NORTHERN NEVADA WATER PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA
Wednesday, September 10, 2014
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". Non-action
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.

Supporting material provided to the Commission for the items on the agenda is available to members of the
public at the Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission ("NNWPC") offices, 4930 Energy Way, Reno, NV,
from June Davis, Administrative Secretary, (775) 954-4665, and on the NNWPC website at http://www.nnwpc.us

5.

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.

6.

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 Community Services Department (4930 Energy Way), Galena Market (19990
Thomas Creek Rd.), Galena High School (3600 Butch Cassidy Way), South Valleys Library (15650A Wedge
Parkway), the NNWPC website: http://www.nnwpc.us and the State of Nevada Website: http://notice.nv.gov

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 August 6, 2014, meeting. (For Possible Action)

5.

Review and possible approval of a request from the City of Reno on behalf of
Reno, Sparks and Washoe County for an amount not to exceed $20,000 from the
Regional Water Management Fund (“RWMF”) to reimburse Reno for approximately
half the cost of a study to evaluate an intertie connection between the Truckee
Meadows Water Reclamation Facility ("TMWRF")'s reclaimed water system and
Washoe County's Huffaker Reservoir, and associated effluent management
alternatives; and, if approved, authorize the NNWPC Program Manager to execute
an interlocal agreement with the City of Reno for that purpose – David Kershaw,
P.E., City of Reno, and Jim Smitherman, NNWPC Water Resources Program
Manager. (For Possible Action)
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6.

Discussion regarding the proposal by The Nature Conservancy (“TNC”) for
"Optimizing Restoration Investments in the Truckee [River] Watershed", and
possible recommendation to the Western Regional Water Commission ("WRWC")
to approve funding for the project not to exceed $57,787 from the RWMF for fiscal
years 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 (continued from August 6, 2014) – Mickey
Hazelwood, TNC. (For Possible Action)

7.

Discussion and possible recommendation to the WRWC to make a determination
that the draft consensus population forecast for 2034 prepared by the Truckee
Meadows Regional Planning Agency ("TMRPA") can be supported by the
sustainable water resources set forth in the Comprehensive Regional Water
Management Plan – Jim Smitherman. (For Possible Action)

8.

Status Report on the Bureau of Reclamation’s “Truckee Basin Study” – Jim
Smitherman. *

9.

Program Manager’s Report – Jim Smitherman. *
a. Report on the status of projects and work plan supported by the RWMF;
b. Financial report on the RWMF;
c. Report on the acquisition of water rights, consistent with the existing
interlocal agreement between the Truckee Meadows Water Authority
(“TMWA”) and the WRWC, to partially satisfy the 6700 acre-feet water
rights requirement in the Truckee River Operating Agreement;
d. Report on the TMRPA's parcel-based population and employment
modeling project; and,
e. Informational report from the NNWPC representative on the TMWA
Standing Advisory Committee (“TMWA SAC”).

10. Discussion regarding possible agenda items for the October 1, 2014 NNWPC
meeting, and other future meetings, and possible direction to staff – Jim
Smitherman. (For Possible Action)
11. Commission comments. *
12. Staff comments. *
13. Public Comments. * (Three-minute time limit per person.)
14. Adjournment. (For Possible Action)
*Indicates a non-action item

MINUTES
NORTHERN NEVADA WATER PLANNING COMMISSION
Wednesday, August 6, 2014, 1:30 p.m.
The regular meeting of the Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission ("NNWPC") was held
in the Washoe County Commission Chambers, 1001 East Ninth Street, Reno, Nevada and
conducted the following business:
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Drinkwater at 1:30 p.m.
1.

Roll Call and Determination of Presence of a Quorum

Voting Members Present: Michael Drinkwater, Darrin Price, George Ball, Michael DeMartini,
John Erwin, John Flansberg, Mickey Hazelwood, Danielle Henderson, Neil Krutz, and David
Solaro.
Voting Members Absent: Jerry Schumacher and Norman Harry.
Non-Voting Members Present: My-Linh Nguyen.
Non-Voting Members Absent: Chris Anderson, Kim Davis, Harry Fahnestock and Edmund
Quaglieri.
Staff Members Present: Jim Smitherman; Chris Wessel; June Davis; and John Rhodes, Legal
Counsel.
2.

Public Comment

None
3.

Approval of the Agenda (For Possible Action)

COMMISSIONER PRICE MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE AGENDA, SECONDED
BY COMMISSIONER BALL. THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY WITH TEN (10)
MEMBERS PRESENT.
4.

Approval of the Minutes from the June 4, 2014, Meeting (For Possible Action)

COMMISSIONER FLANSBERG MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE JUNE 4, 2014,
MINUTES, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER BALL.
THE MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY WITH TEN (10) MEMBERS PRESENT.
5.

Presentation of a Resolution of Appreciation to Terri Svetich in recognition of her
exemplary contributions to the Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission
(“NNWPC”) – Michael Drinkwater, Chairman. (For Possible Action)

Chairman Drinkwater read the Resolution of Appreciation into the record.
COMMISSIONER PRICE MADE A MOTION TO ADOPT THE RESOLUTION, SECONDED
BY COMMISSIONER BALL. THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY WITH TEN (10)
MEMBERS PRESENT.
Chairman Drinkwater read the inscription on the plaque that was presented to Terri Svetich.
Ms. Svetich thanked the Commission and expressed appreciation for the opportunity to work
with the NNWPC and the Regional Water Planning Commission.
Commissioner Price stated that everything Ms. Svetich has done for this community will be felt
for many years. Commissioner Price complimented Ms. Svetich on a job well done.
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6.

Report by the Desert Research Institute (“DRI”) on its Cloud Seeding Operations
for the Truckee River and Lake Tahoe Basins for the past water year; discussion
and possible recommendation to the Western Regional Water Commission
(“WRWC”) for funding in an amount not to exceed $100,000 from the Regional
Water Management Fund (“RWMF”) to support similar Cloud Seeding Operations
for the upcoming water year – Jeff Tilley, PhD, DRI. (For Possible Action)

Dr. Tilley presented an overview of the DRI Cloud Seeding Operations and presented
information regarding a potential cost share model.
Commissioner Price asked what exactly is needed from the NNWPC in the way of support for
Dr. Tilley to go to the State. Dr. Tilley stated that he cannot make any requests of the State
Legislature with respect to cloud seeding. Dr. Tilley explained that what is needed is basically
for the NNWPC and other water authorities and other interested parties to make a united effort.
Dr. Tilley stated it would be good to have both urban and rural Nevada interests pushing this
idea.
Commissioner Price asked Jim Smitherman, NNWPC/WRWC Water Resources Program
Manager, for confirmation that this expense is already included in the budget. Mr. Smitherman
responded that is correct.
COMMISSIONER PRICE MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE FUNDING AND TO ASK
STAFF TO SUPPORT DRI IN ASSISTING WITH
LEGISLATIVE LOBBYING.
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER DeMARTINI.
THE MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY WITH TEN (10) MEMBERS PRESENT.
7.

Discussion regarding the proposal by The Nature Conservancy (“TNC”) for
“Optimizing Restoration Investments in the Truckee [River] Watershed”, and
possible recommendation to the WRWC to approve funding for the project not to
exceed $58,075 from the RWMF for fiscal years 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 – Mickey
Hazelwood, TNC. (For Possible Action)

Commissioner Hazelwood stated his colleagues from TNC presented this proposed study to the
NNWPC in March. Commissioner Hazelwood stated the grant received from the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation is actually for $249,090, so the requested funding from WRWC has
been slightly reduced from $58,075 to $57,787. Commissioner Hazelwood addressed concerns
regarding the funding for this program coming from Nevada sources and not California. Since
that concern was presented, the California chapter of TNC has raised private funds to support
their staff. Commissioner Hazelwood stated the Placer County Utility District has been
approached and they have expressed interest in participating in this study and providing some
funding.
Commissioner Price asked if they have someone that can run the software and understand the
model. Commissioner Hazelwood responded yes and stated that is part of the role of the
California staff. Commissioner Hazelwood stated the Nevada staff are managing the process and
driving the stakeholder engagement, and the California staff are managing the technical side.
Chairman Drinkwater stated when this was presented previously, he asked about the qualitative
versus quantitative outputs of this model and requested information on the studies that were done
before this funding was requested. Chairman Drinkwater stated he has not yet seen those
studies. Commissioner Hazelwood apologized and stated he thought those materials had been
provided.
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Commissioner Price asked about the timeline associated with the funding in case this item is
continued to the next meeting. Commissioner Hazelwood responded that continuing this item
would not cause a problem.
Commissioner Flansberg asked about the boundaries of the study. Commissioner Hazelwood
responded it is the entire Truckee River Watershed from the Tahoe Basin down to Pyramid.
Most of the activities that are being analyzed are in the upper part of the watershed.
CHAIRMAN DRINKWATER MADE A MOTION TO CONTINUE THIS ITEM TO THE
SEPTEMBER NNWPC MEETING, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER BALL. THE
MOTION CARRIED WITH NINE (9) IN FAVOR AND ONE (1) ABSTENTION BY
COMMISSIONER HAZELWOOD.
8.

Report and discussion concerning the potential effect of the pending consolidation of
public water purveyors on the NNWPC and the WRWC – John Rhodes,
NNWPC/WRWC Legal Counsel.

Mr. Rhodes stated the consolidation of public water purveyors would not have an effect on the
NNWPC and the WRWC. All of the duties and responsibilities provided in the statute, including
the update of the Regional Water Management Plan, will continue unless there are any
legislative changes to the statute. Mr. Rhodes explained the statutory requirements regarding the
membership of the NNWPC and the WRWC, stating each is to include a seat for a representative
from the South Truckee Meadows General Improvement District (“STMGID”) or its successor.
Mr. Rhodes stated TMWA will be the successor to STMGID in the case of this consolidation and
merger and will therefore, in his opinion, be entitled to an additional seat on the NNWPC and the
WRWC.
Commissioner Price asked about the submittal deadline for BDRs and the potential that the
statute could be changed. Mr. Rhodes stated his opinion, based on discussions with TMWA
counsel and County staff, that the County and TMWA will have their hands full with
consolidation transition issues and will not be looking at changing legislation in the upcoming
session.
9.

Discussion and possible recommendation to the WRWC to approve a Third
Amendment to the Agreement for Legal Services for the WRWC and the NNWPC,
to extend the Agreement through October 2017 on the same terms and conditions –
Jim Smitherman, NNWPC/WRWC Water Resources Program Manager. (For
Possible Action)

Mr. Smitherman reviewed information included in the staff report regarding details of the
proposed Amendment to the Agreement for Legal Services.
COMMISSIONER PRICE MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE, SECONDED BY
COMMISSIONER BALL. THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY WITH TEN (10)
MEMBERS PRESENT.
10.

Program Manager’s Report – Jim Smitherman.
A.

Report on the Status of Projects and Work Plan supported by the RWMF

Mr. Smitherman stated the staff report includes information on the status of several contracts for
work out in the field and also some of the administrative contracts.
B.

Financial Report on the RWMF

Mr. Smitherman stated they are ahead of budget in collecting the 1.5% water surcharge revenues
and they are under budget as far as expenditures.
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C.

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

Mr. Smitherman reported that analysis was recently completed of approved, unbuilt dwelling
units in the Reno/Sparks area to estimate wastewater flows in the Truckee Meadows Water
Reclamation Facility (“TMWRF”) service area. Mr. Smitherman stated this methodology can be
expanded to other service areas. Mr. Smitherman stated they are thinking of discussing the
methodology and results with TMWA as they get started on their water resource plan next year
so that wastewater flow estimates are as consistent as possible with TMWA’s water demand
projections for use in the update of the Regional Water Plan.
D.

Informational report from the NNWPC representative on the TMWA Standing
Advisory Committee (“TMWA SAC”)

Commissioner Ball reported the SAC meeting was held yesterday and the main issue discussed
was the consolidation of public water purveyors. Also discussed was the Mt. Rose/Galena Fan
Domestic Well Mitigation Program.
Commissioner Price asked if there had been a recent water rights purchase made. Mr.
Smitherman stated ten acre feet were purchased recently. Mr. Smitherman will bring a status
report on that at the next NNWPC meeting.
11.

Discussion regarding possible agenda items for the September 3, 2014, NNWPC
meeting, and other future meetings, and possible direction to staff – Jim
Smitherman. (For Possible Action)

Mr. Smitherman reviewed future agenda items, including: status report on the water rights
purchased for the 6,700 acre-foot requirement of the Truckee River Operating Agreement
(“TROA”); review of the consensus population forecast; status report on the septic and
groundwater quality project; and report on the status of the Bureau of Reclamation’s Truckee
River basin study.
Chairman Drinkwater stated the agenda item continued from today will also be on the next
agenda.
Commissioner Solaro requested that a representative from TMWA provide an update on the
status of the consolidation.
12.

Commission Comments

None
13.

Staff Comments

None
14.

Public Comment

None
15.

Adjournment

COMMISSIONER FLANSBERG MADE A MOTION TO ADJOURN AT 2:28 PM,
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER SOLARO. THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
WITH TEN (10) MEMBERS PRESENT.
Respectfully submitted by Christine Birmingham.
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Approved by:

________________________________
Michael Drinkwater, Chairman
APPROVED BY COMMISSION IN SESSION ON __________, 2014.
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Northern Nevada
Water Planning Commission
STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 4, 2014

TO:

Chairman and Members, Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission (“NNWPC”)

FROM:

David Kershaw, P.E., City of Reno
Jim Smitherman, NNWPC Water Resources Program Manager

SUBJECT:

Review and possible approval of a request from the City of Reno on behalf of Reno,
Sparks and Washoe County for funding in an amount not to exceed $20,000 from the
Regional Water Management Fund (“RWMF”) for approximately half the cost of a study
to evaluate an intertie connection between the Truckee Meadows Water Reclamation
Facility (“TMWRF”)'s reclaimed water system and Washoe County’s Huffaker Reservoir,
and associated effluent management alternatives; and, if approved, authorize the NNWPC
Program Manager to execute an interlocal agreement with the City of Reno for that
purpose.

SUMMARY
City of Reno, City of Sparks and Washoe County (“RSW”) engineering staff members recently convened
a working group to discuss regional effluent planning needs regarding disposal and use of treated effluent
resources. Over the years, significant efforts have been expended on the planning and evaluation of
various alternatives to manage effluent resources from the three major water reclamation facilities,
TMWRF, South Truckee Meadows Water Reclamation Facility (“STMWRF”) and Reno-Stead Water
Reclamation Facility (“RSWRF”). At this time, the working group is specifically considering alternatives
to manage effluent resources in the Truckee Meadows that would provide a reliably greater benefit to the
service area. Per the working group’s discussions, one of the major alternatives to be evaluated consists
of connecting the TMWRF effluent reuse system to Washoe County’s Huffaker Reservoir with an intertie
effluent transmission main and associated appurtenances. A literature review has revealed that a formal
planning level evaluation of an intertie facility has not been completed. Therefore, RSW have requested
Stantec to develop a scope of work to fill this information gap. The proposed Scope of Work is attached.
The primary intent of this Scope of Work is to evaluate the regional and seasonal benefits of connecting
the TMWRF effluent reuse system to the Huffaker Reservoir. Some of the potential benefits may:
• Increase operational flexibility for the RSW reclaimed water systems;
• Provide TMWRF the ability to store treated effluent and thereby maximize the use of treated
effluent not subject to return flow requirements (i.e., maximize use of the groundwater
component);
• Increase opportunities available to STMWRF and TMWRF for effluent disposal;
• Reduce reliance on effluent discharges to the Truckee River;
• Return more effluent to the Truckee River during critical seasonal low flow periods and allow
higher value upstream water to remain in storage;
• Improve TMWRF’s ability to comply with NPDES Permit requirements (particularly total
nitrogen [TN], total phosphorus [TP], and total dissolved solids [TDS] limits) through re-timed
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•
•

discharges, increased diversions to the reclaimed water systems, and/or alternative disposal
locations;
Improve water quality in Huffaker Reservoir through increased turnover, dilution, and
stabilization of storage levels; and
Advance regional planning, cooperation, and coordination activities.

The proposed scope of work may reveal additional benefits that have not been identified by prior work.
These benefits have the potential to allow the deferral and/or avoidance of costly treatment process
improvements at TMWRF and possibly STMWRF. The proposed project will also provide more robust
effluent disposal strategies that are less vulnerable to changing demands in the reuse customer base.
BACKGROUND
Completion of the proposed Scope of Work will provide valuable input to the NNWPC and the Western
Regional Water Commission relative to the update of the Regional Water Management Plan and possible
amendments to the Washoe County 208 Plan. This work will also compliment the two-year regional
integrated wastewater and reclaimed water system planning effort completed in July 2010 and the
significant efforts to review the Truckee River nitrogen water quality standard.
FISCAL IMPACT
The fiscal impact to the RWMF, should this item be approved, will not exceed $20,000 in fiscal year
2014-2015. Budget authority is located in Fund Group 766, Fund 7066, Account Number 710100,
Professional Services, and Cost Objects WP 310000 and WP310600.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the NNWPC review the proposal, approve the expenditure from the RWMF, and,
if approved, authorize the NNWPC Program Manager to execute an interlocal agreement with the City of
Reno for reimbursement of approximately half the cost of the proposal, not to exceed $20,000.

JS:jd
Attachments: Project Proposal
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Attachment
EXHIBIT A
City of Reno
TMWRF/Huffaker Reservoir Effluent Interconnection Pipeline Evaluation
SCOPE OF SERVICES
Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. (Stantec) is pleased to offer its services to assist in the
evaluation of the opportunities, infrastructure needs, costs, and operational constraints
associated with the proposed interconnection pipeline for seasonally storing treated effluent
from the Truckee Meadows Water Reclamation Facility in the Huffaker Reservoir located at the
South Truckee Meadows Water Reclamation Facility.
INTRODUCTION
The Reno, Sparks, and Washoe County entities, (henceforth collectively referred to as “RSW”)
are considering the benefits to the community of an interconnection pipeline that would allow
seasonal storage of treated effluent from the Truckee Meadows Water Reclamation Facility
(TMWRF) in the Huffaker Reservoir for later use in the RSW reclaimed water systems.
Huffaker Reservoir is currently owned and operated by Washoe County and is used to store
treated effluent from the South Truckee Meadows Water Reclamation Facility (STMWRF) for
sole use in the Washoe County reclaimed water system.
Preliminary discussions suggest there are a number of potential benefits to be gained from the
proposed interconnection pipeline, including:


Increased operational flexibility for the RSW reclaimed water systems;



The ability to seasonally store TMWRF treated effluent, thereby maximizing the use of
treated effluent not subject to return flow requirements (i.e., maximize use of the
groundwater component);



Increased opportunities available to STMWRF and TMWRF for effluent disposal;



Reduced reliance on effluent discharge to the Truckee River by TMWRF ;



Increased opportunities to improve Truckee River summer/fall flows through timing of
TMWRF effluent discharges;



Improving TMWRF’s ability to comply with NPDES Permit requirements (particularly
total nitrogen [TN], total phosphorus [TP], and total dissolved solids [TDS] limits)
through re-timed discharges, increased diversions to the reclaimed water systems,
and/or or alternative disposal locations;



Increases the regional volume of available treated effluent for reuse customers;



Improves water quality in Huffaker Reservoir through increased turnover, dilution, and
stabilization of storage levels;



Potential to decrease the seasonal use of surface water at STMWRF to meet reclaimed
water demands.



Provide more robust effluent disposal strategies that are less vulnerable to changing
demands in the reuse customer base.

These benefits have the added potential to allow the deferral and/or avoidance of costly
treatment process improvements at TMWRF and possibly STMWRF. There may be additional
benefits afforded by the considered project that have not yet been identified and that may be
revealed through this study.
STUDY OBJECTIVES
The purpose of this study is to refine the understanding of the potential interconnection pipeline
benefits; define the operational strategies, constraints, and issues related to discharge permit
compliance (in the near- and long-term); understand and define return flow requirements
within an operational context; and develop planning level cost estimates for the infrastructure
needed to implement the interconnection pipeline. To better understand the overall study
objectives, it is helpful to enumerate the questions being asked of this study:


What infrastructure would be needed to seasonally store TMWRF treated effluent in the
Huffaker Reservoir and return it to the Reno and Sparks reclaimed water systems?



Assuming the ability to seasonally store treated effluent, what TMWRF effluent
management strategies become available to maximize the use of the groundwater
component or other treated effluent not subject to return flow requirements?



What TMWRF effluent management strategies (maximized reuse or disposal at rapid
infiltration basins) become available to meet short- and long-term discharge limitations
(TN, TP, and TDS)?



What infrastructure is needed within the existing RSW reclaimed systems to implement
the management strategies?



Can discharge limits be met solely with seasonal effluent storage strategies, and if not,
what is the maximum plant flow for which they can be met?



Would the proposed project adversely impact or require major modifications to TMWRF
and STMWRF discharge permits or to the RSW reclaimed water system permits?



What are the planning-level costs associated with the interconnection pipeline
infrastructure?

For RSW to make an informed decision as to whether or not to pursue the interconnection
pipeline, it is necessary to quantify the amount of treated effluent that can be diverted and used
in the reclaimed system or disposed of at an alternate location. By extension, diverting treated
effluent to the reclaimed systems or an alternative disposal site will also reduce the amount of
TN, TP, and TDS discharged to the Truckee River, and reducing the TN discharges in particular
to the Truckee River may allow the deferral or avoidance of constructing advanced treatment
processes at TMWRF to comply with discharge requirements. Quantifying that potential TN
discharge reduction will be a goal of this study. Additionally, there may be other regional
benefits and operational strategies afforded by the proposed project that need further definition.
Once operational strategies are identified for managing treated effluent, the benefits, costs, and
operational constraints can be estimated for comparison against other alternatives for
complying with TMWRF discharge requirements, such as those described in the TMWRF
Technical Memorandum Unit Process Update (Carollo, 2013).
To address these issues, Stantec proposes to perform the services described in the nine tasks
presented below.

Task 1 – Project Management and Progress Meeting
This task is to ensure the project objectives, tasks, and deliverables are executed timely and
within the established budget. This task also includes activities related to project
administration.
In this task, Stantec reserves time for conducting a progress meeting with RSW staff to review
preliminary results for the work described below in Tasks 3 and 4. The purpose of the meeting
is to provide an opportunity to refine the scenarios and strategies to be examined and modeled.
It is anticipated that a 2 hour meeting will be adequate to present and discuss preliminary
results and refine subsequent project direction.
Task 2 – Data Gathering
This project element centers on gathering the information and data necessary to conduct the
study. The notable information to be obtained includes:


Water distribution model for the Sparks reclaimed system;



Weekly average TN, TP, TDS data for TMWRF;



TMWRF and STMWRF effluent flow rates (weekly - current and year 2033)



Other TMWRF effluent water quality data as may be necessary;



RSW reclaimed water demands (weekly - current and year 2033);



Huffaker Reservoir storage model;



STMWRF effluent water quality data;



STMWRF process design criteria and process and piping layout (export building,
chlorine contact basin, sand filters, pump building, reservoir piping, and other as may be
necessary); and



Other information as may be found necessary.

It is assumed RSW will make the above items available upon request.
Task 3 – Water Balance Modeling (Strategies to Maximize Effluent Available for Reuse)
Stantec will develop a spreadsheet water balance model using TMWRF and STMWRF historical
weekly effluent production rates, RSW reclaimed water system demands, and return flow
constraints (e.g., groundwater component, etc.). The model will be linked to the Washoe County
Huffaker Reservoir model and used to explore two scenarios:


Maximize treated effluent diversion under current (2013) flow and demand conditions
(fully lined reservoir)



Maximize treated effluent diversion under future (2033) flow and demand conditions
(fully lined reservoir)

The model will be used to explore management strategies that take advantage of seasonal
discharge limitations while maximizing the amount of treated effluent available to the RSW
reclaimed systems. The objective of this task is to develop management strategies that
maximize the amount of treated effluent diverted to the RSW reclaimed water systems, but still

complies with the return flow requirements. Stantec will assume average year meteorological
conditions and water demands in the modeling analysis.
Task 4 – Analysis of Total Nitrogen Management Strategies
Using the water balance modeling tools developed in Task 3, Stantec will develop and model
management strategies that seek to optimize compliance with TN discharge limitations. The
strategies will be developed assuming no return flow constraints on TMWRF treated effluent.
Strategies will be developed for 2013 and 2033 flow conditions using the provided water quality
and flow projections. TP and TDS loadings will also be calculated for each scenario using the
provided loading and flow projections.
With the completion of the TN modeling analysis, Stantec will hold a workshop with RSW
representatives to share the preliminary results and to refine the approach, clarify feasible
management strategies and operations, and develop two or three additional scenarios to model
that are a hybrid of the TN compliance and maximized effluent diversion strategies. With
concurrence from RSW, Stantec will model up to three additional scenarios and develop a
relationship between the tradeoffs of maximized treated effluent diversions (which may require
additional water rights to implement) and compliance with TN discharge limitations.
Task 5 – Infrastructure Needs Assessment
Using the information obtained from the previous tasks and a review of the existing STMWRF
process and piping layouts, Stantec will develop recommendations for infrastructure
improvements at STMWRF needed to implement the proposed project. Recommendations are
expected to address:


Conveyance into the reservoir (improvements within the STMWRF site)



Conveyance out of the reservoir (improvements within the STMWRF site)



Filtration (at STMWRF or offsite)



Disinfection (at STMWRF or offsite)



Export pumping (improvements at TMWRF and STMWRF)

Stantec will also use the Sparks water distribution model to assess possible operational
strategies for delivering treated effluent to proposed rapid infiltration basins (RIBs) in Spanish
Springs and improvements needed in the distribution system. This analysis will not consider or
evaluate the disposal capacity of the RIBs, but will rely on previous work estimating their
capacity.
Task 6 – Analysis of Permitting Issues
In this task, Stantec will assist RSW assess the likely impacts to discharge permits (reclaimed
permits and discharge permits). This may include participating in a meeting between RSW and
the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) to discuss the likelihood of minor and
major permit modification, as may be required by NDEP. Other issues such as required
monitoring and compliance points will also be considered and evaluated.

Task 7 – Planning-Level Cost Estimates
With the identification of infrastructure needed to implement the proposed project, Stantec will
develop planning-level costs estimates for the identified infrastructure. It is anticipated that
cost estimates will be developed for the following infrastructure systems:


Pipeline (and appurtenances such as PRV stations)



STMWRF reservoir piping



Filtration and disinfection



Huffaker reservoir lining



Pumping systems



RSW reclaimed water system improvements

Task 8 – Prepare Technical Memorandum
Stantec will summarize the information obtained, the results of the analysis, and the planninglevel cost estimates in a technical memorandum with figures and drawings as needed. A draft
memorandum will be provided for review and comment. Stantec will finalize the memorandum
upon receipt of review comments.
Task 9 – Project Contingency
Because the full nature of this effort is not fully known at this time, additional services may be
needed to carry out the objective of this study. Stantec will provide additional services on an as
requested basis. These services will be provided only upon written direction from the City of
Reno and only for services and budget agreed upon in advance by the City of Reno and Stantec.
A total budget of $5,000 is assigned to this task and will be expended only at the City of Reno’s
discretion (in writing).
Fee Estimate and Schedule
Stantec is pleased to offer these services on a time and expense basis with a budget of $45,000.
This budget will not be exceeded without prior written authorization. A breakdown of the
budget is provided in Table 1 below, which also includes an estimate of the total Stantec labor
hours for each task. Attached is Stantec’s Standard Fee Schedule, which has been discounted
5%, and will be in effect for this project. Stantec reserves the right to reallocate costs between
tasks as long as the total authorized budget is not exceeded.

Table 1 – Project Budget and Hourly Breakdown
Task

Estimated
Labor Hours
(all staff)

Estimated Cost

1 – Project Management

23

$4,000

2 – Data Gathering

12

$1,500

3 – Water Balance Modeling

36

$6,000

4 – Analysis of Total Nitrogen Management
Strategies

34

$6,000

5 – Infrastructure Needs Assessment

52

$8,500

6 – Analysis of Permitting Issues

8

$1,500

7 – Planning Level Cost Estimates

29

$4,500

8 – Prepare Technical Memorandum

48

$8,000

252

$40,000

Total, Tasks 1-8
9 – Project Contingency
Total, Tasks 1-9

$5,000
$45,000
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Northern Nevada
Water Planning Commission
STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 4, 2014

TO:

Chairman and Members, Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission

FROM:

Mickey Hazelwood, The Nature Conservancy

SUBJECT:

Discussion regarding the proposal by The Nature Conservancy (“TNC”) for “Optimizing
Restoration Investments in the Truckee [River] Watershed” and possible recommendation
to the Western Regional Water Commission ("WRWC") to approve funding for the project
not to exceed $57,787 from the Regional Water Management Fund ("RWMF") for fiscal
years 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 (continued from August 6, 2014).

SUMMARY
TNC has successfully applied through the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation for a $227,700 Desert
Terminal Lakes Restoration Fund grant to fund a study entitled "Optimizing Restoration Investments in
the Truckee Watershed" (the "Study"). TNC also received approval from the Truckee River Fund on
August 7, 2014, for funds to cover 40 percent of an existing TNC Project Manager position over 2 years.
Grants from the Truckee River Fund require matching funds which TNC is seeking through the WRWC
from the RWMF in the amount of $57,787.
Currently, TNC has commitments for $61,250 from private funding sources in California to cover
California TNC staff time on the project. TNC is also talking with the Placer County Utility District about
possible funding from that agency. Pre-proposal documents are attached, including project description,
funding details and project location map.
This agenda item is continued from the August 6, 2014 Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission
("NNWPC") meeting, following distribution of materials requested by the NNWPC Chairman prior to
that meeting.
BACKGROUND
At the March 5, 2014 meeting of the NNWPC, TNC presented its plans to apply through the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation for a $227,700 Desert Terminal Lakes Restoration Fund grant to fund the
Study. In addition, TNC indicated its intent to request funding from the Truckee River Fund and
matching funds in the estimated amount of $58,075 through the WRWC from the RWMF. The NNWPC
approved a motion to include the proposed funding for the Study in the WRWC fiscal year 2014-15
budget.
FISCAL IMPACT
The fiscal impact to the RWMF, should this item be approved, will be $57,787 over two fiscal years,
which was included in the WRWC fiscal year 2014-2015 budget. Budget authority will be located in
Fund Group 766, Fund 7066, Account Number 710100, Professional Services, and Cost Object
WP310100.6.
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RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the NNWPC review TNC’s proposal and make a recommendation to the WRWC
to approve funding for the Study in an amount not to exceed $57,787 from the RWMF, to provide the
match required by the Truckee River Fund.

MH:jd
Attachments: Project Description
Funding Details
Project Location Map
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The Nature Conservancy Request for Funding from NNWPC/WRWC
for
Optimizing Restoration Investments in the Truckee Watershed Study
NARRATIVE:
The health and functionality of forest and meadow systems in the Sierra Nevada are strongly linked
to water quality, quantity and timing of flow in the Truckee River Watershed. Past management of
the Truckee River headwaters has left many of these areas in a degraded condition, and in many cases
susceptible to catastrophic wildfire. Currently an ad hoc approach exists to restoring portions of the
watershed, and there is little understanding of which actions should be taken, and where they should
be taken, to be most beneficial. Funding from this proposal, combined with grants from the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) and the Truckee River Fund (TRF), will result in a study that
clearly identifies priorities for investments in the Truckee River headwaters to maximize benefits to
water users and improves overall ecosystem health.
1. Specific project goals and measurable outcomes. We anticipate that the immediate outcome of
the study will be a coordinated, science-based plan for prioritizing restoration efforts in the
Truckee River watershed. This plan should lead to the following outcomes:
• Increase in effectiveness of investments in restoration and protection activities. The study
will facilitate better informed decision-making on watershed investments for increasing
water quantity and water quality. This in turn should increase the ecosystem benefits to
multiple stakeholders, including TMWA ratepayers.
• Increased investment in the watershed. A science-based demonstration of the benefits
derived from cost-effective watershed investments may have the effect of increasing
confidence among local, state and federal funders, and in turn lead to increased investment
in the Truckee River watershed. It may also provide a rationale for appealing to new
sources of funding insofar as the breadth of benefits associated with watershed restoration
will become clearer to all users.
2. Project location. The entire Truckee River watershed.
3. Project description. The Nature Conservancy proposes a two-year study to prioritize headwater
restoration and conservation investments by identifying where restoration and protection
activities are likely to yield the greatest benefits for both people and nature in the Truckee River
watershed. The study will couple stakeholder engagement with advanced watershed modeling,
using the Resource Investment Optimization System (RIOS) model, to develop recommendations
for maximizing water quantity and quality returns on investments and serve as a resource for
coordination among the entities involved in watershed management.
The RIOS model is a free and open source software tool that supports the design of cost-effective
investments in watershed services. RIOS is a decision support tool that can be used to compare
alternative land management practices with their associated impacts on water yield and water
quality. It combines biophysical, social, and economic data to help users identify the best
locations for protection and restoration activities in order to maximize the ecological return on
investment, within the bounds of what is socially and politically feasible. RIOS incorporates
local knowledge and preferences to help prioritize investments in watersheds. RIOS offers a
1

standardized and flexible approach to decision-making for making investments in water by
putting a value on water quality and other environmental returns (i.e., water yield) through
hydrological models, while accounting for preferences and requirements of stakeholders. RIOS
was developed by The Natural Capital Project, a partnership of the Stanford Woods Institute for
the Environment, the University of Minnesota's Institute on the Environment, The Nature
Conservancy and the World Wildlife Fund, aimed at aligning economic forces with conservation.
A significant amount of the personnel time in the budget will be spent managing the stakeholder
process, and one important goal of the project will be to build agreement among leading
stakeholders. Some of the primary stakeholders the project will enlist include Truckee Meadows
Water Authority, Truckee River Watershed Council, U.S. Forest Service, City of Reno, City of
Sparks, Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe, and Tahoe Regional Planning Agency.
TNC will use RIOS to produce a portfolio of recommended restoration and protection activities
and a map to direct investments to the most suitable sites and to maximize benefits for different
watershed-wide budgets. The RIOS model will also detail expected improvements in ecosystem
services (e.g., nutrient reduction, river flows, etc.) from this portfolio and compare the
benefits to those from an ad-hoc investment approach to demonstrate the value of a coordinated
effort.
The desired outcome of the study will be a coordinated, science-based plan for prioritizing
restoration efforts. Over time, this plan should lead to more focused and cost-effective
investments and an increased overall level of investment in the watershed. Another important
outcome will be a common vision and commitment across key stakeholders in the basin.
The RIOS model application is meant to complement the Bureau of Reclamation’s Truckee River
Basin Study by introducing potential strategies (i.e., forest and meadow restoration) for mitigating
the impacts of climate change on water supply.
4. Future phases and anticipated sources of funding. Funding for future implementation of
priority restoration projects will be sought from the National Fish & Wildlife Foundation (NFWF)
Desert Terminal Lakes Program, NFWF Sierra Meadows Initiative, U.S. Forest Service, Sierra
Nevada Conservancy, National Forest Foundation, the Truckee River Fund, and others.
5. Principals involved in leading or coordinating the project or activity. Truckee River Project
Manager (80% FTE); Mickey Hazelwood, Truckee River Project Director (40% FTE); Kristen
Podolak, Hydrologist (25% FTE). The Nature Conservancy will contract with Natural Capital
Project for further software development to include parameters for forest and meadow restoration
in the RIOS model.
6. Number of staff positions involved in project: Full-time 0
7. Time Line of Project.
Fall 2014 - Summer 2015
• Identify activities and gather data:

2

Part-time 4

•

o Potential restoration and protection activities for the Truckee watershed, including: forest
fuels reduction and prescribed fire, riparian habitat restoration, land protection, meadow
restoration, pasture management, and fertilizer management.
o Hydrologic processes affected by these activities, including: water infiltration rates, soil
storage capacity, nutrient uptake rates, overland flow rates, and snow and rainfall
interception.
First stakeholder meeting to confirm issues, identify objectives, especially those related to
water, and discussion of what conservation/restoration activities to invest in:
o Goals will include one or several of the following: nutrient retention, dry season base
flow, erosion control for drinking water quality, erosion control for reservoir maintenance,
flood mitigation, groundwater recharge, and biodiversity.

Summer 2015 - Winter 2015
• Explore the development of additional land management activities (e.g., fuels reduction) into
the RIOS model.
• From a review of experimental studies and hydrologic model documentation, we will identify
factors that determine the effectiveness of various land management activities.
• Discuss where and how (which activities) to allocate to a hypothetical budget and adjust
RIOS based on additional budget information spatially or by activity.
Winter 2015 - Summer 2016
• Estimate the returns from the activities (e.g., sediment reduction in tons)
• Select priority projects based on the return on investment:
o The diagnostic screen produces a view of the whole watershed, but the managers still need
to know where to invest first. We identify these as “priority areas.”
Summer - Fall 2016
• Present and discuss final results with stakeholders and discuss the use of model results to
inform decision making.
• Transfer model to agency staff. Prepare final report.
8. Success. We will define success based on the stakeholder engagement and ultimately the use of
the RIOS model and investment portfolio to guide investments in restoration and protection. As
part of the study, we will design a monitoring program to evaluate the effectiveness of the
activities in achieving objectives that stakeholders have defined. In working with stakeholders to
develop these objectives, we will ensure these goals adhere to the SMART framework (Specific,
Measureable, Achievable, Realistic, and Time-bound goals). For example, objectives may
include reducing sediment loads at downstream water intake points by 15 percent in 10 years, or
protecting and restoring 30 percent of riparian corridors within 5 years. We will identify
monitoring data that have already been collected, and by whom, as well as additional monitoring
needs. We will create a data sharing and privacy Memorandum of Understanding or other
agreements to allow access to existing data.
9. Funding Sources and Budget. NFWF recently awarded TNC a grant of $249,090 for this
project. TNC is asking for $57,787 from the Northern Nevada Water Planning
Commission/Western Regional Water Commission. Another anticipated funding source is the
Truckee River Fund ($58,075 request submitted). TNC NV is also providing $63,422 in in-kind
services, and TNC CA is providing $63,250 ($126,672 total). See following budget for details.
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Project Budget
Optimizing Restoration Investments in the Truckee Watershed
BUDGET ITEM
DESCRIPTION

Cost

TRF $

TNC $

NFWF $

NNWPC $

TOTAL $

MATCH $

Personnel: for 2 years
TR Project Director 40% FTE
Project Manager
80% FTE
Hydrologist
25% FTE
Forest Ecologist
10% FTE
Consultants
Stakeholder facilitation
RIOS software development
Supplies & Services
Stakeholder meetings
Data acquisition
Travel
Printing, postage, telecom
RIOS training
Total Direct Costs
Indirect Costs (15%)
TOTAL

$44,250
$18,500
$7,400
$30,000

$83,500
$180,000
$62,500
$30,000

$39,250
$161,500
$55,100

$83,500
$180,000
$62,500
$30,000

$50,500

$10,000
$35,000

$10,000
$35,000

$10,000
$35,000

$3,000
$2,500
$5,000
$1,000
$5,000

$3,000
$2,500
$5,000
$1,000
$5,000

$3,000
$2,500
$5,000
$1,000
$5,000

$417,500

$50,500

$110,150

$216,600

$50,250

$417,500

$62,625

$7,575

$16,522

$32,490

$7,537

$7,575

$480,125

$58,075

$249,090

$57,787

$58,075

$126,672
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$50,500

Map 1 - Project Location (Truckee River
Watershed) in the context of the DTL Geography
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Northern Nevada
Water Planning Commission
STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 4, 2014

TO:

Chairman and Members, Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission

FROM:

Jim Smitherman, Water Resources Program Manager

SUBJECT:

Discussion and possible recommendation to the Western Regional Water
Commission (“WRWC”) to make a determination that the draft consensus
population forecast for 2034 prepared by the Truckee Meadows Regional
Planning Agency ("TMRPA") can be supported by the sustainable water
resources set forth in the Comprehensive Regional Water Management Plan

SUMMARY
The TMRPA has completed the draft Washoe County Consensus Forecast 2014-2034 and
submitted it to staff for comparison with the estimated population that can be supported by the
sustainable water resources as set forth in the Regional Water Management Plan (“RWMP”).
The draft Consensus Forecast projects that the total population in Washoe County will grow
from 442,123 in 2014 to 563,779 in 2034, an increase of 121,656 persons.
Two years ago, the WRWC found that the draft Consensus Forecast population for 2032
(560,772 persons) was less than the estimated population that can be supported by the
sustainable water resources set forth in the RWMP, and directed staff to inform Reno, Sparks,
Washoe County, and the TMRPA that the forecasted population can be supported by the
sustainable water resources as set forth in the RWMP.
A review of the draft Consensus Forecast shows that population growth projections are slightly
reduced as compared to the version completed in 2012. Table 1 below shows that the 2012
Consensus Forecast estimated that the 2032 population would be 560,772 persons whereas the
2014 version forecasts a population of 551,655, a decrease of 9,117 persons, for the same year, a
1.6 percent decrease.
Staff has reviewed the Water Resources Baseline Table included in the 2011 RWMP with
respect to current Nevada State Engineer records and found that no significant differences exist.
The estimate of potentially available, sustainable water resources therefore remains unchanged at
approximately 183,200 acre feet per year.
The Truckee Meadows Water Authority’s long-range water demand projection for Washoe
County projected a demand of approximately 142,000 acre feet to support a population of
approximately 590,500 as projected for the year 2030 by the 2010 Consensus Forecast. The
model results further showed that the estimated population that can be supported by the
identified sustainable water resources is approximately 741,000.
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It follows that, since the current draft 2014 Consensus Forecast projects a 2034 population that is
lower than the 2030 population forecast done in 2010, a corresponding 20-year water demand
estimate would be lower than the projection done four years ago. If the potential sustainable
water resources identified in the 2011 RWMP were determined to be capable of supporting a
population greater than the 2030 population projected by the Consensus Forecast in 2010, those
same water resources would support a lesser population as projected for the year 2034 in this
year’s draft Consensus Forecast.
BACKGROUND
In January 2010, the Regional Planning Governing Board (“RPGB”) adopted certain
amendments to the Truckee Meadows Regional Plan (“Regional Plan”), and the RPGB
Regulations on Procedure, designating the Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission
(“NNWPC”) and the Western Regional Water Commission (“WRWC”) as the entities to perform
a comparison of the draft Washoe County Consensus Forecast and the estimated population that
can be supported by the sustainable water resources as set forth in the RWMP prior to the
adoption of the Consensus Forecast.
In April 2014, the TMRPA assumed the responsibility for preparing and publishing the
Consensus Forecast. The RPGB Regulations on Procedure were amended at that time to reflect
this change, and to make minor adjustments to the data sources and time frames for compilation and
distribution of draft and final versions of the forecast.
According to the amended RPGB Regulations on Procedure, the NNWPC, upon receiving the
consensus forecast document, shall compare the draft population forecast with the estimated
population that can be supported by the sustainable water resources as set forth in the RWMP
and advance a recommendation for consideration to the WRWC. The WRWC will then make a
determination based on the NNWPC’s recommendation concerning the comparison described
above and inform Reno, Sparks, Washoe County, and the TMRPA as to its finding. In addition,
the RPGB Regulations on Procedure state that if the WRWC determines the draft Consensus
Forecast is less than or equal to the estimated population that can be supported by the sustainable
water resources identified in the RWMP, the WRWC will submit the draft Consensus Forecast to
Reno, Sparks, Washoe County, and the TMRPA with a finding that the forecasted population can
be supported by the sustainable water resources as set forth in the RWMP.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the NNWPC advance a recommendation to the WRWC to make a
determination that the draft Consensus Forecast population for 2034 is less than the estimated
population that can be supported by the sustainable water resources set forth in the RWMP.

Page 2 of 3
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Table 1
Consensus Forecast
Draft 2014
Year
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034

Population

442,123
447,906
453,853
459,978
466,116
472,380
478,639
485,001
491,077
497,176
503,140
509,228
515,222
521,342
527,439
533,507
539,570
545,627
551,655
557,670
563,779

2012
Population

425,930
432,432
438,722
445,185
451,801
458,322
464,503
470,772
477,238
483,973
490,591
497,433
504,162
510,976
517,697
524,657
531,645
538,670
545,707
553,227
560,772

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

September 4, 2014

TO:

Chairman and Members, Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission

FROM:

Jim Smitherman, Water Resources Program Manager

SUBJECT:

Status Report on the Bureau of Reclamation’s “Truckee Basin Study”

SUMMARY
On July 14, 2014, the Truckee Basin Study Team, consisting of Bureau of Reclamation (“BOR”)
staff and Montgomery Watson Harza staff, held an all-day Technical Advisory Group workshop
at the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency offices. The purpose was to update the group on
progress, review supply/demand scenarios, review model output based on the scenarios and
engage the group in the development of metrics and indicators of reliability.
The next webinar workshop is planned for the week of November 10, 2014 to report on what will
be included in the draft final report, which is expected to be submitted December 31, 2014 for
BOR internal review. Following internal review, the report will be presented to the BOR
Commissioner in March or April 2015, and released to the public shortly afterward.
Prior to the July 14, 2014 workshop, the BOR held two webinar workshops with the Technical
Advisory Group, one on June 24, 2013 concerning water supply and the other on August 26,
2013 on water demand. The 2013 workshops were the first of the technical workshops planned
to introduce and discuss the technical assessments being performed for the Study and focused on
approaches for estimating water supply availability in the Truckee River Basin under both
current and future conditions, especially considering climate change impacts.
In September 2013 the Study Team distributed and received input on two water demand
storylines intended to describe the plausible range of economic conditions that could develop in
the Truckee River Basin between now and the year 2100. The demand storylines have been
combined with a range of possible future water supply conditions (e.g. hotter-drier, hotter-wetter,
etc.) to create supply/demand scenarios for use as technical inputs to the Truckee River Planning
Model and identify potential supply/demand imbalances.
BACKGROUND
In 2010, the BOR initiated the Truckee River Basin Study, one of 17 basin studies funded since
2009. A BOR fact sheet states that the study will specifically identify potential climate change
impacts to the Truckee River hydrology that relate to agricultural and urban water supply and
demand; flood control; hydroelectric power generation; recreation; fish, wildlife, and their
habitats (including endangered species issues); water quality; and, flow and water dependent
ecological systems. The BOR envisions that the Basin Study will accomplish the following
objectives:
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•

•

•

Achieve broad consensus to identify a set of climate change scenarios to consider for
the Truckee Basin within the context of addressing water supply and demand risks,
reliability, and other resource issues;
Provide potential revised inputs to the Truckee River RiverWare hydrologic model
for the overall Truckee Basin including the Lake Tahoe sub-basin and Truckee
Meadows areas; and,
Prioritization of identified strategies and options and recommendations for potential
future actions.

In December 2012, the BOR published the “Colorado River Basin Water Supply and Demand
Study” which appears to have been developed using a process similar to that of the Truckee
Basin Study. The Colorado River final report is available at the following web address:
http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/programs/crbstudy/finalreport/techrptD.html.

JS:jd
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9-10-14: NNWPC Agenda Item 9

Northern Nevada Water Planning
Commission
STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 4, 2014

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), (b) and (c) for your review. Verbal reports will be given
for items (d) and (e).
a) Report on the status of Projects and Work Plan supported by the Regional Water
Management Fund;
b) Financial Report on the Regional Water Management Fund;
c) Report on the acquisition of water rights, consistent with the existing interlocal
agreement between the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (“TMWA”) and the
WRWC, to partially satisfy the 6700 acre-feet water rights requirement in the Truckee
River Operating Agreement;
d) Report on the Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency (“TMRPA”) parcel-based
population and employment modeling project; and,
e) Informational report from the NWNPC representative on the TMWA Standing
Advisory Committee (“TMWA SAC”).

9-04-14: NNWPC Agenda Item 9a

Status Report of Projects and Work Plan
Supported by the Regional Water Management Fund
Project Name
1 Certified Landscape
Technician Program
2014-2015 FY
2 Cloud Seeding Program
for Water Year 2014

Target
Contractor /
Balance
Percent Completion
Provider
Amount Remaining Complete
Notes
Date
Nevada Landscape
25,000
25,000
0% 6/30/15 New contract being
Association (NLA)
developed
(DRI) Desert
Research Institute

3 Envision Videographers of Envision
WRWC meetings
4 Fifth Amendment to
Reimburse TMWA and
DWR for consolidation
efforts (FY 2014-2015)

DWR, TMWA

5 Sosu TV Videographers of Sosu TV
NNWPC meetings
FY 2014-15
6 Highland Canal
City of Reno
Improvements

100,000

7,977

92%

3/31/15

Work is in progress

1,200

1,200

0%

6/30/15

Work is in progress

300,000

300,000

0%

6/30/15

Work is in progress

3,500

3,030

13%

6/30/15

Work is in progress

250,000

250,000

0%

Awaiting signatures

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

Truckee Meadows
Regional Planning
Agency

486,000

322,167

34%

1 yr from
Effective
Date
6/30/16

8 Regional Storm Water
Quality Management
Program (Third
Amendment)
9 Septic - Phase II

City of Reno

262,500

262,500

0%

6/30/15

Work is in progress

County - CSD

150,000

141,968

5%

6/30/15

Work is in progress

10 TMDL Phase I Fifth
Amendment

City of Reno
(LimnoTech)

75,000

75,000

0%

6/30/16

Work is in progress

11 TRIG Website Support
FY 2014-2015

City of Reno

7,500

7,500

0%

6/30/15

Work is in progress

12 TROA - 6,700 AF water
rights purchase
13 Washoe
Evapotranspiration (ET)
Project Maintenance

TMWA

2,700,000

609,186

10,000

5,263

47%

6/30/15

Work is in progress

14 Water Usage Review
Program 2013 - 2014

TMWA

131,352

65,558

50%

12/31/14

Work is in progress

15 Website support
Fiscal Year 2012-2013

12,500

11,282

10%

6/30/14

Amendment being
developed

16 Cloud Seeding Program
for Water Year 2015

Washoe County
Technology
Services
(DRI) Desert
Research Institute

100,000

100,000

0%

6/30/15

ILA being
developed

17 Washoe ET weather
station upgrades

(DRI) Desert
Research Institute

29,050

29,050

0%

6/30/15

On WRWC's 9/17
agenda for approval

9/4/2014

DRI (Desert
Research Institute)

Work is in progress

77% Open Ended Work is in progress

09-10-14: NNWPC Agenda Item 9b

Run Date: 09-04-14
Fund 766

Financial Report on the
Regional Water Management Fund

Report 400/ZF15
Fiscal Year 2015; Period 1 through 3

Accounts
Interest-Pooled Inv.

Plan
Budget
27,760.00-

RGL Pooled Inv.
482200 URGL Pooled Inv.
491060 Water Surcharge 1.5%

Actual
(Revenue &
Expenses)

PO Commit
(Remaining
PO Balance)

Available
PreCommit
Available
(Budget Minus
(PO's
(Budget Minus PO
Requisitions)
Actual + PO Actual + PO) Avail% Requested)
Avail%

2,125.61-

2,125.61-

486.37-

486.37-

5,273.32

5,273.32

25,634.39-

92-

25,634.39-

486.37

486.37

5,273.32-

5,273.32-

92-

1,533,311.00-

310,654.30-

310,654.30-

1,222,656.70-

80-

1,222,656.70-

80-

1,561,071.00-

307,992.96-

307,992.96-

1,253,078.04-

80-

1,253,078.04-

80-

1,703,700.00

120,191.07

989,381.56

714,318.44

42

714,318.44

42

710110 Contracted/Temp Svcs

332,400.00

11,643.14

11,643.14

320,756.86

96

320,756.86

96

710120 Legal Fees

129,600.00

10,800.00

32,400.00

43,200.00

86,400.00

67

86,400.00

67

462,000.00

22,443.14

32,400.00

54,843.14

407,156.86

163.16

407,156.86

163.16

** REVENUE
710100 Professional Services

WRWC Staff & Legal
710130 Overhead - Prf Serv
710139 Fin Consult Services

11,088.04

710400 Pmts to O Agencies

195.44

600.00
642,596.00

710546 Advertising

1,000.00
40,000.00

99.99

642,596.00
99.99

75.00

75.00

11,088.04100

195.44600.00

514,000.00
1,000.00

11,088.0410,000.00

195.44

710509 Seminars and Meetings

710585 Undesignated Budget

11,088.04

10,000.00

710149 Invest Pool Alloc Ex
710155 Lobbying Services

869,190.49

128,596.00-

10,000.00

100

195.44100
25-

600.00
128,596.00-

100
25-

900.01

90

900.01

90

1,000.00

100

1,000.00

100

39,925.00

100

39,925.00

100

711210 Travel

1,000.00

1,000.00

100

1,000.00

100

711400 Overhead - General Fund

1,265.00

1,265.00

100

1,265.00

100

711410 Overhead - Admin

44,924.95

7,487.50

7,487.50

37,437.45

83

37,437.45

83

711420 Overhead - Supply

16,690.58

2,781.76

2,781.76

13,908.82

83

13,908.82

83

** EXPENDITURES

2,796,180.53

164,361.94

1,544,186.49

1,708,548.43

1,087,632.10

39

1,087,632.10

39

*** Total

1,235,109.53

143,631.02-

1,544,186.49

1,400,555.47

165,445.94-

13

165,445.94-

13

9-10-14: NNWPC Agenda Item 9c

Northern Nevada
Water Planning Commission
STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 4, 2014

TO:

Chairman and Members, Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission

FROM:

Jim Smitherman, Water Resources Program Manager

SUBJECT:

Report on the acquisition of water rights, consistent with the existing interlocal
agreement between the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (“TMWA”) and the
Western Regional Water Commission (“WRWC”), to partially satisfy the 6700
acre-feet water rights requirement in the Truckee River Operating Agreement

SUMMARY
TMWA, under the terms and conditions of the May 16, 2013 Interlocal Agreement with the
WRWC, has purchased a total of 380.98 acre feet of water rights toward the satisfaction of
Section 1.E.4 of the Truckee River Operating Agreement (“TROA”). TROA Section 1.E.4
provides that Reno, Sparks and Washoe County agree to provide 6,700 acre-feet of Truckee
River water rights for water quality purposes by the time TROA takes effect pursuant to an
agreement between Reno, Sparks, Washoe County and the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe.
To date, the total price paid to 11 sellers is $2,082,685. Prices ranged from $3,500 to $6,000 per
acre foot and the average sale price was approximately $5,467 per acre foot. An additional
$8,129 has been paid in document fees, review fees and State Engineer fees. The total amount
invoiced and paid to date is $2,090,814, for a net average expenditure per acre foot of $5,488,
leaving a project balance of $609,186.

9-10-14: NNWPC Agenda Item 9d

Northern Nevada Water Planning
Commission
STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 4, 2014

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”) parcelbased 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:

September 4, 2014

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 TMWA Standing
Advisory Committee (“TMWA SAC”)

George Ball, the NNWPC representative on the TMWA SAC, will provide a brief verbal report
regarding the recent TMWA SAC meeting.
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