconded.  Any discussion by the Board?
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Seeing none, I'll call for question.  All

those favor, state aye.  
TRUSTEE TULLOCH:  Aye.
TRUSTEE NOBLE:  Aye.
TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  Aye.
CHAIR DENT:  Aye.
Motion passes, 4/0.  That will close out

item G 3.
H.  REDACTIONS FOR PENDING PUBLIC RECORDS REQUESTS 

CHAIR DENT:  We don't have any redactions
for public records requests.
I.  LONG RANGE CALENDAR 

CHAIR DENT:  General Manager Bandelin.
Can be found on page 293 through 297 of your board
packet.

MR. BANDELIN:  Is there any additions to
the March 6th meeting that the Board would like to
discuss to put on the long range calendar?

CHAIR DENT:  Anyone?
Don't see any.  No changes for March 6th.
MR. BANDELIN:  Is there any additions that

the Board would like to see added to the March 13th
calendar?

CHAIR DENT:  Anyone for March 13th?
Doesn't appear to be so.  Let's move on to
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the next meeting.  Any questions for the General
Manager?

TRUSTEE SCHMITZ:  I'll work with the
General Manager to make sure that our long range
calendar is updated according to the Incline Beach
House delivery dates.  Based on what was presented,
we'll have a special meeting scheduled on April 30th
to provide the public input.  

Those will be added to the long range
calendar.

CHAIR DENT:  Okay.  Anything else?
That will close out item I.  

J.  BOARD OF TRUSTEES UPDATE 
CHAIR DENT:  Any updates?
None from the room.  No updates for Board

of Trustees updates.  We're going to close out that
item.  
K.  FINAL PUBLIC COMMENTS  

CHAIR DENT:  One person left in the room.
They don't want to comment.  Can we go to Zoom?

MS. KNAAK:  Pass.  Thank you.
CHAIR DENT:  No public comments, so item

K, public comment is closed.  
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L.  ADJOURNMENT 

CHAIR DENT:  I want to thank staff, Public
Works for all the items tonight, and I think we are
adjourned at 8:02 p.m.

(Meeting adjourned at 8:02 p.m.)
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STATE OF NEVADA ) 

)  ss. 
COUNTY OF WASHOE ) 

 
I, BRANDI ANN VIANNEY SMITH, do hereby 

certify: 
That I was present on February 28, 2024, 

at the Board of Trustees meeting, via Zoom, and took 
stenotype notes of the proceedings entitled herein, 
and thereafter transcribed the same into typewriting 
as herein appears. 

That the foregoing transcript is a full, 
true, and correct transcription of my stenotype 
notes of said proceedings consisting of pages 85, 
inclusive. 

DATED:  At Reno, Nevada, this day of 6th 
day of March, 2024. 
 

    /s/ Brandi Ann Vianney Smith 
 

 
___________________________ 
BRANDI ANN VIANNEY SMITH 
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INVOICE
BAVS SM-LLC

brandiavsmith@gmail.com
United States

BILL TO
Incline Village General Improvement
District
Susan Herron / Heidi White

775-832-1218
AP@ivgid.org

Invoice Number: IVGID 25

Invoice Date: March 6, 2024

Payment Due: March 28, 2024

Amount Due (USD): $860.00

Items Quantity Price Amount

Base fee
February 28, 2024 BOT meeting

1 $350.00 $350.00

Per page fee
February 28, 2024 BOT meeting

85 $6.00 $510.00

Subtotal: $860.00

Total: $860.00

Amount Due (USD): $860.00

Page 108 of 310



  

 
 

 
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

1220 SWEETWATER ROAD . INCLINE VILLAGE NV 89451 
PH: (775) 832-1203 . FAX: (775) 832-1260 . WWW.IVGID.ORG 

Tennis Center Court Reconstruction  

I. History 

A. The Tennis Center is a valued part of the District’s Capital Infrastructure 

B. In 2016, Lloyd Engineering completed the Facility Assessment and Master Plan 

for the Tennis Center  

1. Constructed in 1979 

2. In 2016 Courts 1 -7 were 35-years old 

3. Now, in 2024, the courts are 43-years old 

C. In the Master Plan, an Existing Conditions Assessment was done and 

Recommendation were made 

1. Existing Conditions: 

i. Courts are asphalt with an acrylic court surfacing.  

ii. The site drainage system is lacking – only infiltration/percolation 

iii. Repair and resurfacing need to continue 

2. Recommendations 

i. Drainage and BMPs need to be upgraded per TRPA standards 

ii. Courts 1-7 will need to be reconstructed in 5-7 years (2021-2023) 

II. Current Assessment  

A. In August 2023, Engineering Staff contracted with Black Eagle Consulting, the 

leading local asphalt and geotech expert, to core the asphalt and subgrade in 

order to assess the existing conditions.  

B. Report Findings 

1. Cores were taking throughout Courts 1-7 

2. Full depth cracking 

3. Differential movement 

4. Low areas with ponding 

5. Tree root intrusion  

C. The report has verified that the courts are failing and need to be replaced as 

was stated in the 2016 Master Plan.  

D. The project area is NOT BMP certified by TRPA.  We have been given 3-5 

years to complete this, including the Rec and Tennis parking lots.  This includes 

treatment for all impervious areas, including the courts and the parking lots.  
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PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

1220 SWEETWATER ROAD . INCLINE VILLAGE NV 89451 
PH: (775) 832-1203 . FAX: (775) 832-1260 . WWW.IVGID.ORG 

III. Moving Forward  

A. Budgeting with real numbers obtained from 2023 Court Reconstruction Projects 

within the basin.  

B. Must design, construct and certify all BMPs within the project area with TRPA in 

the next 3-5 years.  
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Ms. Bree Waters 

Incline Village General Improvement District 

1220 Sweetwater Road 

Incline Village, NV 89451 

 Project No.: 2017-06-1 

October 20, 2023 

 

 1345 Capital Boulevard, Suite A Tel: 775/359-6600 Fax: 775/359-7766 

 Reno, Nevada 89502-7140 Email: mail@blackeagleconsulting.com 

RE: Geotechnical Investigation 

Tennis Center Court Surface Improvements  

Incline Village, Nevada 

 

Dear Ms. Waters: 

Black Eagle Consulting, Inc. (BEC) is pleased to present our evaluation of subgrade soils and surfacing 

replacement recommendations for the proposed tennis courts rehabilitation project at the Incline Village 

Tennis and Pickleball Center (IVTPC) in Incline Village, Nevada. The findings and conclusions in this 

report are in regards to the existing tennis court structural sections and the subgrade soil conditions 

encountered during our subsurface exploration. 

The area covered by this report is shown on Plate 1 (Plot Plan) and includes Courts 3 through 7. Our 

investigation included field exploration, laboratory testing, and engineering analysis to determine the 

physical and mechanical properties of the various on-site materials. Results of our field exploration and 

testing programs are included in this report and form the basis for all conclusions and recommendations.  

Project Description and Site Conditions 

The project will involve the removal and replacement of the asphalt pavement and playing surface of 

Courts 3 through 7 at the IVTPC. The courts were constructed nearly 50 years ago and the pavement has 

begun to deteriorate, with full-depth cracking visible in most of these courts. Players are reporting “dead” 

spots on the playing surface, indicating the need for rehabilitation. 

The project site is located near the center of the IVTPC. Courts 3 and 4 are immediately adjacent to and 

west of the Pro Shop and Sun Deck area. Courts 5, 6 and 7 are located due north of Courts 3 and 4. The 

IVTPC is located immediately west of the Incline Village Recreation Center, northeast of Incline Way, and 

southwest of Tahoe Boulevard. 

The pavement of these courts exhibits full-depth cracks and some areas of differential movement. 

Localized low areas show signs of sediment from ponded water. The ground surface slopes away from 

the courts in adjacent areas. Several mature trees are present in close proximity to the courts, and their 

roots have extended into the subgrade soils, heaving the pavement in areas. 

Field Exploration 

The asphalt concrete paved areas in Courts 3 through 7 were explored on September 21, 2023, by 

advancing 4 pavement core holes combined with hand excavation advancement to expose the 

subsurface soils. The locations of the exploration are shown on Plate 1. Core holes were advanced 

through the existing asphalt concrete surfacing using an 8-inch-diameter core barrel. A digging bar and 
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hand scoop were then used to extend the core holes through the aggregate base material and subgrade 

soils. The maximum depth of exploration was 2 feet below the existing pavement surface. 

A geotechnical engineer examined and classified all soils in the field in accordance with American Society 

for Testing and Materials (ASTM) D2488. During hand excavation, representative bulk samples were 

placed in sealed plastic bags and returned to our Reno, Nevada, laboratory for analysis. Additional soil 

classification was subsequently performed in accordance with ASTM D2487 (Unified Soil Classification 

System [USCS]) upon completion of laboratory testing, as described in the Laboratory Testing section. 

Logs of the pavement core holes are presented as Plate 2 (Boring Logs), and a USCS chart has been 

included as Plate 3 (USCS Soil Classification Chart). 

Laboratory Testing 

All soils testing performed in the BEC soils laboratory is conducted in general accordance with the 

standards and methodologies described in Volumes 4.08 and 4.09 of the ASTM Standards. Samples of 

each significant soil type were analyzed to determine the in-situ moisture content (ASTM D2216), grain 

size distribution (ASTM D6913), and plasticity index (ASTM D4318). The results of these tests are shown 

on Plate 4 (Index Test Results). Test results were used to classify the soils according to ASTM D2487 

and to verify field logs, which were then updated as appropriate, as well as in developing appropriate 

pavement and geotechnical recommendations for the project. 

General Soil Conditions 

The site is overlain by an approximately 4.0- to 6.25-inch-thick layer of asphalt concrete pavement which 

includes an overlay ranging from 2.25 to 3.25 inches in thickness. The asphalt is underlain by an 

approximately 5- to 6-inch-thick layer of aggregate base. The aggregate base is then underlain by silty 

sand with gravel to the maximum explored depth of 2.0 feet. 

The aggregate base is described as a silty sand with gravel which is light brown, slightly moist, dense, 

and contains approximately 25 percent non-plastic fines, 55 percent fine to coarse sand, and 20 percent 

subangular gravel up to 1.5 inches in diameter. The silty sand with gravel is described as brown, slightly 

moist, very dense, and as containing 15 to 20 percent non-plastic fines, 50 to 65 percent fine to coarse 

sand, and 15 to 31 percent subangular gravel up to 2 inches in diameter. 

Discussion and Recommendations 

The subgrade materials associated with the tennis courts are granular sand and gravel soils which will 

provide adequate subgrade support when properly prepared. The following are geotechnical 

recommendations with respect to site and subgrade soil preparation for the project: 

1. The tennis courts need to be completely reconstructed. The existing asphalt concrete and 

underlying aggregate base should be removed as part of this reconstruction. Aggregate 

base may be reused as part of the structural section or left in place if it is sufficient for the 
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structural section (which is to be designed by others). If the intent is to reconstruct the tennis 

courts with the same asphalt concrete thickness, the existing asphalt can be removed and a 

new asphalt concrete pavement can be placed on the existing aggregate. For this, the 

aggregate base should be moisture conditioned and densified to at least 95 percent relative 

compaction as determined per ASTM D1557. Where exposed, the subgrade soils shall be 

moisture conditioned to near optimum moisture content and densified to at least 90 percent 

relative compaction (ASTM D1557). The existing asphalt pavement can be pulverized and 

recycled for asphalt production. 

2. If construction takes place during winter or spring snowmelt runoff, localized site soils will be 

well over optimum moisture content and difficult to compact to the specified levels. In some 

situations, moisture-conditioning may be possible by scarifying the top 12 inches of 

subgrade and allowing it to air-dry to near optimum moisture prior to compaction. Where this 

procedure is ineffective or where construction schedules preclude delays, mechanical 

stabilization will be necessary. Mechanical stabilization may be achieved by over-excavating 

the unstable soils through 12 to 18 inches depth and backfilling the over-excavation with a 

geotextile/gravel system. The lightly compacted, over-excavated grade shall be covered with 

a geotextile, such as Mirafi® 160N or an approved equal, followed by aggregate base 

(Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction [SSPWC], 2016), Class C or D drain 

rock (SSPWC, 2016), or approved pit-run gravels. The stabilizing gravel should be densified 

until a firm and unyielding grade is achieved. Depending on the severity of the unstable 

conditions, additional depth of over-excavation may be necessary. We recommend 

mechanical stabilization be performed on a test section to evaluate its effectiveness in 

providing a stable grade. 

3. The maximum particle size in trench backfill should be 4 inches. Bedding and initial backfill 

12 inches over the pipe will require import of Class A bedding sand (SSPWC, 2016) and 

should conform to the requirements of the utility having jurisdiction. Bedding and initial 

backfill should be densified to at least 90 percent relative compaction.  

4. All structural fill shall be moisture conditioned to near optimum moisture content, spread in 

maximum 8-inch-thick loose lifts, and densified to 90 percent relative compaction. Excavated 

existing aggregate base and native soils will be suitable to use as structural fill. If imported 

structural fill is necessary, we recommend it satisfy the Structural Fill specifications of the 

SSPWC (2016). Other granular, non-expansive materials may also be used for imported 

structural fill with the geotechnical engineer’s approval.  

5. If planned as part of the rehabilitation project, all exterior concrete curbs, concrete slabs, 

and asphalt pavements shall be directly underlain by a minimum of 6 inches of Type 2, 

Class B aggregate base (SSPWC, 2016). Aggregate base courses shall be densified to at 

least 95 percent relative compaction (ASTM D1557).  
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6. While we recommend a minimum asphalt concrete thickness of 3 inches underlain by a 

minimum of 6 inches of Type 2, Class B aggregate base (SSPWC, 2016), it is assumed the 

structural section design for the tennis courts reconstruction will be provided by a specialty 

court construction contractor. Athletic court construction requires special considerations 

beyond a typical pavement design. A specialty asphalt mix design for smooth surfaces will 

be required. 

7. Ponding of water on or near asphalt concrete pavements associated with the tennis courts 

should be avoided via proper grading. The paving surface shall be smooth, with no 

depressions. 

8. All placement and curing of concrete should be performed in accordance with procedures 

outlined by the American Concrete Institute (2019) and this report. Concrete should not be 

placed on frozen in-place soils.  

9. Specialty court surface coatings shall be installed in accordance with the manufacturer’s 

recommendations. 

Closing 

1. The recommendations presented in this report are based on the assumption that sufficient 

field testing and construction review will be provided during all phases of construction. We 

should review the final plans and specifications for conformance with the intent of our 

recommendations. Prior to construction, a pre-job conference should be scheduled to 

include, but not be limited to, the owner, design engineer, general contractor, building 

official, and geotechnical engineer. The conference will allow parties to review the project 

plans, specifications, and recommendations presented in this report and discuss applicable 

material quality and mix design requirements. All quality control reports should be submitted 

to and reviewed by the geotechnical engineer.  

2. During construction, we should have the opportunity to provide sufficient on-site observation 

of site preparation, grading, and paving. These observations would allow us to verify that the 

geotechnical conditions are as anticipated and that the contractor’s work is in conformance 

with the approved plans and specifications.  

3. This report has been prepared with generally accepted geotechnical practices. The analyses 

and recommendations submitted are based upon field exploration performed at the locations 

described in this report. This report does not reflect soils or groundwater variations that may 

become evident during the construction period, at which time re-evaluation of the 

recommendations may be necessary. We recommend our firm be retained to perform 

construction observation in all phases of the project related to geotechnical factors to ensure 

compliance with our recommendations.  
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