NORTHERN NEVADA WATER PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA
Wednesday, April 3, 2013
1:30 p.m.
Washoe County Commission Chambers
1001 East Ninth Street
Reno, Nevada
Notes:
1.
Items on this agenda on which action may be taken are followed by the term "for possible action". Nonaction items are followed by an asterisk (*).
2.
Public comment is limited to three minutes per speaker and is allowed during the public comment periods,
and before action is taken on any action item. Comments are to be directed to the Commission as a whole.
Persons may not allocate unused time to other speakers. The public may sign-up to speak during the public
comment period or on a specific agenda item by completing a “Request to Speak” card and submitting it to
the clerk.
3.
Items on this agenda may be taken out of order, combined with other agenda items for consideration,
removed from the agenda, or delayed for discussion at any time. Arrive at the meeting at the posted time to
hear item(s) of interest.
4.
In accordance with NRS 241.020, this agenda closes three working days prior to the meeting. We are
pleased to make reasonable accommodations for persons who are disabled and wish to attend meetings. If
you require special arrangements for the meeting, please call 954-4665 no later than 24 hours prior to the
meeting.
5.
In accordance with NRS 241.020, this agenda has been posted at the following locations: Reno City Hall (1
East First Street), Sparks City Hall (431 Prater Way), Sparks Justice Court (1675 East Prater Way), Sun
Valley GID (5000 Sun Valley Blvd.), TMWA (1355 Capital Blvd.), Washoe County Administration Building
(1001 E. 9th Street), Second Judicial District Court/Courthouse (75 Court Street), Washoe County Central
Library (301 South Center St.), Washoe County Department of Water Resources (4930 Energy Way),
Galena Market (19990 Thomas Creek Rd.), Galena High School (3600 Butch Cassidy Way), South Valleys
Library (15650A Wedge Parkway), and the NNWPC website: http://www.nnwpc.us

1.

Roll Call and determination of presence of a quorum. *

2.

Public Comments. * (Three-minute time limit per person.)

3.

Approval of agenda. (For Possible Action)

4.

Approval of the minutes from the March 6, 2013, meeting. (For Possible Action)

5.

Selection of Chairman and Vice-Chairman for the term April 2013 to April 2014,
and possible direction to staff. (For Possible Action)

6.

Report on the study of Strategies for Management of High-Density Septic System
Developments in Washoe County, and possible direction to staff - Chris Wessel,
Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission (“NNWPC”) Water Management
Planner. (For Possible Action)

7.

Report on the Bureau of Reclamation’s Newlands Project Planning Study Draft
Report – Harvey Edwards, Civil Engineer, United States Bureau of Reclamation. *
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8.

Report on the South Truckee Meadows General Improvement District (“STMGID”),
issues arising from the pending consolidation of Washoe County's water utility with
the Truckee Meadows Water Authority ("TMWA"), and possible consolidation of
STMGID with TMWA - Jerry Schumacher, STMGID *

9.

Report on legislative activities, including Bill Draft Requests and Bills pending in
the 2013 session of the Nevada Legislature that may affect or are of interest to the
Western Regional Water Commission / NNWPC - John Rhodes, NNWPC Legal
Counsel. *

10. Report on the Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency (“TMRPA”) parcelbased population and employment modeling project and revised scope of work;
and possible direction to staff - Jim Smitherman. (for possible action)
11. Program Manager’s Report - Jim Smitherman. *
a. Status Report of Projects and Work Plan Supported by the Regional
Water Management Fund
b. Financial Report on the Regional Water Management Fund
c. Informational report from the NNWPC representative on the Truckee
Meadows Water Authority Standing Advisory Committee (“TMWA SAC”)
d. List of agreements to be executed for continuation of services in Fiscal
Year 2013 - 2014
12. Discussion regarding possible agenda items for the May 1, 2013, NNWPC
meeting, and other future meetings, and possible direction to staff - Jim
Smitherman. (For Possible Action)
13. Commission comments. *
14. Staff comments. *
15. Public Comments. * (Three-minute time limit per person.)
16. Adjournment.
*Indicates a non-action item

NORTHERN NEVADA WATER PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
Wednesday, March 6, 2013
The regular meeting of the Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission (“NNWPC”) was held on
Wednesday, March 6, 2013 in the Washoe County Commissioner Chambers, 1001 East Ninth Street,
Reno, Nevada.
1. Roll Call and determination of presence of a quorum – In Chairman Hazelwood’s absence, ViceChairman Buzzone called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m. There was a quorum present.
Voting Members Present:
John Buzzone, Vice Chairman
Michael DeMartini
Michael Drinkwater
John Erwin
John Flansberg
John Jackson
Neil Krutz (arrived at 1:40 p.m.)
Darrin Price
Jerry Schumacher

Voting Members Absent:
George W. Ball, Jr.
Mickey Hazelwood, Chairman

Non-Voting Members Present:
David Boland

Non-Voting Members Absent:
John Bird
Harry Fahnestock
Kelvin Hickenbottom
My-Linh Nguyen
Edmund Quaglieri

Staff Members Present:
Jim Smitherman
Chris Wessel
June Davis
John Rhodes, Legal Counsel
2. Public Comments.
Acting Chairman Buzzone called for public comments.
Ginger Pierce from the “Pleasant Valley Area” stated she had four questions:
• Who is in charge of groundwater recharge?
• What review process is in place for groundwater recharge?
• Is there an analysis of impact on known recharge and what is being done?
• Since Mike Widmer retired last year, who has been keeping track of the rise and fall of the water
levels in the private wells in the South Valleys area?
Acting Chairman Buzzone stated that the Commission would take Ms. Pierce’s comments under
advisement; however, no response can be made under this agenda item. He called for further public
comments and hearing none, closed the public comment period.
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3. Approval of the agenda.
Commissioner Erwin made a motion to approve the March 6, 2013 meeting agenda as posted.
Commissioner Buzzone seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.
4. Approval of minutes from the February 6, 2013 meeting.
Commissioner Flansberg made a motion to approve the minutes as submitted. Commissioner Erwin
seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.
5. Report on the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) 2011 and 2012 Water Usage
Review Program; discussion and possible recommendation to the WRWC regarding a scope of
work and funding request in the amount of $131,116 from the RWMF for the 2013 and 2014
Water Usage Review Program, and possible direction to staff – Andy Gebhardt, TMWA.
Acting Chairman Buzzone invited Andy Gebhardt, TMWA, to present this item. Mr. Gebhardt thanked
the Commission for prior funding and stated that this request is to continue to fund the program. He
reported that the program helps customers to know and understand their water use.
Mr. Gebhardt stated that a brief background of the Water Usage Review Program was provided in the
agenda packet and offered to provide a presentation if desired or answer questions.
Commissioner DeMartini asked how the requested funding amounts compare with previous years. Mr.
Gebhardt stated that approximately $63,000 was funded for each of the past two years.
Commissioner Price asked what follow up is done with the customer following the initial contact to
ensure success. Mr. Gebhardt stated that customer bills decrease, which is the primary driver of the
program. He reported that customers contact TMWA when their water bill is high and TMWA staff
works with them to find the cause. He added that TMWA does not pro-actively follow up with
customers. Commissioner Price asked if the customer bills are tracked to ensure they are decreasing. Mr.
Gebhardt stated they are not; however, the water use inherently decreases if a leak is identified. He
clarified that leaks or meter problems are tracked internally.
Commissioner Price asked how TMWA would fund the project if not by the Western Regional Water
Commission (“WRWC”), i.e., would customers be charged. Mr. Gebhardt stated that is a possibility.
Commissioner Drinkwater asked if there is a threshold that must be met in order to receive an audit based
on an average bill. Mr. Gebhardt stated that if a customer requests an audit, TMWA visits the customer
and provides tips to save water.
Commissioner Price made a motion to recommend that the WRWC approve funding in the amount of
$65,558 for 2013 and $65,558 for 2014. Commissioner Erwin seconded the motion, which carried
unanimously. Commissioners thanked Mr. Gebhardt and TWMA for the great work.
6. Review draft tentative budget for fiscal year 2013 – 2014 and possible recommendation to the
WRWC to approve budget, and possible direction to staff, Jim Smitherman, NNWPC Water
Resources Program Manager. (for possible action)
Mr. Smitherman reported that staff developed a draft tentative budget for fiscal year 2013-2014 for
review and possible recommendation to the WRWC. He stated that the budget sheets format follow those
presented in the past. He reported that the beginning cash balance of $3.8 million was taken from the end
of the fiscal year 2012-2013 budget.
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Mr. Smitherman stated that the fiscal year 2013-2014 draft tentative budget projects $1,468,352 in
revenue, $3,675,932 in expenses, and an ending cash balance of approximately $1,800,000. Budget
expenses include a maximum of $3,092,000 for WRWC work plan activities, $480,932 for three full time
staff and legal services, and various routine operating expenses in the amount of $103,000.
Mr. Smitherman reported that the revenue from the 1.5% water surcharge has remained about the same as
the past year, which is approximately $1.3 million. He added that for this fiscal year we will probably
spend approximately what we brought in.
Commissioner Price asked when the last time was that money was contributed to the reserve account or
that the budget was balanced. Mr. Smitherman stated that in 2008 when the NNWPC began, there was a
cash balance. He clarified that the allocated funds have not been spent for the past few years so the
money was moved to cash reserves.
Mr. Smitherman mentioned that a few years ago, many commissions were worried that the legislature
would take money not spent or encumbered. Commissioner Price stated that it never materialized and
asked if a new policy is needed related to a mandatory reserve that must be maintained. Mr. Smitherman
stated he believes that is a governance issue, not a staff decision.
Commissioner Price stated that he has a hard time approving a budget that is upside down where the
expenditures triple the revenues, knowing that the cash budget could be spent fast.
Mr. Rhodes clarified that recently a Nevada Supreme Court case determined that the legislature could not
sweep local funds to make up their shortfalls. He added that the funds set aside for water rights purchase
are not required, but permissible.
Commissioner Price referred to the $337,500 budgeted for each of four quarters and asked if we have an
estimate for the entire purchase. Mr. Smitherman stated he did not have an estimate; however, the
amount is probably in the tens of millions. He added that he has heard that the amount available from the
WRWC would be used to cover filing fees, applications, etc. Commissioner Price asked about the
timeframe for the purchase and whether it would be an annual expense.
Commissioner Erwin explained that the purchase is dependent on the date the Truckee River Operating
Agreement (“TROA”) goes into effect. He added that it (TROA effective date) is currently pending
decisions from the Ninth Circuit Court and the Orr Ditch Court, as well as rulings from the State
Engineer. He reported that last December there was a court order from California State Water Resources
Board approving applications to move rights between the reservoirs and change the licensing. The
decision was appealed by Truckee Carson Irrigation District (“TCID”), which was set aside. He
summarized that TROA implementation is pending two big decisions and once those are satisfied, there
could be other appeals. He stated that the process would probably take at least three to five years so we
have ample time to satisfy the 6,700 acre-feet (af) of water rights requirement. He added that his
understanding is that 3,300 af under the right-of-ways for Reno, Sparks and Washoe County have been
identified, leaving a need for approximately 3,400 af. He stated that water right demands have
significantly decreased and he heard recently of a purchase for $2,500 per af.
Commissioner Erwin stated that potentially the reserve of $1,350,000 could be doubled to $2.7 million.
He added that it is a good time to enter into agreements with the local jurisdictions in acquiring some of
the water rights.
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Commissioner Price stated he could not agree more with Commissioner Erwin’s comments. He agreed
that based on the low price of water rights, it is a good time to take action. He suggested that staff might
remind all of the jurisdictions represented on the NNWPC that the timing is good.
Commissioner Erwin stated that the rules are that the entities would hold the water rights for the benefit
of wildlife purposes, instream flows or other water quality benefits.
Commissioner Erwin made a motion that the NNWPC reviewed the draft tentative budget for fiscal year
2013-2014 and, found it acceptable with the exceptions of increasing the amount for 6,700 af of water
rights to $2.7 million and decreasing the cash reserves by $1,350,000, leaving a cash reserve of
approximately $400,000 and recommends that the WRWC approve the budget as amended.
Commissioner Price seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.
7. Report on the South Truckee Meadows General Improvement District (“STMGID”), issues
arising from the pending consolidation of Washoe County's water utility with the Truckee
Meadows Water Authority ("TMWA"), and possible consolidation of STMGID with TMWA,
Jerry Schumacher, STMGID
Commissioner Schumacher, STMGID Board of Trustees, provided a report on the status of STMGID’s
consolidation with TMWA. He stated that not much has changed since his report in February. He added
that discussions among attorneys are ongoing.
Commissioner Price asked about the timeframe. Commissioner Schumacher reported that the projected
timeline is for the consolidation to be in place by July 1, 2014. Commissioner Price asked when
STMGID’s contract with Washoe County ends. Commissioner Schumacher stated it ends June 30, 2014.
Commissioner Erwin asked how the new Board is doing. Commissioner Schumacher stated so far, so
good; however, there has not been a lot of action discussed.
Mr. Smitherman asked how involved Washoe County staff is in the process. He stated that he heard that
the Board hired private counsel. Commissioner Schumacher stated that Washoe County Department of
Water Resources (DWR) staff is primarily involved in operations and maintenance (O&M). He stated
that Dwayne Smith is involved in setting up agenda items, requests for annexation, etc.
Acting Chairman Buzzone thanked Commissioner Schumacher for his update.
8. Report on legislative activities, including Bill Draft Requests for the 2013 session of the Nevada
Legislature that may affect the WRWC / NNWPC, John Rhodes, NNWPC Legal Counsel.
John Rhodes, Legal Counsel, reported that the previous day there was joint meeting of the Senate
Committee and Assembly Committees on Natural Resources, Agricultural and Mining. He invited Mr.
Smitherman to provide an update from the meeting.
Mr. Smitherman reported that the Northern Nevada Water contingent followed the State Engineer and Pat
Mulroy from Southern Nevada Water Authority. He stated that TMWA provided a brief presentation and
then he provided an update on the WRWC activities for the past year. He clarified that Mike Carrigan
began the presentations for TMWA and the WRWC. He stated that Rosemary Menard spoke about the
water resources operations and briefly on the consolidation of the County departments. He reported that
Steve Cohen, STMGID; Darrin Price, Sun Valley GID; and Sandra Ainsworth, Sun Valley GID presented
updates.
Mr. Smitherman stated that those at the dais thinned through the afternoon; however, the Northern
Nevada contingent remained. He added that he received one question from the chairman about the
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WRWC; if the Legislative Oversight Committee (“LOC”) sunsets per the law, would the WRWC
continue to do its work. Mr. Smitherman assured him that they would.
Mr. Rhodes referred to the staff report, which lists Bill Draft Requests ("BDRs") and Bills pending in the
2013 Nevada Legislature, as of February 28, 2013, that may affect or are of interest to the WRWC and
NNWPC.
Mr. Rhodes explained that some language is available for the BDRs at this time. Pending Bills are noted
with an Assembly ("AB") or Senate ("SB") designation, and the complete language of each Bill is
available by clicking on the corresponding link contained in the electronic version of this report. WRWC
staff and the WRWC Legislative Subcommittee will track these BDRs and Bills, recommend positions to
be taken, and provide periodic updates to the WRWC/NNWPC.
Mr. Rhodes reported that with brief BDR language, the intent of the Bills will not be known until they are
actually submitted. He noted that the LOC is due to expire July 1, 2013; however, BDR 17-144 requests
extending the lifetime of the LOC indefinitely, as well as providing the LOC jurisdiction over all
statewide water issues. He reported that he provided a link to the report.
Mr. Rhodes stated that the WRWC Legislative Subcommittee has held one meeting jointly with the
TMWA Legislative Subcommittee on February 15, 2013. He reported that the Subcommittee took
positions on the Bills that had available language. He clarified that at this time, there are no real
controversial Bills so the direction to staff is to watch the Bills and stay neutral. He added that an
exception is related to a Public Records Bill (SB 184), which the Subcommittee does not support as
written because it would amend the law to require governments to respond to written or oral requests
(currently written only). Members believe that oral requests could be lost in the process and not receive a
response. The Subcommittee will follow the Bill at this time.
Commissioner Price asked about the National Association of Counties (NACO) sponsored SB2, which
refers to governing powers of local government. Mr. Rhodes stated that he did not bring the language;
however, under existing state law, all power not specifically granted to local governments is reserved to
the State. This bill would broaden the power of local governments to perform additional acts and duties.
He offered to provide an update at the next meeting.
9. Report on the Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency (“TMRPA”) parcel-based
population and employment modeling project; and possible direction to staff, Jim Smitherman,
NNWPC Water Resources Program Manager. (for possible action)
Mr. Smitherman reported that since his last update, TMRPA and NNWPC staff are in the process of
reviewing the proposed scope of work revisions to incorporate the time extension approved by the
WRWC in January. He stated that he has a draft that he will provide at the next NNWPC meeting. He
summarized that the scope would basically extend the timeline and group some of the tasks and phases.
He offered to speak with Mr. Rhodes about whether the scope needs to be amended into the contract.
Mr. Smitherman reported that TMRPA has been engaged in the ongoing Industrial Lands Needs Analysis
in collaboration with the WRWC, Regional Transportation Commission, and the Economic Development
Authority of Western Nevada ("EDAWN"). The project focuses on the current supply of industrial land,
the needs of industries targeted by EDAWN, and the demand for future industrial land in relation to
infrastructure, services and resource requirements.
Mr. Smitherman reported that TMRPA staff has created a preliminary dataset depicting the current supply
of industrial lands in the region and is gathering feedback from stakeholders. On February 25, 2013,
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TMRPA held an “Infrastructure Subcommittee” meeting to gain a better understanding of water and
wastewater backbone infrastructure. He added that a lot of good input was received.
Commissioner Price asked if there is a timeframe associated with the water-related layers in the model.
Mr. Smitherman stated that the timeframe for conclusion of the project is June 30, 2014. He mentioned
that the Infrastructure Committee would probably meet as needed. Commissioner Price asked about the
layer for infrastructure, water, wastewater, etc. Mr. Smitherman reiterated that good input was received
on how to incorporate and gather data as it is available. He added that a model run has been done using
the water and wastewater suitability factors on the employment side of the model.
Commissioner Drinkwater asked how wastewater treatment capacity is being modeled with respect to
industrial lands, where flows are so variable. Mr. Smitherman stated that is a good question and probably
beyond the model’s capabilities. He added that the model incorporates sewer connection fees to represent
the cost of plant expansions and how far into the future they will serve growth. Commissioner
Drinkwater cautioned that plant capacities must be viewed in terms of loading and flows and suggested
incorporating this into the model if possible.
10. Program Manager’s Report, Jim Smitherman.
a. Status Report of Projects and Work Plan Supported by the Regional Water
Management Fund
b. Financial Report on the Regional Water Management Fund
c. Water Management Fund Five-Year Cash Flow table
d. Informational report from the NNWPC representative on the Truckee Meadows Water
Authority Standing Advisory Committee (“TMWA SAC”)
Mr. Smitherman reported that the items included in the Program Manager’s Report are provided as
informational items. Regarding item 10.d, Mr. Smitherman stated that Commissioner Ball attended the
TMWA SAC meeting and offered to provide an update at the next meeting. He added that the Water
Management Fund Five-Year Cash Flow table was included at the request of Commissioner Price at the
last meeting.
He invited any questions or comments. Commissioner Erwin referred to the Certified Landscape
Technician (CLT) program and asked if the training is underway. Jim Stanhouse, Nevada Landscape
Association (NLA) reported that they are doing four training sessions this year and the testing will be in
August.
11. Discussion regarding possible agenda items for the April 3, 2013 NNWPC meeting, and other
future meetings, and possible direction to staff, Jim Smitherman.
Mr. Smitherman reported that there are upcoming agenda items, which include:
• Presentation of the final report on the Septic System study
• Revised scope of work for TMRPA
• Work Plan for the next fiscal year
• Recommendations for ongoing interlocal agreements (i.e. Storm Water, Water Quality Modeling,
reimbursement of consolidation expenses) that will be presented to the WRWC along with the
budget
• Standing Items
o Legislative Update
o Program Manager’s Report
o Status update on STMGID merger
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Acting Chairman Buzzone requested an agenda item for an update on the Bureau of Reclamation
(“BOR”) project (the Truckee Canal study), as well as a status update on the total maximum daily load
(“TMDL”) review (based on the Lahontan standards).
Mr. Smitherman added that election of officers would occur in April.
12. Commission Comments.
None
13. Staff Comments.
None
14. Public Comments.
Acting Chairman Buzzone called for public comments and hearing none, closed the public comment
period.
15. Adjournment.
With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 2:40 p.m.
Respectfully submitted by,
Niki Linn, Recording Secretary
Approved by Commission in session on________________ 2013.

____________________________
Mickey Hazelwood, Chairman
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Northern Nevada
Water Planning Commission
STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 27, 2013

TO:

Chairman and Members, Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission

FROM:

Jim Smitherman, Water Resources Program Manager

SUBJECT:

Selection of Chairman and Vice Chairman for the term April 2013 to April 2014,
and possible direction to staff.

SUMMARY
Section 39 of the Western Regional Water Commission Act, Chapter 531, Statutes of Nevada
2007 (the “Act”), requires that the Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission ("NNWPC")
"establish a schedule for the selection of its Chairman for a term of 1 year, in rotation, from
among the members.” The Act identifies the voting members of the NNWPC by title, position,
or interest to be represented, and is silent concerning a vice chairman. However, the Act does
not prohibit selection of a vice chairman, and, prior to adoption of the NNWPC Administrative
Policies and Procedures on May 5, 2010, a vice chairman was selected by custom and practice to
preside over meetings in the absence of the chairman. Section V of the NNWPC Administrative
Policies and Procedures provides for the selection of a chairman and a vice chairman, for a term
of one year, in rotation, from among the voting members, annually, at the first meeting in April.
PREVIOUS ACTION
One year term is April through March
2008

Member: SVGID General Manager, Chairman-Darrin Price
Vice Chairman-Wayne Seidel

2009

Member: Sparks Public Works Director, Chairman-Wayne Seidel
Vice Chairman-George Ball

2010

Member: TMWA, General Manager's designee, Chairman-John Erwin
Vice Chairman-Jerry Shumacher

2011

Member: Washoe County Conservation District, Chairman-George Ball
Vice Chairman-Neil Krutz
Member: Public at Large, Chairman-Mickey Hazelwood
Vice Chairman-John Buzzone

2012

FISCAL IMPACT
None
RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the NNWPC select a chairman and vice chairman for a 1-year term
ending on March 31, 2014, in rotation, from among the members.
js
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Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission
STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 28, 2013

TO:

Chairman and Members, Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission

FROM:

Chris Wessel, Water Management Planner
Jim Smitherman, Water Resources Program Manager

SUBJECT:

Report on the study of Strategies for Management of High-Density Septic System
Developments in Washoe County, and possible direction to staff

SUMMARY
The Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission ("NNWPC") approved a study to evaluate
strategies and alternatives for managing areas of historic high density septic system clusters
which have been identified in Truckee Meadows area. The research and information was
compiled by the team of AMEC/Lombardo & Associates and provided as five task reports. The
information in the five task reports was summarized by staff in the attached executive summary.
Staff will present the outlines of the five task reports with a brief summary of key points. Staff
anticipates that the final task reports will be available for review by April 30, 2013.
BACKGROUND
The proposed project involves research to identify and summarize various ways in which
communities elsewhere in the United States have developed management or mitigation solutions
to septic system pollution of groundwater. At present, the only solution employed locally to
solve septic system groundwater contamination problems has been conversion of septic systems
to sanitary sewer, which, while effective, is extremely costly.
This study has taken an in-depth look at the various issues relevant to alternatives for dealing
with high density septic system impacts. The report is broken down into five task reports which
cover project background, technologies, financing, management and case studies. The outlines
for the five task reports as follows:
Task 1 - Report Study Area Background
• Summary of existing reports and problem definition
Task 2 Report - Nitrogen Removal Alternatives
• Treatment Alternatives Evaluated
• Nitrate Removal Needed for Groundwater Protection
• Examination of Wastewater Treatment Plant Capacity
• Estimated Nitrate Removal Costs
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Task 3 Report - Financing Alternatives
• Program Financing
• Fee collection mechanisms
• Pro forma & sustainability analysis
• Start – Up – Initial Capitalization Option
Task 4 Report – Institutional and Management Alternatives
• Responsibilities & service levels
• Local wastewater Management options
• Management model cost Analysis
• Evaluation of management options
Task 5 Report Case Studies
• Overview of Communities Addressing Septic Nitrogen
• Case study – Fairfax County, Virginia
• Case study – Suffolk County Long Island, New York
• Case study – La Pine, Oregon
• Case study – Peña Blanca, New Mexico
• Case study – Phelps County Missouri

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the NNWPC accept this Executive Summary of Strategies for Management of
High-Density Septic System Developments in Washoe County, and provide direction to staff, as
appropriate.
CW:jd
Attachment
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

STRATEGIES FOR MANAGEMENT OF HIGHDENSITY SEPTIC SYSTEM DEVELOPMENTS
IN WASHOE COUNTY

Prepared for:

Western Regional Water Commission
and

Northern Nevada Water Planning
Commission
Project Team:
Chris Wessel - Water Management Planner (Western Regional Water Commission)
John Buzzone - Senior Engineer (Washoe County)
Andrew Hummel – Utility Manger (City of Sparks)
Glen Daily – Associate Engineer ( City of Reno)
Christian Kropf – Senior Hydrogeologist (Washoe County)

March 2013
Research and information compiled by:

With
AMEC Environment & Infrastructure, Inc.
780 Vista Boulevard, Suite 100
Sparks, Nevada 89434

Introduction
The Western Regional Water Commission (WRWC) initiated the Strategies for Management of
High-Density Septic System Developments in Washoe County project to evaluate alternative
methods to address the degradation of groundwater quality caused by septic system effluent
discharge. This document contains a summary of the findings of this project. The various
Project Reports listed at the end of this document are available from the Document Library at
the WRWC website (www.WRWC.us).

Project Task Reports
The following tasks were indentified in the Lombardo Associates, Inc. (LAI) Scope of Work and
prepared as part of this study on Strategies for Management of High-Density Septic System
Developments in Washoe County:






Task 1 - Review of Existing and Projected Conditions
Task 2 - Technical & Economic Evaluation of Nitrogen Removal Alternatives
Task 3 - Financing Alternatives
Task 4 - Institutional and Management Alternatives
Task 5 - Case Studies

The Task 1 report provides analysis and assessment of the existing and projected conditions.
Task 2 presents a technical and economic evaluation of nitrate removal alternatives.
Information gathered in Task 5 (Case Studies) shaped much of the approach and alternatives in
the Task 2 report. Similarly, information gathered and the analysis documented in the Task 4
report (Institutional and Management Alternatives) was used in the final analysis described in
the Task 2 report. The case studies (Task 5) shaped the assessment and feasibility of the
alternatives analyzed.
Task 1 Report - Review of Existing and Projected Conditions
There are an estimated 16,840 Individual Sewage Disposal Systems (ISDS) in Washoe County,
of which approximately 14,200 are in the Truckee Meadows Service Area (TMSA). The TMSA
(as illustrated in Figure 1) is the area defined by Truckee Meadows Regional Planning as the
geographic area within which municipal services are planned to serve Reno, Sparks and
Washoe County. Systems within this area discharge treated effluent, which contains elevated
levels of nitrate, into the soil where it is free to percolate into the groundwater. The United
Stated Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) established a Maximum Contaminant Level
(MCL) of nitrate nitrogen in drinking water of 10 milligrams per liter (mg/L). Drinking water with
concentrations higher than the MCL may cause adverse health effects.
The Phase I Prioritization of Study Areas & Assessment of Data Needs Report (“Phase I
Report”, Kropf, 2007) identified 16 separate areas of concern based on nitrate levels in
groundwater and the relative density of residential septic systems. The report also included a
prioritized list of “Project Areas” that exhibit a high likelihood of septic systems degrading water
quality (with respect to nitrate contamination). These 16 study areas and the data listed in the
Phase I Report were used in this analysis and shown graphically in Figure 1.
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Review of the Phase I Report and the map shown in Figure 1 showing the locations of the
Project Areas suggests that a “one-size-fits-all” approach for managing ISDS nitrate degradation
of groundwater quality may not be the most effective approach. As such, the WRWC
commissioned Lombardo Associates, Inc. (LAI) and AMEC for this study to provide a summary
and evaluation of potential:





Nitrate removal technologies;
Financing alternatives,
Nitrate management strategies; and
Summary of case studies describing how other communities have addressed similar
nitrate issues.

The primary goal of this project was to identify nitrate reduction technologies that could be used
to mitigate nitrate contamination of groundwaters due to high density ISDS. To accomplish this
goal, several treatment technologies were identified and evaluated. Order of magnitude cost
estimates were developed for each treatment option that was considered technically and
economically feasible.
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Figure 1 Septic System Densities and Study Areas
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The intent of this project was not to recommend specific solutions, but to offer decision makers
technical and financial information to facilitate future decision making. The challenges
associated with implementing a particular technology or corrective measures for the areas
discussed in this study are as much financial as they are technical. Any solution that is
ultimately proposed will require the buy-in of decision makers and the public they represent. In
this report, the causes and extent of the nitrate problem, the range of potential solutions and the
order of magnitude costs are presented for future reference, comparative analysis and decision
making purposes only.
Task 2 - Technical & Economic Evaluation of Nitrogen Removal Alternatives
Combined in this report is the analysis, findings and conclusions of the study. Results from
Tasks 3, 4 and 5 contributed to the summary and analysis. A summary of the Task 2 report is
provided below.
Treatment Alternatives Evaluated
The alternatives evaluated fall into the following categories:
 Individual, single family nitrogen removal systems
 Neighborhood / small community (cluster) wastewater collection, treatment and
disposal / reuse systems
 Connection to existing, centralized treatment facility
 Connection to new, centralized treatment facility
Collection system options considered:
 Conventional gravity
 Septic tank effluent – gravity & pressure
 Grinder pump – low pressure
 Vacuum system
Wastewater treatment technologies considered:
 Fixed film systems
 Suspended growth – activated sludge (AS) systems
 Integrated fixed film and suspended growth systems (IFAS)
 Active or passive carbon feed (denitrification)

Nitrate Removal Required for Groundwater Protection
To compare alternatives to reduce nitrate loading from ISDS in the study areas, the level of
necessary treatment (i.e., degree of nitrogen removal) was estimated using a simple,
conservative mass balance approach. The estimated level of nitrate removal required was used
to evaluate treatment process viability or the number of ISDS requiring removal (sewered with
out-of-basin transfer). Table 1 summarizes the number and percent of existing properties
(parcels with ISDS) that would need to achieve 100% nitrate removal to meet the water quality
goals. These values were calculated assuming ISDS removes 25% of effluent nitrate and that
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sewering removes 100%. The values shown in Table 1 assume that the target recharge nitrate
concentration is 5-mg/L, a level considered protective of groundwater resources.
Table 1 Number of Properties Requiring 100% Nitrate Removal to Maintain Groundwater
Quality (5 mg/L Nitrate-Nitrogen)
Basin Name
(number)

Project Area
Ambrose
Island 18

2007 Report
Priority
Ranking

Number of ISDS
Basin

7
12

Proj.
Area
475
907

Properties Requiring
100% Removal1
(%)

(#)

78%
82%

372
745

5,870
8
Hidden Valley
780
81%
633
9
Huffaker
1,764
77%
1,358
11
Geiger
858
82%
705
14
Silver Knolls
529
78%
413
Lemmon Valley
4
Heppner
954
80%
766
2,670
(92A & 92B)
6
Golden Valley
845
78%
658
5
Mt. Rose
1,026
78%
803
Pleasant Valley (88)
1,665
15
Pleasant Valley
535
75%
399
3
Washoe
1,296
80%
1,042
Washoe Valley (89)
1,852
16
New Washoe
197
75%
148
13
Mogul
544
79%
428
Truckee Canyon (91)
1,020
10
Verdi
341
79%
271
2
Cold Springs (100)
Cold Springs
1,397
1,325
84%
1,112
1
Spanish Springs (85)
Spanish Springs
2,346
1,848
84%
1,546
Avg=80%
Total
16,820
14,224
11,397
1
100% Nitrogen removal achieved via sewering and out-of-basin treatment / discharge or by using a higher
percentage/number of nitrogen removal systems within the basin
Truckee Meadows (87)

Examination of Wastewater Treatment Plant Capacity
If ISDS are connected to a municipal sewer system and sent to the regional wastewater
treatment facility (WWTF), excess capacity must either exist or be added to accommodate the
flow increase. Assuming 230 gallons per day (gpd) per ISDS, the required capacity was
estimated using the number of ISDS in the Project Areas within the projected service areas of
each of the WWTFs (Table 2). As can be seen from the data presented in Table 2, additional
capacity is required at the Lemmon Valley WWTP and likely at the Cold Springs WWTF to
accommodate peak flows. The total wastewater flow from ISDS in the Project Areas is
estimated to be around 3.27 million gallons per day (MGD).
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Table 2 Study Area WWTFs with 2009 Average and Permitted Flow Rates
2009 Avg. Flow
(MGD)

Permitted Flow
(MGD)

Maximum Excess
Capacity (MGD)

Estimated Req.
Capacity for Local
ISDS (MGD)

Truckee Meadows WRF

26.5

44

17.5

1.29

South Truckee Meadows
WRF

2.65

4.1

1.45

1.14

Reno-Stead WRF

1.4

2.35

0.95

0.12

Lemmon Valley WWTP

0.2

0.3

0.1

0.41

Cold Springs WWTF

0.28

0.7

0.42

0.31

31.03

51.45

20.42

3.27

Facility Name

Total
Source WRWC, 2011

Estimated Nitrate Removal Costs
The following order of magnitude costs were estimated for each treatment option that is
considered technically and economically feasible:






Total capital costs (including design, construction, land acquisition, etc., as
appropriate);
Annual operating, maintenance, repair and replacement costs;
Life cycle costs;
Anticipated levels of nitrogen reduction; and
Cost / pound of nitrate reduction/year.

Table 3 presents a summary of the estimated costs on a per Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU)
basis for each nitrate removal technology evaluated. The highest cost alternative was
connection to the existing sewer system with full street width repaving. The least expensive
alternative identified was the collection of ISDS effluent (ISDSE) and connection to the existing
sewer system with partial paving.
Summarized in Table 4 is the number of systems requiring 100% nitrate removal with out-ofbasin discharge and 93% removal with in-basin discharge. Listed are the estimated costs
associated with conventional sewer extensions (trench width paving, out-of-basin discharge)
and ISDSE cluster systems (trench width paving and in-basin discharge). The cost estimates
combined with the number of each type of system defines the relative scale of the anticipated
capital improvement program required to achieve drinking water quality protection. Potential
financing options and techniques are described in the Task 3 report.
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Table 3 Summary of Alternative Nitrate Removal Costs per EDU

WW Mgmt. Option

1

2

3

Onsite1

Cluster

2

Connection to
Existing
Centralized
4
System

% Nitrate
Reduction

Capital
Cost

Annual
O&M
Cost

Life Cycle
Cost per
EDU

Savings
Compared to
Conv.
Sewering w/full
Width Paving

93%

$22,000

$540

$31,283

20.8%

ISDSE
3
Collection

93%

$23,900

$574

$36,881

14.5%

Conventional –
Gravity Collection

93%

$26,700

$574

$39,681

5.3%

Conventional –
Pressure
Collection

93%

$26,700

$574

$39,681

5.3%

ISDSE Collection

100%

$17,400

$645

$32,000

38.5%

Conventional –
Trench Width
Paving

100%

$21,400

$600

$35,000

24.4%

Conventional –
Full Width Paving

100%

$28,300

$600

$41,900

0.0%

1

Onsite system costs assume economies of scale are achieved
Carbon Feed and Pretreatment system achieving 93% of nitrogen removal used for this analysis
No drain field attenuation is assumed to occur with wastewater treated to advanced tertiary standards
4
Sewer system costs are based upon only one engineer’s estimate of sewer extensions costs in Spanish Springs. Lower density
developments will have higher costs. Areas are assumed to be adjacent to existing sewered areas; therefore, no transmission
cost was provided. If transmission piping is needed, costs for this option will increase.
2
3

Table 4 Capital Improvement Program for Required Nitrate Removal in Project Areas
Priority Level

Number of
Properties Req.
100% Removal

Number of
Properties Req.
93% Removal w/InBasin Discharge

Total Capital Cost –
100% Removal w/Outof-Basin Discharge1

Total Capital Cost
93% Removal w/InBasin Discharge2

Scenario 1
(Phase 1
Areas Only)

1,546

1,656

$45,100,000

$52,500,000

Scenario 2
(Phase 1 & 2
Areas)

5,926

6,349

$150,900,000

$179,400,000

Scenario 3
(Phase 1, 2 &
3 Areas)

10,836

11,610

$269,500,000

$321,500,000

1

Please note for 100% nitrogen removal with out-of-basin discharge, costs are based on conventional sewer system with trenchwidth paving and out-of-basin discharge based upon only one engineer’s estimate of sewer extension costs in Spanish Springs.
Lower density developments will have higher costs. Areas are assumed to be adjacent to existing sewered areas; therefore, no
transmission cost is provided. If transmission piping is needed, costs for this option will increase.
2

Costs based on septic tank effluent collection cluster systems achieving 93% nitrogen removal discharging within the basin.

Task 3 – Financing Alternatives
The objective of this task was to evaluate financing options associated with the alternatives for
management of groundwater quality impacted by high density ISDS development in the TMSA.
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Alternatives identified and discussed in this report included:





Practical grant and loan funding sources
Affordability analysis
Fee collection mechanisms
The financial sustainability of a Responsible Management Entity (RME) that would
manage On-site Wastewater Treatment and Disposal/Reuse Systems (OSTDS)

The results of this analysis were largely used in the analysis presented in the Task 2 report (and
included in Table 4 above).
Summarized in Tables 5 and 6 are the results of the U.S. EPA Financial Capability-Affordability
Analysis for the proposed septic nitrogen removal systems and proposed user charges for the
In-Basin Discharge Option Capital Improvement Program (CIP) cost estimates. The affordability
analysis indicates that financial affordability increases from a low to high burden as more
phases are implemented. The analysis assumes, as a first approach, that all properties on
septic systems or connected to a sewer system pay the same annual cost, whether or not they
have a new wastewater system. There are numerous user charge approaches that are possible
and will need to be publicly discussed to determine the appropriate user charge system for
Washoe County.
Table 5 Financial Capability Score (As of Summer 2012)
Financial Capability Indicators

Rating

Score*

AA

3

Overall net debt (as % of full market value of taxable property)

2.33%

2

Unemployment as compared to National Average

11.4%

1

Mean Household Income as % of National Average

107%

2

Property Tax Revenues as % of Full Market Property Value

3.31%

2

Bond Rating (S&P)

Property Tax Revenue Collection Rate

99%
Average =

* 1 = Weak; 2 = Mid Range; 3 = Strong

3
2.17

Table 6 Projected Sustainable User Charge Estimates Based Upon In-Basin CIP
Estimated Cost and Relative Affordability
Capital Improvement Program (CIP
Number of Parcels with Nitrate Removal
Systems in Basin Discharge
Percent of the Total
Annual O&M
OSTDS[2] & ISDS Replacement Fund
CIP Debt Service(1)
Total Annual Cost
Total Monthly Cost
% of MHI – Washoe County
User Charge Burden

All Properties with Same O&M & CIP Charge(1)
Phase 1 – Priority
Phase 2 – Priority
Phase 3 – Priority
Area 1 Only
Areas 1 & 2 Only
Areas 1, 2 & 3
$52,500,000
$179,400,000
$321,500,000
1,656

6,349

11,610

12%
$206
$58
$180
$444
$37
0.76%
Low

45%
$383
$108
$617
$1,107
$92
1.90%
Medium

82%
$509
$164
$1,105
$1,778
$148
3.06%
High

[1] Financing Rate of 4.00% and a Term of 30 years assumed
[2] OSTDS On-Site Treatment and Disposal System
[3] percent of median household income
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Task 4 – Institutional and Management Alternatives
All remaining ISDS within the different study area basins in addition to any new on-site and
cluster / neighborhood systems will need to be actively managed. For any future upgrades that
involve connection to an existing WWTF, the owner of the WWTF and associated collection
system would be the Responsible Management Entity (RME).
For on-site and cluster/neighborhood systems with advanced nitrogen removal, a RME should
be established for their funding, implementation, operation and maintenance, and long-term
sustainability. Potential RME candidates include:



Existing agency such as the Central Truckee Meadows Remediation District
(CTMRD) established via Section 318 of Nevada State Law
Adopt Special Legislation to create a new agency to manage nitrogen pollution of the
TMSA groundwater

Task 5 – Case Studies
The objective of this task was to review selected histories and examine common attributes and
lessons learned from communities addressing similar septic system nitrate issues. Case studies
were prepared for the following areas:






Fairfax County, Virginia
Suffolk County Long Island, New York
La Pine, Oregon, Deschutes County
Peña Blanca, New Mexico
Phelps County, Missouri

After a review of each case history, the following common attributes were noted:





Leadership and vision are needed for positive outcomes
Strong resistance to financial costs was a common element
Conventional solutions are usually proposed and often not affordable
Conventional, high price solutions are defeated when votes for bond authorizations
are required

Affordability and related financing issues were the dominant theme in the histories reviewed.
Key lessons learned were:







Proactive engagement of the broad stakeholder groups is critical
Validate the science that is the basis for the corrective actions
Identify low cost solutions and perform ongoing testing / evaluations
Provide solutions for all stakeholders so that commonality of purpose is achieved
Use Adaptive Management whereby the understanding of science and viability of
lower cost options is continually re-evaluated and improved
Look for opportune events to require upgrades
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It is LAI’s opinion that by implementing programs that incorporate the above lessons learned,
community support will be engendered and the probability of success will be maximized.
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TO:

Chairman and Members, Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission

FROM:

Jim Smitherman, Water Resources Program Manager

SUBJECT:

Report on the Bureau of Reclamation’s Newlands Project Planning Study Draft
Report.

SUMMARY
Mr. Harvey Edwards of the Bureau of Reclamation will present a report on the Newlands Project
Planning Study Draft Special Report. He has provided a copy of the Final Draft Executive
Summary for distribution to the Commission.
BACKGROUND
The Bureau of Reclamation released the Newlands Project Planning Study Draft Special Report
(“Draft Report”) for public comment in January 2013. The study is being done in response to the
2008 breach of the Truckee Canal that flooded nearly 600 Fernley area properties. Flow in the
canal has been restricted since that time. The Draft Report’s Executive Summary (attached)
states: “The Study’s intent is to formulate, develop, and evaluate a range of alternatives to
deliver water to Newlands Project (Project) water rights holders while also reducing risk to local
communities from operating the Project’s Truckee Canal. The purpose of this Special Report is
to describe that process and present Study findings.” The Draft Report can be viewed at the
following website link: http://www.usbr.gov/mp/lbao/newlands.html.
Member agencies of the Western Regional Water Commission expressed concerns about the
Draft Report prompting a letter to the Bureau of Reclamation. Concerns include:
• How modification of water delivery rates would affect Truckee River water quality both
upstream and downstream of the point of diversion
• Lack of flow model documentation in the Draft Report
• Lack of clarity in the assumptions used for the cost models in the Draft Report
• Short public comment period (20 days) for a 340 page report.
The letter requested model documentation, assumptions and results, and an extension of the
review period. Mr. Edwards responded promptly and provided model files and an explanation of
how they were used in developing the Draft Report.
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Bureau of Reclamation
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Lahontan Basin Area Office

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Reclamation
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Executive Summary

Executive Summary
The Newlands Project Planning Study (Study) Special Report is a study
conducted by the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation). The Study’s intent is to formulate, develop, and evaluate a range
of alternatives to deliver water to Newlands Project (Project) water rights
holders while also reducing risk to local communities from operating the
Project’s Truckee Canal. The purpose of this Special Report is to describe that
process and present Study findings.
Planning studies help identify and evaluate different ways to address a problem
or issue in a manner that could be supported by decision makers, stakeholders,
and Congress before funding more detailed studies or projects. Thus, the results
of this Study may be used to inform decisions regarding the Newlands Project,
including the extent of repairs to the Truckee Canal and its future operation; the
report is informational only and is not intended to provide a specific
recommended action. If Congress chooses to authorize and appropriate funds in
the future for a feasibility study, construction, or other activities, this report
would provide important context and guidance for undertaking those activities
and any related environmental reviews.

Background
The Newlands Project is one of Reclamation’s first irrigation projects and
nearly as old as the agency itself. Reclamation began the Project in 1903 to
provide irrigation water to the Lahontan Valley, near Fallon, Nevada, and to
lands in the Truckee Basin near Fernley, Nevada.
In the early morning of January 5, 2008, a 50-foot portion of the Truckee Canal
embankment failed about 12 miles downstream from Derby Dam, releasing
water that inundated a residential development in the City of Fernley, flooding
590 properties. No fatalities occurred, but more than $1 billion in tort claims
were filed against the Federal government, local governments, and the TruckeeCarson Irrigation District (TCID), and have now been consolidated into classaction lawsuits.
Although the damaged portion of the canal embankment was soon repaired,
evaluations of the canal revealed a high potential for future failure. In response,
Reclamation imposed restrictions on the water surface elevation allowed in the
canal and the amount of water allowed to flow through the canal. The flow
restrictions were reinforced by the Federal District Court for Nevada. If not
lifted, these restrictions could complicate the long-term ability of Reclamation
to provide Newlands Project water rights holders with reliable supplies.
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Federal authorization for the Study was provided in the Omnibus
Appropriations Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-8, 123 Statute 609), which
directed Reclamation to determine the actions necessary to rehabilitate the
Truckee Canal so restrictions on its operation can be removed.

Existing and Future Conditions
The primary study area for this investigation consists of the Newlands Project
boundaries, TCID service area in the Newlands Project, Churchill County, the
City of Fernley in northern Lyon County, the Fallon Paiute-Shoshone Indian
Reservation, the Stillwater National Wildlife Refuge (NWR), and the Carson
Lake and Pasture. The extended study area encompasses the broader Carson
River watershed, Truckee River watershed, and Dixie Valley. These areas
encompass Lake Tahoe, Pyramid Lake, a number of cities and communities, as
well as the majority of the Pyramid Lake Indian Reservation. Figure ES-1
shows both the primary and extended study areas.
This Study describes existing and likely future without-action conditions in the
primary and extended study areas. The description of these conditions includes
information available to the Study on infrastructure; physical, biological,
cultural, socioeconomic environments; and water resources.
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Figure ES-1. Study Areas for the Newlands Project Planning Study
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Problems, Needs, and Opportunities
Major water resources problems and needs for the Study pertain to the
increasing competition for water rights in the Truckee and Carson river basins,
increases in the likelihood and potential consequence of a Truckee Canal
breach, and the reliability of Project water rights. Opportunities have been
identified during the Study relative to Project efficiency and water quality and
quantities on the Lower Truckee River.
Water Rights Related Needs
Reclamation and its local contractor, TCID, are obligated to serve Project water
rights holders. However, the Project’s changing makeup has complicated the
delivery of water to its diverse blend of users. Over the last century, several
factors, including urban growth in Fallon and Fernley and the decline of
ecosystems in the primary and extended study areas, have increased competition
for water in the Truckee and Carson river basins and reduced the proportion of
Project water delivered for agricultural uses relative to other uses. While these
changing demands are not considered a problem, serving Project water rights
holders is an important need.
Truckee Canal Risk Related Problems and Needs
As evidenced by the 2008 breach, operating the Truckee Canal in its current
condition to serve Project water rights holders presents large safety risks for
residents and property, particularly in the Fernley area. The breach in 2008 was
not the first structural failure of the Truckee Canal – eight other breaches
occurred during the twentieth century. However, all of the previous breaches
had occurred in rural areas or at a time when the property adjacent to the canal
was uninhabited.
Since 2008, Reclamation has reviewed the risks of continuing to operate the
Truckee Canal and has concluded that substantial improvements will be needed
to allow the canal to safely convey as much water as it has historically. The
facility’s advanced age – around 110 years old – and structural issues make
future breaches likely. Urbanization has increased the potential for a breach to
cause damage, injuries, or deaths. The combination of failures with high
likelihoods and with high consequences has led Reclamation to require
extensive rehabilitation actions, especially for the urbanized portions of the
Truckee Canal. In the meantime, while options for reducing risk are being
formulated and discussed, Reclamation has restricted the flow stages of the
Truckee Canal.
Water Supply Reliability Related Problems and Needs
Restrictions on flow through the Truckee Canal, aimed at addressing
Reclamation concerns for safety and risk, could reduce Project water supply to
levels below the conditions experienced by users before the 2008 Truckee Canal
breach.
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The potential for reduced Truckee Canal capacity to affect Project water supply
is illustrated in Figure ES-2, which depicts 100 years of simulated water supply
deliveries to Project water rights holders under different canal flow-stage
scenarios, including:
•

Desired Reliability Scenario – Represents the range of water supply
conditions that Project water rights holders could have expected, had
the 2008 canal breach not resulted in capacity restrictions.

•

150 cfs and 350 cfs Scenarios – Illustrates the anticipated water supply
conditions that Project water rights holders might experience in the
future, with flow-stage restrictions on the Truckee Canal of 150 and
350 cfs. These two selected flow stages (350 and 150 cfs) bracket the
range of recent and likely future without-action restrictions on the
Truckee Canal, respectively.

Notes:
Simulations based on 100-year hydrology for the Truckee and Carson river basins, 1901–2000.
The Desired Reliability scenario considers the current Project demand; the other scenarios consider anticipated future demand,
as discussed in Chapter 3 and Appendix C.
Key:
cfs = cubic feet per second

Figure ES-2. Potential for Restricted Truckee Canal Capacity to Affect Water Supply
Reliability for the Newlands Project
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Project Efficiency Related Opportunities
As Reclamation and others have long noted, many Project features and practices
result in the inefficient use of Project water. For instance, the Project’s aged
conveyance structures, most of which are unlined, permit large amounts of
water to seep into the ground before delivery. Conditions such as these present
opportunities to improve the Project’s efficiency by reducing delivery system
losses, or otherwise improving the Project’s ability to deliver more with its
existing water supplies.
Lower Truckee River Related Opportunities
Conflict and litigation over surface water in the Truckee River Basin have been
ongoing for more than 100 years, and the Newlands Project has been a frequent
component of these disputes. Chief among these disputes is litigation stemming
from reductions to Pyramid Lake elevations and fish species. A number of
factors have reduced the cumulative inflows from the Truckee River to Pyramid
Lake, thereby challenging the viability of these fisheries. Over time, Project
diversions from the river at Derby Dam have become the focus of efforts to
reverse declines in water levels at Pyramid Lake and water quality in the Lower
Truckee River. The result of these efforts has been a significant reduction in
Project diversions from the Truckee River, in comparison to historical practices.

Study Objectives
On the basis of specific direction in the Study’s authorizing legislation,
identified water resources problems and opportunities in the study areas, and
other guidance, the following Study objectives were developed:
•

Address Truckee Canal safety concerns in a manner that is consistent
with Reclamation’s preferred standards of safety for canals.

•

Satisfy the exercise of future anticipated Project water rights in a
manner equivalent to the level of service reliability Project users would
have experienced historically, under current regulations and without
restrictions on the Truckee Canal. Further, provide water rights
reliability in a manner that maintains the viability of the Project,
meaning that the Project’s current ability to generate revenue and
sustain itself is preserved.

Alternatives were formulated specifically to accomplish the Study objectives.
To the extent possible, through pursuit of the Study objectives, alternatives also
include features to help address the following opportunities:
•

Improve the efficiency of Project water supply deliveries.

•

Improve the water supply quantity and quality of the lower Truckee
River.

ES-7 – April 2013

Newlands Project Planning Study
Special Report

Specific planning constraints, considerations, and criteria were also established
to help guide the Investigation planning process.

Formulation and Evaluation of Alternatives
Once water resources problems, needs, and opportunities have been identified,
and planning objectives, constraints, considerations, and criteria have been
developed, the next major elements of the plan formulation process are
identifying and screening management measures, and formulating alternatives
to meet the Study objectives.
Screening Management Measures
A management measure is any structural or nonstructural action or feature that
could address one or more planning objectives, consistent with other planning
considerations, criteria, and constraints. At each step of the planning process,
measures are reviewed, and in some cases reconsidered and incorporated into
alternatives or eliminated from further consideration.
More than 50 measures were identified to address the Study objectives and
opportunities, based upon previous studies, reports, public input, and meetings
with stakeholders and agencies in the study area. The Study subjected all
measures to a three-phased screening process that included:
•

Phase 1 – Removal of measures with seemingly intractable
implementation hurdles, severe environmental effects that may
outweigh safety or water supply benefits, or poor performance relative
to magnitude of identified problems.

•

Phase 2 – Technical analysis of measures that passed Phase 1, but
which had not been evaluated by previous studies or reports in
sufficient detail for evaluating relative performance, and removal of
poor performers from further consideration.

•

Phase 3 – Combination of measures into preliminary alternatives, and
removal of measures that have lower performance relative to similar
alternatives or compatibility problems.

Seven measures were retained for meeting the safety objective among five
potential Truckee Canal conveyance capacities, and 11 additional measures
were retained for meeting the water supply objective, including one measure
that was retained in concept only. All measures retained for use in preliminary
alternatives are listed in Table ES-1.
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Table ES-1. Measures Addressing Study Objectives
Study Objective:
1,2
Truckee Canal Safety
1, 2

Provide Safety at 600 cfs
High Density Polyethylene cutoff walls along the Truckee Canal
1, 2
Provide Safety at 350 cfs
High Density Polyethylene cutoff walls along the Truckee Canal
Concrete/Geomembrane lining along the Truckee Canal
1, 2
Provide Safety at 250 cfs
High Density Polyethylene cutoff walls along the Truckee Canal
Concrete/Geomembrane lining along the Truckee Canal
2
Provide Safety at 150 cfs
Operate with Restricted Truckee Canal
Provide Safety at 0 cfs
Decommission the Truckee Canal
Study Objective:
Water Supply
Develop Supplemental Sources of Water Supply
Treat and deliver City of Fernley Municipal Effluent
Import Groundwater Supplies from Dixie Valley
Construct Pipeline for Supplying Truckee Canal
Increase Delivery Efficiencies by Reducing Seepage Losses
Line Main Canals and Laterals in the Carson Division
Compact Soils of Main Canals and Laterals in the Carson Division
1
Concrete/Geomembrane Lining Along the Truckee Canal
Compact soils of Truckee Canal
Reduce Dry-Year Agricultural Demand
Acquire and Permanently Retire Project Water Rights
Crop Insurance/Dry Year Fallowing
Partial Season Forbearance Agreements
Develop Upstream Truckee River Storage
Multi-Year Upstream Storage (retained in concept only)
Notes:
1
Many measures retained for addressing Truckee Canal Safety Risks are distinguished by the type of
improvements performed along the canal, but also include other structural refurbishments and nonstructural activities that are consistent across all indicated measures.
2
Aside from decommissioning the Truckee Canal, all measures retained for addressing Truckee Canal
Safety Risks also have performance characteristics that help provide Newlands Project with Water
Supply Reliability.

Refinement of Alternatives
As part of the measures screening process, 24 preliminary alternatives were
developed for addressing the Study objectives. Figure ES-3 illustrates how
measures from various subcategories were combined to achieve the water
supply objective (illustrated as the Desired Reliability line). The preliminary
alternatives are illustrated in ES-3 in the same sequence and order as they are
described in Tables ES-2. Preliminary alternatives are labeled with a flow stage
and letter (e.g. 350.a is the first preliminary alternative with a 350 cfs flow
stage).
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Figure ES-3. Summary of Preliminary Alternatives Assembled to Achieve Safety and Water Supply Reliability

Table ES-2. Summary of Preliminary Alternatives between Flow Stages of 600 cfs and 150 cfs
Measures Selected to Meet Objectives
Truckee Canal
Flow Stage

Water Supply

Safety
Primary Measure
HDPE Cutoff
Wall

600 cfs
a
b
350 cfs

HDPE Cutoff
Wall

c
d

Concrete/
Geomembrane
Liner

a
b
250 cfs

HDPE Cutoff
Wall

c
d
e

Concrete/
Geomembrane
Liner

Additional Measure(s)

None

Est. Annual
Cost
1,2
($ Million)
Low
High
$2.10

$2.10

Reduce Agricultural Demand
(5 to 15%, 2 measures)

None

$2.50

$3.90

Reduce Carson Division
Seepage (2 measures)

None

$2.60

$10.00

Supplement Carson Division
(1 measure)

None

$6.50

$13.00

$2.80

$2.80

None
Reduce Agricultural Demand
(20 to 25%, 2 measures)

None

$3.70

$5.10

Reduce Carson Division
Seepage (2 measures)

None

$2.60

$10.00

Supplement Carson Division
Supply (1 measure)

ReduceAgriculturalDemand(10to15%,2measures)

$7.30

$15.00

Reduce Agricultural Demand
(10 to 15%, 2 measures)

None

$3.60

$5.20

Reduce Carson Division
Seepage (2 measures)

ReduceAgriculturalDemand(0to10%,2measures)

$3.30

$5.10
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Est. Annual
Cost
1,2
($ Million)

Measures Selected to Meet Objectives
Truckee Canal
Flow Stage

150 cfs

Water Supply
Safety

Primary Measure

Additional Measure(s)

Low

High

a

Reduce Agricultural Demand
(35 to 45%, 2 measures)

None

$2.90

$5.30

b

Reduce Carson Division
Seepage (2 measures)

Reduce Agricultural Demand (15 to 25%, 2 measures)

$1.70

$11.00

c

Supplement Carson Division
Supply (1 measure)

Reduce Agricultural Demand (25 to 35%, 2 measures)

$6.40

$15.00

Reduce Carson Division
Seepage (2 measures)

Supplement Carson Division
Supply(1 measure)

$4.90

$22.00

e

Reduce Truckee Division
Seepage (1 measure)

Reduce Agricultural Demand (25 to 40%, 2 measures)

$2.20

$4.90

f

Reduce Truckee Division
Seepage (1 measure)

Reduce Carson Division Seepage
(2 measures)

$1.90

$12.00

d

Maintain Flows
at or Below
Flow Stage

ReduceAgriculturalDemand(0t
o25%,2measures)

ReduceAgriculturalDemand(15
to30%,2measures)

Notes:
1
Cost estimates have been formatted to indicate the annual cost of implementing each preliminary alternative, relative to the full range of costs developed for preliminary
alternatives. Green represents lower costs (lowest being $1.7 million), red represents higher costs (highest being $22 million), and yellow represents mid-range costs.
2
Annual costs include interest and amortization of the field cost based on the current Federal discount rate of 4 percent, over an assumed service life of the measures included
(from 5 to 65 years depending on the specific measure). See Appendix E2 for additional information.
Key:
cfs = cubic feet per second
HDPE = High Density Polyethylene
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Table ES-2. Summary of Preliminary Alternatives between Flow Stages of 600 cfs and 150 cfs (contd.)

Table ES-3. Components of 0 cfs Preliminary Alternatives by Division
Measures to Meet the Water Supply Objective

Focus of
Component
Primary Measure

Additional Measure(s)

Est. Annual
Cost
1
($ Million)
Low
High

Carson Division

a

Reduce Agricultural Demand
(70 to 80%, 2 measures)

None

$5.60

$10.00

Carson Division

b

Reduce Carson Division Seepage
(2 measures)

Reduce Agricultural Demand (60 to 70%, 2 measures)

$5.20

$15.00

Carson Division

c

Supplement Carson Division Supply
(1 measure)

Reduce Agricultural Demand (60 to 70%, 2 measures)

$9.10

$18.00

Carson Division

d

Reduce Carson Division Seepage
(2 measures)

Supplement Carson Division
Supply (1 measure)

$8.80

$25.00

Truckee
Division

y

Reduce Agricultural Demand
(100%, 1 measure)

None

$1.00

$1.00

Truckee
Division

z

Establish New Truckee Division Points
of Diversion and Delivery
(1 measure)

Supplement Truckee Division Supply (2 measures)

$8.40

$11.00

Reduce Agricultural Demand
(50 to 60%, 2 measures)

Note:
1
Annual costs include interest and amortization of the field cost based on the current Federal discount rate of 4 percent, over an assumed service life of the measures included (from
5 to 65 years depending on the specific measure). See Appendix E2 for additional information.
Key:
cfs = cubic feet per second
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Measures Selected to Meet Objectives
Truckee Canal
Flow Stage

Water Supply

Safety

Components Selected
ay

Carson Division 0.a

az
by
0 cfs

bz
cy
cz
dy
dz

Carson Division 0.b
Decommission
Truckee Canal
Carson Division 0.c

Carson Division 0.d

Est. Annual
Cost
1,2
($ Million)
Low

High

Truckee Division 0.y

$6.60

$11.00

Truckee Division 0.z

$14.00

$21.00

Truckee Division 0.y

$6.20

$16.00

Truckee Division 0.z

$13.60

$26.00

Truckee Division 0.y

$10.10

$19.00

Truckee Division 0.z

$17.50

$29.00

Truckee Division 0.y

$9.80

$26.00

Truckee Division 0.z

$17.20

$36.00

Notes:
1
Cost estimates have been formatted to indicate the annual cost of implementing each preliminary alternative, relative to the full range of costs developed for preliminary
alternatives. Green represents lower costs (lowest being $6.2 million), red represents higher costs (highest being $36 million), and yellow represents mid-range costs.
2
Annual costs include interest and amortization of the field cost based on the current Federal discount rate of 4 percent, over an assumed service life of the measures included
(from 5 to 65 years depending on the specific measure). See Appendix E2 for additional information.
Key:
cfs = cubic feet per second
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Table ES-4. Summary of Preliminary Alternatives for a Flow Stage of 0 cfs

Executive Summary

Agency Review of Preliminary Alternatives and Screening Criteria
Once preliminary alternatives were developed, the Study team sought the
review of agencies and tribes, which presented opportunities for these entities
to:
•

Understand how measures identified for consideration in the Study
have been characterized and analyzed, and suggest revisions to the
characterizations of particular measures used in preliminary
alternatives.

•

Contribute to the descriptions of the preliminary alternatives and
identify the potential for benefits or negative impacts associated with
each.

•

Identify or clarify how screening criteria could be used in selecting and
refining Study alternatives.

•

Provide feedback on priorities for remaining analyses in the Study.

Inclusion of agencies in the review and assessment of the preliminary
alternatives also promotes the Study’s intent, which is the development of plans
for meeting Study objectives that, ultimately, may be implemented by local,
regional, State, and/or Federal partners.
Selection of Study Alternatives
Following the agency review of preliminary alternatives and selection criteria,
the planning criteria from the Economic and Environmental Principles and
Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation Studies
(P&G) was further applied to screen down the preliminary alternatives and
select among them for further analysis. These criteria include completeness,
effectiveness, efficiency, and acceptability.
This step reduced the number of options available for consideration before
proceeding with more detailed evaluation of alternatives. It further leverages
the criteria that have been used in the identification of preliminary alternatives
that are the most suitable for a more rigorous analysis. The following section
discusses how the preliminary alternatives were viewed under each of the
planning criteria.
Table ES-5 displays the results of the process to apply the criteria to the
preliminary alternatives.
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Table ES-5. Summary of Preliminary Alternatives Performance Against Criteria
Alt.

Completeness

Effectiveness

Efficiency

Acceptability

Retained for
Further
Consideration

600

High

High

High

Varies by
Stakeholder and
Agency

Yes

350.a

High

High-to-Medium

High-to-Medium

350.b

High

High-to-Medium

High-to-Medium

350.c

High

High-to-Medium

Low

350.d

High

High-to-Medium

High-to-Medium

Yes

250.a

High

High-to-Medium

High-to-Medium

Yes

250.b

High

High-to-Medium

High-to-Medium

Yes

250.c

High

High-to-Medium

Low

250.d

High

High-to-Medium

High-to-Medium

250.e

High

High-to-Medium

Low

150.a

Low

Low

High-to-Medium

150.b

Low

High-to-Medium

High-to-Medium

150.c

Low

High-to-Medium

Low

150.d

Low

High-to-Medium

Low

150.e

Low

High-to-Medium

Low

150.f

Low

High-to-Medium

Low

0.ay

Low

Low

Low

0.az

Medium-to-Low

Low

Low

0.by

Low

Low

Low

0.bz

Medium-to-Low

Low

Low

0.cy

Low

Low

Low

0.cz

Medium-to-Low

Low

Low

0.dy

Low

Low

Low

0.dz

Medium-to-Low

Low

Low
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Yes

Yes

Varies by
Stakeholder and
Agency

Varies by
Stakeholder and
Agency

Scale

Performance

Medium

Medium-to-Low

Key:
Alt. = Alternative Name

Low er

Yes

Higher
Performance
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Alternatives Evaluations and Comparisons
Once the seven Study alternatives were selected, the following evaluations were
performed for each: water supply operations modeling, hydropower generation
modeling, preliminary environmental and regulatory review, engineering and
cost estimates, and financial and preliminary benefits estimates.
Table ES-6 summarizes the features, performance, and evaluations for each
Study alternative.
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Table ES-6. Summary of Study Alternatives
Alternative
600

Alternative
350.a

Alternative
350.b

Alternative
350.d

Alternative
250.a

Alternative
250.b

Alternative
250.d

WithoutAction
Alternative

Truckee Canal
Flow Stage

600 cfs

350 cfs

350 cfs

350 cfs

250 cfs

250 cfs

250 cfs

150 cfs

900 cfs

Truckee Canal
HDPE Cutoff
Wall or Lining

HDPE
Cutoff Wall

HDPE
Cutoff Wall

HDPE
Cutoff Wall

Lining

HDPE
Cutoff Wall

HDPE
Cutoff Wall

Lining

-

NA

-

-

Lining 45
miles of
Carson
Division
canals

-

Fallowing
25% in Dry
Years

Lining 45
miles of
Carson
Division
canals

Fallowing
10% in Dry
Years

-

NA

Safety

Meets RR3

Meets RR3

Meets RR3

Meets RR3

Meets RR3

Meets RR3

Meets RR3

Uncertain

Average Annual Project
2
Water Delivery (percent)

96.5%

95.6%

97.3%

96.3%

95.7%

96.2%

95.5%

90.5%

94.6%

Ag/Irrigation
(TAF)

118.3

117.2

119.2

118.0

112.4

118.0

115.4

111.2

NA

M&I (TAF)

13.3

13.3

13.4

13.3

13.3

13.3

13.3

13.2

NA

Lahontan Valley
3
Wetlands
(TAF)

68.0

67.3

68.6

67.8

67.4

67.8

67.2

63.6

NA

$2.90

$2.90

$15.00

$4.20

$6.50

$15.00

$5.60

NA

NA

TCID Ability-to-Pay
(millions)

$7.30

$6.90

$7.40

$7.20

$6.90

$7.00

$6.90

$5.00

NA

Hydropower Generation
Revenue (millions)

$1.35

$1.35

$1.25

$1.35

$1.30

$1.25

$1.30

$1.20

-

Avg. Annual
Spill to
Stillwater
NWR from
Lahontan Dam
7
(TAF)

12.6

12.1

14.3

13.2

11.6

13.9

12.7

11.0

12.5

Carson
Division
Groundwater
and
Agricultural
8
Drain Flows

Significant
change not
anticipated

Significant
change not
anticipated

Reduced by
lining
Carson
Division
canals

Significant
change not
anticipated

Reduced by
fallowing

Reduced by
lining
Carson
Division
canals

Reduced by
fallowing

Reduced in
comparison
to current
conditions

Similar to
current
conditions

City of Fernley
9
Demand Met
(percent)

115%

108%

108%

56%

105%

105%

56%

99%

121%

Avg. Annual
Flow to
Pyramid Lake
(TAF)

480

487

505

491

498

512

501

516

460

Major
Features

Other Features

Average
Annual
Project
Water
Delivery by
User
Category
4

Annual Cost (millions)

1

Desired
Reliability
Scenario

NA

5

Environmen
tal and
Other
Effects

6

10

Notes:
1
The 150 cfs flow stage is believed to pose a lower risk to the Fernley area because the water elevation in the canal would be maintained at a level low enough to minimize the risk of
destabilizing the canal embankment. However, this is not a solution specifically designed to reduce risk of operating the canal, and thus the degree to which it meets the Study’s safety
objective (RR3) is unknown.
2
Long-term average annual percent of Newlands Project demand met.
3
Includes deliveries to Carson Lake and Pasture, the Fallon Paiute-Shoshone Tribal wetlands, and Stillwater NWR.
4
Annual costs include interest and amortization of the capital cost estimated over 50 years at the current federal discount rate of 4 percent. Costs also include annual operations and
maintenance estimated at 0.2 percent of the field cost. For some alternatives with the dry-year fallowing, annual costs for the program were estimated at $100 per acre of land fallowing
plus an administrative cost at 20 percent of the fee. For additional information, see Appendix E3.
5
Ability to pay estimates represents potential maximum increases to charges that TCID could apply to their customers while maintaining farm profitability, and are not reasonable to use as
the sole basis for capital investment decisions. Ability to pay has been estimated using Reclamation guidelines and relies substantially upon the 5-year average for crop prices, which are
volatile and presently on the higher end of historical ranges. For example, if alfalfa prices fell from current levels ($155/ton) to levels experienced a decade ago ($125/ton), TCID ability to
pay could be reduced by as much as $8.7 million per year. The estimated current ability of TCID to pay for projects and improvements beyond current obligations is $6.50 million per year.
(See Appendix G.)
6
Assessment of financial conditions was not conducted for the Desired Reliability scenario. This scenario was developed to estimate a historical water supply reliability under current
regulations and does not represent a current or future ability to pay.
7
Spills are not considered a Project delivery, but are included in the calculation of benefits to wetlands.
8
Effects of alternatives on Carson Division groundwater and agricultural drain flows are not quantifiable, and are described in comparison to current conditions.
9
The City of Fernley’s municipal supply relies on groundwater available through incidental recharge from the Truckee Canal. While this is not a valid Project delivery, some alternatives
would have the effect of reducing the availability of this groundwater. The demand met for the City of Fernley is noted as an environmental outcome. For additional information on how the
Study evaluated the effects of Study alternatives on Fernley’s ability to meet future demand, see Appendix B4.
10
Because the Desired Reliability scenario is based upon current demands, which are greater than the future demands used for Study alternatives, the flow to Pyramid Lake will
automatically be somewhat higher for the alternatives than for the Desired Reliability scenario.
Key:
Ag. = agricultural
Avg. = average
M&I = municipal and industrial
RR = risk rating
TAF = thousand acre-feet
TCID = Truckee Canal Irrigation District
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Comparison Based on Federal Planning Criteria
Table ES-7 compares the Study alternatives using the four P&G planning
criteria: (1) completeness, (2) effectiveness, (3) efficiency, and (4) acceptability
(WRC 1983).

Table ES-7. Summary of Alternatives Comparison Against Federal Planning Criteria
600

350.a

350.b

350.d

Completeness

High

High

High

High

Effectiveness

High

High

High

High

Efficiency

High

High

Mediumto-Low

Medium

High

High

Medium

High

High

High

Low

M&I Users

Acceptability

Wetlands
Users
Agricultural
Users
Truckee River
Environmental
Users

250.a

WithoutAction

250.b

250.d

High

High-toMedium

High

High

Medium

Mediumto-Low

Medium

Low

High

Medium

Low

Low

Medium

High

Mediumto-Low

Medium

High

Low

High

High-toMedium

High

Mediumto-Low

High

Medium

Low

Mediumto-Low

Mediumto-Low

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

High

Mediumto-Low
High-toMedium

Does not
achieve
Study
objectives

Key:
M&I = municipal and industrial

Scale
Low er

Higher

Performance

Performance

Findings and Future Actions
Findings regarding Study alternatives, other aspects of the Project, and potential
future actions are described below.
Key Findings
The research and analysis conducted to support the planning process uncovered
a number of other findings that are likely to be important considerations for
additional studies related to the Project or to any alternative going forward. The
Study’s key findings are summarized as follows:
•

Canal Repairs are Possible to Address Safety Concerns – The repair
of the Truckee Canal such that it meets the Federal safety performance
level (RR3) has been found technically possible in previous studies (see
Chapter 1).
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•

Project Demand Will Remain Steady – While the complexion of the
Project continues to change through ongoing water rights retirement and
transfer programs, the fulfillment of these programs will not
substantially diminish the potential volume of future water demand by
Project water rights holders (see Chapter 3 and Appendix C).

•

Without Action, Canal Safety Issues Will Continue to Worsen – A
continuing significant need exists to implement actions to provide safety
for the Truckee Canal. Without significant investments to improve the
canal, its condition is expected to gradually worsen (see Chapter 3).

•

Action is Necessary to Preserve Water Supply Reliability – Without
addressing safety issues on the Truckee Canal, more stringent
restrictions to canal conveyance capacities may gradually be
implemented as the canal’s condition worsens. These restrictions will
significantly reduce the reliability of Project water supplies (see Chapter
2 and 3).

•

Alternatives Exist for Meeting Both Study Objectives – Seven Study
alternatives have been identified to satisfy the Study’s objectives of
safety and water supply, and are recommended for further development
(see Chapter 5). The development of these alternatives revealed many
constraints and potential opportunities for meeting the Study objectives,
including:
− The Truckee Canal is Fundamental to the Project – Plans that
included either: (1) decommissioning the Truckee Canal and Derby
Dam, or (2) allowing the canal conveyance capacity to be reduced
over time to 150 cfs as a result of insufficient progress toward
Reclamation safety requirements; were eliminated as viable
alternative plans because the resulting conditions require far more
extensive and expensive programs to support Project water rights
than refurbishing the canal. For example, decommissioning the
canal requires that between 50 percent and 80 percent of the
Project’s agricultural water rights would need to be retired
permanently to meet the necessary level of reliability for the
Project’s remaining users, and cost 3- to 18-times as much as the
cheapest alternative (see Chapter 4 and Appendix D3).
− Upstream Storage Looks Promising – The use of upstream
storage on the Truckee River for Project water was not evaluated,
but appears very promising as an option for achieving the water
supply objective. Allowing for Project credit water to be stored in
Truckee River reservoirs may be a low-cost option for making flow
stages below 600 cfs viable, but require substantial discussion with
stakeholders to frame operational conditions (see Chapter 4 and
Appendix D6).
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− OCAP Limits Enhancements to Lahontan Reservoir Storage –
The regulations in OCAP that limit diversions from the Truckee
River relative to storage targets in Lahontan Reservoir also limit the
value of developing additional storage in Lahontan Reservoir. For
example, a larger Lahontan Reservoir does capture more water
during wet conditions but, because of OCAP storage target
limitations, higher carry-over storages result in lower Truckee River
diversions instead of higher water supply availability for the Project
(see Chapter 4 and Appendix D7).
− Enhancing Carson River Inflows to Lahontan Reservoir Would
Yield Marginal Benefit – Acquisition of water rights from lower
segments of the Carson River was considered because these would
be the easiest to transfer to the Project; however, these rights are the
least secure and provide little assistance during dry years, when
additional supplies are needed most. The Alpine Decree prevents
the secure transfer of rights from upper segments to Lahontan
Reservoir, but even if it were possible, OCAP storage targets would
reduce Truckee River diversions instead of improving Project
supplies (see Appendix D5).
•

Study Alternatives Present Complex Tradeoffs – Each of the
alternatives is expected to appeal to different stakeholders and potential
cost-share partners in different ways. Selection of any alternative for
implementation would also require balancing tradeoffs among broader,
related issues within the region. For example:
− Higher Truckee River Flows Have Highest Cost – Alternatives
that increase flows to Pyramid Lake also have the highest costs.
Conversely, the alternative with the lowest cost results in the lowest
flow to Pyramid Lake (see Chapter 5).
− Some Alternatives Reduce Ancillary Supplies – Alternatives that
reduce diversions from the Truckee River also reduce spills from
Lahontan Reservoir, which reduces the overall supply for the
Lahontan Valley wetlands. Likewise, alternatives that include
efficiency improvements may reduce regional groundwater
resources (see Chapter 5 and Appendix F).

•

Reclamation is a Required Partner – The implementation of any
alternative to improve safety of the Truckee Canal and serve Project
water rights will require leadership from Reclamation, due to the
Federal government’s: interest in serving water rights of Project users;
interest in serving water rights to Tribes and Stillwater NWR; interest
in operations that affect habitat for listed or special status species at
Pyramid Lake; and, ownership of facilities requiring rehabilitation,
such as the Truckee Canal.
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•

Implementation will Require Partners and Proponents – Benefits of
alternatives affect more than one party, and include: public safety,
water supply reliability, and the possibility of addressing other related
regional issues. Further, it is uncertain whether any singular entity is
capable of paying for the alternatives identified by the Study. Potential
cost-share partners with Reclamation include:
− TCID and the Project’s water right holders, for their shared interest
in maintaining Project water supply reliability;
− City of Fernley, for their shared interest in improving the safety of
the Truckee Canal along its corridor through the city; and
− Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe, for their potential interest in how
various alternatives influence flows on the lower Truckee River and
other related issues, such as endangered species recovery and
recoupment.

Potential Next Steps for Implementing an Action
This Study identifies a range of alternatives for reducing risk from the Truckee
Canal while providing for the reliable exercise of Project water rights in the
future. Funding and legal authorization would need to be specified for any role
that Reclamation plays in the implementation of a Study alternative. Depending
on the project and the source of authorization, some level of environmental
compliance review will also be required.
At this time, Reclamation does not have funding allocated for the
implementation of Study alternatives. Additionally, it is likely that any funding
made available for Reclamation participation or implementation of any Study
alternative would require both cost-share partnership(s) and repayment for
Federal participation.
Some Study alternatives could be implemented under existing Reclamation
authorizations, while others would require a new congressional authorization.
Specific features of Study alternatives affect the ability of Federal and nonFederal partners to fund, finance, and implement them.

Considerations for Future Study
Based on the public comments on the Draft Special Report that Reclamation
received in February 2013, stakeholders and the public have identified a number
of considerations for future studies focused on refining or implementing any
Study alternative. These comments, which appear in Appendix H (Public
Participation and Outreach Report), suggest the following activities be in future
studies:
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•

Develop information to provide greater detail regarding the effects of
alternatives on:
− Specific water quality objectives in the Truckee River (WRWC
2013).
− Regional air quality (Churchill County 2013; City of Fernley 2013).
− Recreation at Lahontan Reservoir (CWSD 2013; Churchill County
2013; TCID 2013).
− Habitat and vegetation at Lahontan Reservoir (Churchill County
2013).
− Wildlife at Lahontan Valley wetlands (Churchill County 2013).
− Groundwater and agricultural return flows within the Carson
Division (CWSD 2013; Churchill County 2013; TCID 2013).
− Water supply reliability for the City of Fernley (TCID 2013; City of
Fernley 2013) and the cost of resolving the city’s potential future
shortages (City of Fernley 2013).
− Regional partners’ financial conditions and ability to pay (CWSD
2013; Churchill County 2013; City of Fernley 2013).

•

Identify the requirements of consultation in regards to CWA and other
regulations with the USACE, USFWS, tribes, and other agencies for
implementation of alternatives (NDEP 2013; Pyramid Lake Paiute
Tribe 2013).

•

Provide further consideration for the assumptions surrounding the
appropriate extent of water rights that will need to be met in the future
for the Newlands Project (Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe 2013).

•

Explore the suitability and possibility of upstream Truckee River credit
storage for the Project, in coordination with appropriate regional
stakeholders (CWSD 2013; Churchill County 2013; TCID 2013).

•

Provide a cost-allocation recommendation that appropriately
characterizes the relative benefits received by implementing alternative
plans, and each beneficiary's ability to pay (CWSD 2013).

•

Determine the economic benefits of increased flows in the Truckee
River and to Pyramid Lake (WRWC 2013).
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•
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Evaluate the potential effects of climate changes on hydrology in the
Carson River Basin (CWSD 2013).

4-03-13: NNWPC Agenda Item 8

Northern Nevada Water Planning
Commission
STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 28, 2013

TO:

Chairman and Members, Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission

FROM:

Jim Smitherman, Water Resources Program Manager

SUBJECT:

Report on the South Truckee Meadows General Improvement District
(“STMGID”), issues arising from the pending consolidation of Washoe
County’s water utility with the Truckee Meadows Water Authority
(“TMWA”), and possible consolidation of STMGID with TMWA.

Jerry Schumacher, STMGID Board of Trustees, will provide a brief verbal report concerning
STMGID issues arising from the pending consolidation of Washoe County’s water utility
with the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (“TMWA”), and possible consolidation of
STMGID with TMWA.

JS:jd

04-03-13: NNWPC Agenda Item 9

Northern Nevada
Water Planning Commission
DATE:

March 28, 2013

TO:

Chairman and Members, Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission

FROM:

John Rhodes, Legal Counsel

SUBJECT:

Report on legislative activities, including Bill Draft Requests and Bills pending in
the 2013 Nevada Legislature that may affect the Western Regional Water
Commission (“WRWC”) / Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission
(“NNWPC”)

The following staff report lists Bill Draft Requests ("BDR's") and Bills pending in the 2013 Nevada
Legislature, as of March 27, 2013, that may affect or are of interest to the WRWC and NNWPC. No
additional language is available for the BDR's at this time. Pending Bills are noted with an Assembly
("AB") or Senate ("SB") designation, and the complete language of each Bill is available by clicking
on the corresponding link contained in the electronic version of this report. WRWC staff and the
WRWC Legislative Subcommittee will track these BDR's and Bills, recommend positions to be taken,
and provide periodic updates to the WRWC/NNWPC.
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Bill Drafts Requested and Bills Introduced
Water Issues
126 Assemblywoman Carlton
Revises provisions relating to wastewater (6/27/12)
SB499 Legislative committee to Oversee the Western Regional Water Commission (SB 487,2007)
Provides for an ongoing study of water issues in Nevada
Please click the following link to view a recent report entitled:
13-09 Legislative Committee to Oversee the Western Regional Water Commission
(BDR 17--144, 6/28/12)
439 Assemblywoman Carlton
Provides for the development of a statewide water plan
(9/4/12)

Subcommittee Position

Subcommittee Position

Subcommittee Position

SB271 Assembly Goicoechea
Makes appropriation to the Humboldt River Basin Water Authority for cloud seeding project
(BDR 442, 9/4/12)

Subcommittee Position

SB232 Senator Roberson
Provides for oversight and transparency of the Southern Nevada Water Authority
(BDR 58--481, 9/4/12)

Subcommittee Position

SB341 Assemblyman Goicoechea
Joint Requester: Assemblyman Ellison
Revises provisions governing the transfer of water rights
(BDR 48--543, 10/30/12)

Subcommittee Position

AB157 Assemblyman Wheeler
Enacts the Municipal Water Users Equity Act of 2013.
Revises provisions relating to water furnished by a municipal water system for domestic use in certain
counties
(BDR 48--565, 11/14/12)

Subcommittee Position
Watch
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SB133 Senator Goicoechea
Includes participation by local governments in monitoring, management and mitigation of water
resources. Requires the State Engineer to allow a county to participate in the development and
implementation of a plan relating to the appropriation of water for beneficial use under certain
circumstances.
(BDR 48--631, 12/3/12)

Subcommittee Position
Watch

AB396 Assemblyman Bobzien
Revises provisions governing the waters of this State
(BDR 48—763, 12/10/12)

Subcommittee Position

AB301 Assemblyman Oscarson
Directs the Legislative committee on Public Lands to study and make recommendations on
alternative water sources for Nevada communities during the 2013-2014 interim.
(BDR S--80712/10/12)

Subcommittee Position

48--864 Senator Settelmeyer
Revises provisions relating to water (12/10/12)

Subcommittee Position

Open Meeting Issues
AB118 Assemblyman Hickey
Revises provisions governing the applicability of the Open Meeting Law to the Legislature
Establishes the Legislative Open Meeting Law.
(BDR 17--49, 3/26/12)
AB65 Attorney General
Makes various changes to the Open Meeting Law
(BDR 19--402, 8/31/12)
AB267 Assemblywoman Spiegel
Revises provisions relating to public notices
(BDR 19--730, 12/10/12)

Subcommittee Position
Watch

Subcommittee Position
Neutral

Subcommittee Position
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Ethics and Contracts Issues
SB283 Senator Hardy
Makes various changes concerning ethics in government.
(BDR 23--103, 6/26/12)
111 Assemblyman Conklin
Revises provisions governing ethics in government. (6/26/11)

Subcommittee Position

Subcommittee Position

SB228 Senator Parks
Revises provisions relating to ethics in government
(BDR 23--445, 9/4/12)

Subcommittee Position

AB438 Assembly Committee on Legislative Operations and Elections
Makes various changes relating to ethics in government
(BDR 23--815, 12/10/12)

Subcommittee Position

AB443 Assembly Committee on Legislative Operations and Elections
Revises provisions governing ethics in government.
(BDR 23--988, 2/8/13)

Subcommittee Position

AB314 Assemblywoman Spiegel
Enacts the Lobbyist Code of Ethics
(BDR 17--1027, 2/11/13)

Subcommittee Position

AB380 Assembly Ellison
Revises provisions governing contracts for services entered into by certain public employers
(BDR 23--85, 6/21/12)

Subcommittee Position

AB169 Assemblywoman Neal

Subcommittee Position
Oppose

Revises provisions relating to contracts with a governmental entity.
(BDR 23--793, 12/10/12)
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Public Records Issues
AB31 Attorney General
Revises provisions governing public records requests.
(BDR 19--211, 8/30/12)

Subcommittee Position
Neutral

19--248 Assemblyman Grady
Revises provisions governing public records. (8/30/12)

Subcommittee Position

SB74 Senator Segerblom
Revises provisions relating to public records.
(BDR 19--603, 11/28/12)
AB251 Assemblyman Hansen
Requires contact information for members of state and local committees to be provided to the public
upon request
(BDR 19--159, 7/25/12)
AB4 Nevada League of Cities and Municipalities
Revises provisions governing publication of informational reports, duplicative information and notices
required to be mailed.
Revises certain provisions governing public records and legal notices.
(BDR 19--259, 8/30/12)

Subcommittee Position
Oppose, as written

Subcommittee Position

Subcommittee Position
Support
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Other Issues of Interest
SB2 Nevada Association of Counties
Revises provisions governing powers of local governments
Grants power to local governments to perform certain acts or duties which are not prohibited or limited
by statute.
(BDR 20--174, 8/10/12)

SB55 Las Vegas, City of
Revises provisions governing the subject matter of master plans.
(BDR 22--254, 8/30/12)

SB96 Senate Committee on Commerce, Labor and Energy
Authorizes the imposition of an administrative penalty against an employer under certain circumstances.
(BDR 53--579, 11/19/12)

AB150 Assemblyman Daly
Revises provisions governing the Legislative Commission
(BDR 17--739, 12/10/12)

812 Assemblyman Healey

Subcommittee Position
Neutral

Subcommittee Position
Watch

Subcommittee Position
Watch

Subcommittee Position
Oppose

Subcommittee Position

Revises provisions governing the membership of certain regional boards (12/10/12)
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Northern Nevada Water Planning
Commission
STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 28, 2013

TO:

Chairman and Members, Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission

FROM:

Jim Smitherman, Water Resources Program Manager

SUBJECT:

Report on the Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency (“TMRPA”)
parcel-based population and employment modeling project

Jim Smitherman, NNWPC Water Resources Program Manager, will provide a brief verbal
report concerning the status of the TMRPA parcel-based population and employment
modeling project.

JS:jd
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Northern Nevada
Water Planning Commission
STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 25, 2013

TO:

Chairman and Members, Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission

FROM:

Jim Smitherman, Water Resources Program Manager

SUBJECT:

Program Manager’s Report

Attached are updated reports for items a) and b) and d) for your review; a verbal report will be
given at the meeting updating item c).
a) Status Report of Projects and Work Plan supported by the Regional Water
Management Fund
b) Financial Report on the Regional Water Management Fund
c) Informational report from the NNWPC representative on the Truckee Meadows
Water Authority Standing Advisory Committee (“TMWA SAC”)
d) List of agreements to be executed for continuation of services in Fiscal
Year 2013 - 2014
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Status Report of Projects and Work Plan
Supported by the Regional Water Management Fund

Project Name
Third Amendment to TMDL
1 Phase I
TMDL Legal Services

Contractor /
Provider
City of Reno
(LimnoTech)

Amount
250,000

Balance
Remaining
146,759

Target
Percent
Completion
Complete
Date
Notes
41%
6/30/13
Work is in progress

Somach Simmons &
Dunn

50,000

38,745

2
Washoe Evapotranspiration
3 (ET) Project Maintenance

DRI (Desert
Research Institute)

10,000

6,753

32%

6/30/13

FY 2012 - $4,000
FY 2013 - $6,000

Regional Storm Water Quality City of Reno
4 Management Program

262,500

171,116

35%

6/30/13

Work is in progress

Third Amendment to
DWR, TMWA
Reimburse TMWA and DWR
5 for consolidation efforts (FY
2012-2013)

300,000

300,000

0%

7/30/13

Work is in progress

Regional Data Development
6 and Analytical Program (FY
2011-2012)

486,000

356,455

27%

6/30/14

Work is in progress

Septic Alternatives Analysis - Stantec
7 Final Report

10,000

1,262

87%

6/30/13

Work is in progress

Certified Landscape
8 Technician Program
2012-13

Nevada Landscape
Association (NLA)

25,000

12,500

50%

12/31/13

Work is in progress

Website support
9 Fiscal Year 2012-2013

Washoe County
Technology
Services

10,000

10,000

0%

6/30/13

Work is in progress

G3 Productions
10 NNWPC FY 2012-13

G3 Productions

5,000

4,635

7%

6/30/13

Work is in progress

TRIG Website Support
11 FY 2012-13

City of Reno

7,500

2,908

61%

6/30/13

Work is in progress

NNWPC Minutes
12 First Amendment

Niki Linn

20,000

11,580

42%

6/30/13

Work is in progress

Cloud Seeding Program
13 Winter 2011

(DRI) Desert
Research Institute

100,000

11,018

89%

12/31/12

Work is in progress

CloudSeeding Program Winter (DRI) Desert
14 2012
Research Institute

100,000

100,000

0%

12/31/13

Work is in progress

Bullard Macy
Group

8,300

8,300

0%

12/31/13

Work will begin
July 1, 2013

City of Reno

44,320

44,320

0%

131,116

131,116

0%

Audit of Fiscal Year
15 2012 - 2013
TMWRF Treatment Study

Truckee Meadows
Regional Planning
Agency

23% Amended to Work is in progress
6/30/13

16
Water Usage Review Program TMWA
17

1 year after Interlocal Agreement
Agreement is is in approval process
executed
12/31/14

Interlocal Agreement
is in approval process
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Run Date: 03/28/13

Financial Report on the Regional Water
Management Fund

Fund 766
Report 400/ZF15
Period 1 thru 9 - 2013 Fiscal Year

Accounts

Plan Budget

Federal Grants

Actual
(Revenue &
Expenses)

PO Commit
(Remaining
PO Balance)

Actual + PO

Available (Budget
Minus Actual +
PO)
Avail%

PreCommit
(PO's
Requested)

Available (Budget
Minus PO
Requisitions)

21,218.00-

21,218.00-

21,218.00

21,218.00

21,218.00-

21,218.00-

21,218.00

21,218.00

45,397.17-

45,397.17-

24,199.17

RGL Pooled Inv.

2,239.27

2,239.27

2,239.27-

2,239.27-

URGL Pooled Inv.

4,031.44

4,031.44

4,031.44-

4,031.44-

* INTERGOVERNMENTAL
Interest-Pooled Inv.

Water Surcharge 1.5%

21,198.00-

114

24,199.17

Avail%

114

1,322,988.00-

1,192,337.43-

1,192,337.43-

130,650.57-

10-

130,650.57-

10-

* MISCELLANEOUS

1,344,186.00-

1,231,463.89-

1,231,463.89-

112,722.11-

8-

112,722.11-

8-

** REVENUE

1,344,186.00-

1,252,681.89-

1,252,681.89-

91,504.11-

7-

91,504.11-

7-

1,692,787.00

370,146.55

709,456.86

1,079,603.41

613,183.59

36

613,183.59

36

WRWC Staff & Legal

480,932.00

261,625.26

48,960.00

310,585.26

170,346.74

54

170,346.74

54

Fin Consult Services

23,000.00

8,300.00

8,300.00

14,700.00

64

14,700.00

64

2,130.06

2,130.06

600.00

600.00

Professional Services

Invest Pool Alloc Ex
Lobbying Services

600.00

Service Contract

2,120.00

13,929.50

2,130.06-

2,130.06-

16,049.50

16,049.50-

16,049.50-

Office Supplies

97.20

97.20

97.20-

97.20-

Express Courier

74.16

74.16

74.16-

74.16-

Pmts to O Agencies

1,350,000.00

1,350,000.00

100

2,300.00

77

2,300.00

77

3,000.00

Advertising

5,000.00

5,000.00

100

5,000.00

100

15,000.00

15,000.00

100

15,000.00

100

Insurance Premium
Travel

700.00

100

Seminars and Meetings

Undesignated Budget

700.00

1,350,000.00

3,269.00

3,269.00

7,000.00

3,269.00-

3,269.00-

7,000.00

100

7,000.00

100

** EXPENDITURES

3,577,319.00

649,062.23

772,346.36

1,421,408.59

2,155,910.41

60

2,155,910.41

60

*** Total

2,233,133.00

603,619.66-

772,346.36

168,726.70

2,064,406.30

92-

2,064,406.30

92-
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Northern Nevada Water Planning
Commission
STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 28, 2013

TO:

Chairman and Members, Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission

FROM:

Jim Smitherman, Water Resources Program Manager

SUBJECT:

Informational report from the NNWPC representative on the Truckee
Meadows Water Authority Standing Advisory Committee (“TMWA SAC”).

George Ball will provide a brief verbal report concerning the recent TMWA SAC meeting.

JS:jd
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Northern Nevada
Water Planning Commission
STAFF REPORT
DATE:

March 28, 2013

TO:

Chairman and Members, Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission

FROM:

Jim Smitherman, Water Resources Program Manager

SUBJECT:

List of agreements to be executed for continuation of services in Fiscal
Year 2013 - 2014

The following list of recurring agreements are to be executed for the continuation of services in
Fiscal Year 2013 – 2014.
1. Water Usage Review Program for 2013 and 2014 calendar years – Truckee Meadows
Water Authority (“TMWA”) *
2. Partial reimbursement of expenses related to the analysis of the consolidation process
of TMWA and Washoe County Water Resources *
3. Watershed-based Water Quality Planning and Total Maximum Daily Load
(“TMDL”) to the Truckee River – City of Reno *
4. Legal services in connection with the development and revision of the TMDL’s for
the Truckee River – Somach Simmons & Dunn *
5. Truckee Meadows Storm Water Quality Management Program – City of Reno *
6. Certified Landscape Technician testing program – Nevada Landscape Association
7. Truckee River Information Gateway (“TRIG”) website – City of Reno
8. Washoe Evapotranspiration Program – Desert Research Institute
9. Video and televising productions of NNWPC meetings - G3 Productions
10. Video and televising productions of WRWC meetings – Envision Video

¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯¯
* Indicates the Western Regional Water Commission will execute the agreement

