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Section 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.1

INTRODUCTION

This report provides the first step in examining the infrastructure capacity constraints for areas
of Washoe County within Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency (“TMRPA”)’s
jurisdiction. This report is being provided early during the 2007 Regional Plan update process
to identify potential infrastructure issues that might affect the ability to implement the Regional
Plan, or updated 2007 Regional Plan. The initial scope of work provided for a comprehensive
first step including interviews with service providers and projections of development scenarios
to match planned infrastructure with projected population and employment increases. The
development scenarios are a key element to identifying specific geographic areas with future
potential capacity constraints. This portion of the scope of work could not be performed with
the available project resources but is suggested as a future work effort. The summary
conclusions and potential action items for TMRPA presented in this section are therefore based
solely on the interviews with service providers and the consultant team Hansford Economic
Consulting and Eagle Nest Engineering (“HEC/ENE”)’s analysis of information garnered from
those interviews, as well as HEC/ENE experience.
It is important to note that updates to information obtained for this report could change or
invalidate the conclusions contained herein. Information garnered from personal interviews is
presented at face value; the authors have not attempted to verify the accuracy of statements
made during personal interviews. The summary conclusions and potential action items
presented in this Executive Summary are for aiding planning decisions and are not intended to
be construed as an implementation plan.
This report accomplishes the identification of capacity constraints in regional infrastructure
networks by:
1) Identifying the nature of constraints (e.g., structural, financial, or political) and
relationships to one another; and
2) Discussing solutions that have been identified by the entities to correct infrastructure and
capacity limitations in the future.
The remainder of Section 1 is the presentation of conclusions from the analysis performed,
and includes potential action items for the TMRPA.
Section 2 of the report provides background on infrastructure considerations in the 2002
Regional Plan, summarizes the purpose of the report, and describes the approach taken to
produce this report.
Section 3 provides the capacity constraints analysis for interviewed service providers and
includes analyses specific to both infill development issues and future development areas.
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Section 4 contains suggestions for future analysis to complete the work started with this
report.
Section 5 contains the write-up of each of the service provider interviews.
Appendix A lists the references gathered during the interview process.
Appendix B gives contact information for interviewed service providers.
Appendix C is the initial write-up of development scenarios prepared for this report.

1.2

SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS AND POTENTIAL ACTION ITEMS

The summary conclusions and potential action items presented are for consideration at the
regional level, without specificity to the service providers. Where conclusions pertain to only
certain service providers, this is noted, however, the intent of the summary conclusions is to
provide a ‘big picture’ of general key issues with regards to infrastructure capacities. Potential
action items may be considered by TMRPA to ensure comprehensive planning for
infrastructure issues that may otherwise preclude the attainment of the 2002 Regional Plan’s
goals, and the impending 2007 update of that plan.
Many Issues are Constraints but not Barriers
This report draws out conclusions of items that are constraints for public infrastructure and
services. These should not be confused with barriers to development occurring. Typical
development processes such as working through regulatory issues may delay construction of
infrastructure, and may cause the project to be more expensive, but ultimately, with regulatory
approvals, the project will be constructed. Finding solutions to meet some regulatory
requirements, especially environmental thresholds (such as water quality and air quality
standards), is often a resource-related issue that needs to be resolved prior to designing
infrastructure. Other considerations such as economic changes, demographic shifts, and public
perception may also delay or add expense to a development project.
Development Scenarios
Currently, each service provider expends time and money in developing their own projections,
which may or may not take into account the 2002 Regional Plan vision. There is no common
range of future development potential for the region that all service providers can utilize with
confidence. Without development scenarios, there are key elements of the infrastructure
capacity constraints work that cannot be completed. Specifically:
1) The scale of infrastructure capacity constraints, including maps showing where specific
types of constraints exist; and
2) The potential problems resulting from those constraints (and conversely areas that have
capacity to absorb more development than currently planned for).
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Potential Action Items
♦
TMRPA engage local government and service provider staff in the creation of common
development scenarios that can be used for infrastructure planning.
Facility Planning
This report documents a need to address both gaps in facility planning and a need to update
existing facility plans. There has been little attention to planning for infill areas and TOD
corridors by purveyors to date, although some providers have included this in upcoming
planning efforts. There are currently service “holes” due to a lack of accumulated funds to bring
infrastructure to growing areas. It has historically been the practice to respond to requests for
service for new developments and to evaluate needs project by project. While this works to
meet each development project’s needs and minimizes cost to the service provider, it does not
further the goals of the 2002 Regional Plan. There appears to be a lack of common vision
among the service providers who must coordinate to enable the master plans to succeed in their
goals and objectives.
Potential Action Items
♦
Strengthen language in the Regional Plan to require early involvement and
comprehensive review by service providers in development of common vision for local
government Master Plans.
Shortage of Funding Sources
It is apparent from the interviews that there is inconsistent application of impact fees and a
dependency on negotiations with developers to obtain funding for new facilities. This makes
planning for new facilities uncertain and may force acceptance of locations that are not optimal
for service operations (school sites in particular), or public safety. New growth is not paying
for itself for all types of infrastructure. There is a desire among the interviewed service
providers to change this, and success has been made with master planned areas. The cumulative
effect of smaller developments seems to be slipping under the radar screen. Consistent
application of development impact fees would allow the local governments to accumulate funds
towards construction of facilities necessitated by the cumulative effects of smaller
developments. This is particularly true of the infill areas and TODs.
Potential Action Items
♦
Conduct a regional study of impact fees, and legislative restrictions to collection of fees.
Compare potential development scenarios infrastructure needs with fee programs in
existence to provide an indication of cumulative funding needs of new development,
and compare those needs to identified funding sources.
Rapidly Changing Socio-Economics
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The Truckee Meadows has undergone major changes in its social and economic profile over the
past decade. Trends that seemed consistent over past years have been changing recently causing
difficulty in predictability of need for future services (a good example is the School District
enrollment).
Potential Action Items
♦
Have a lead agency set up a database to track local economic conditions. The database
would consist of economic indicators including demographic information that is
regularly updated and disseminated to each of the local governments and service
providers as a brief report showing trends. This brief report would give all the region’s
providers the same source of information which they could utilize in their planning.
Rural and Future Service Area Development Challenges
Development in rural and future service areas has large implications for infrastructure and
public services because of potential large expense to develop and maintain/staff resources for
these areas. Unless a separate funding mechanism is created to support outlying area
developments, the community at large will be subsidizing these new areas. Some future
development areas may need to be brought into service territories, and new ways of providing
public safety service may need to be explored, depending on the location and geography of the
development. Non-contiguous development in future service areas is particularly challenging.
The 2005 Annexation Settlement Agreement has provisions for facility and service plans to be
conducted but the agreement is not clear on precisely what needs to be done.
Potential Action Items
♦
Work with local governments to clarify what the August 2005 Annexation Settlement
Agreement is requiring in terms of facility plans and funding. Incorporate Point 5
(concurrent service and facility plans) of the Annexation Settlement Agreement and
expand on it in the 2007 Regional Plan update.
Utility Congestion
Of concern, particularly for infill areas, is the ability to locate expanded infrastructure within
the existing major transportation corridors where backbone infrastructure is typically placed
due to utility congestion and limited right of way width. These routes may not only be the
most logical place for the infrastructure, but may also provide the most efficient routes for
resources such as water and wastewater to flow due to the way the system is engineered.
Without major infrastructure in place with capacity to supply the types of development projects
envisioned in the TOD and regional center plans there may be significant delay in the
development of key nodes. This is particularly important for redevelopment agencies trying to
entice landowners of certain strategic parcels to develop as catalysts for the key development
nodes.
Potential Action Items
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♦

Identify potential infrastructure demands and analyze existing facilities for adequacy of
capacity, with particular emphasis on TODs, regional centers, and infill areas utilizing
sub-regional projections of development.

Cost Burden of New Development
New resources can be developed and infrastructure brought to new development if the market
will carry its cost. The cost will vary by geographic sub-region within the Truckee Meadows.
Hillside developments are challenging because not only is the cost greater to bring facilities to
the area, and to maintain those facilities, but also, generally, fewer structures can be built on
the available land, which causes that higher cost to be spread among fewer users. The cost per
unit (home or square foot of commercial space) is therefore higher than it would be on level
ground.
Infill development has its own cost issues associated with development. Major issues are the
additional cost to remove structures before project development and higher financing cost
associated with the greater risk that tends to accompany redevelopment projects. The
redevelopment agency plays a large role in private-public partnership to provide funding and
incentives for redevelopment area projects.
Potential Action Items
♦
Conduct an assessment of the cost impact with quantification of infrastructure needs in
selected geographic areas. The assessment should include both analysis of total cost
burden to the end-user for capital facilities, and the affordability to those end-users (and
the community at large) for the operations and maintenance of those facilities and
services.
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Section 2 - PROJECT OVERVIEW
2.1

BACKGROUND

In January 2006 the Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency (TMRPA) initiated a contract
with Hansford Economic Consulting to prepare a report identifying the infrastructure
constraints that might preclude full implementation of the 2002 Regional Plan. A brief history
of the Truckee Meadows regional planning process provides a useful context for the current
work effort, and is provided in the following paragraphs.
“Nevada's Legislature created the regional planning program for Washoe County in 1989, calling for the
development of "a comprehensive regional plan for the physical development and orderly management of
growth of the region for the next 20 years." In 1999, the Legislature added a declaration that the process
of regional planning "ensures that comprehensive planning will be carried out with respect to population,
conservation, land use and transportation, public facilities and services, annexation, and intergovernmental
coordination." (See Nevada Revised Statutes [NRS] 278.026 through 278.029.)
The Regional Planning Commission (RPC) develops the regional plan and forwards it to the Regional
Planning Governing Board (RPGB) for adoption. The RPC implements the plan by reviewing the master
plans, facilities plans, and other similar plans for local governments and affected entities for conformance
with the regional plan. The RPGB appoints the Director of Regional Planning ("Director"), who
administers the regional planning program. "Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency" (herein
"TMRPA" and "Agency") is the common name for the combination of the RPGB, RPC, Director, and staff.
Regional Planning in the Truckee Meadows also involves the two cities (Reno and Sparks), Washoe County,
and affected entities defined in State law and including: the Regional Transportation Commission (RTC);
the Reno-Tahoe Airport Authority (RTAA); the Washoe County School District (WCSD); the Washoe
County District Health Department (WCDHD); the Reno and Sparks redevelopment agencies; and others.
The program also interacts with other federal, state, regional, and local agencies.
The initial regional plan (1991) and the first five-year update (1996) incorporated a concept of tiered
urban, suburban, and rural development centered on the urban core areas of Reno and Sparks. The second
five-year update (May 2002) replaced the tiered development concept with a system of downtown and
regional centers, transit-oriented development (TOD) corridors, infill areas, and other development within a
defined municipal service area, surrounded by the rural area. Development-constrained lands occur in both
the service area and the rural area.
The next comprehensive update of the Regional Plan must occur not later than five years from May 2002,
or during the fourth quarter of FY 06-07. The RPC has formed a technical advisory committee (TAC) to
support the update and has established a target completion date of December 2006.
The Regional Plan:
1.

Anticipates that the population of the region will grow from approximately 315,000 residents in
2002 to approximately 448,400 in 2020;
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2.

Establishes a municipal service area (the "Truckee Meadows Service Areas" or "TMSA") and a goal
of locating 99 percent of the region's residential and jobs growth within the TMSA;

3.

Establishes a goal of providing necessary infrastructure to support 35 percent of the region's
population and jobs growth within the McCarran Boulevard ring;

4.

Strongly promotes infill development within designated centers and transit-oriented development
(TOD) corridors to optimize existing infrastructure;

5.

Envisions these centers and corridors as mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly areas supported by multimodal transportation;

6.

Identifies priorities for the provision of public facilities and services to support the Regional Plan,
with the highest priorities assigned to downtown centers and regional centers and corridors within
McCarran Boulevard;

7.

Encourages local governments and affected entities to review and revise facilities plans and capital
improvement programs (CIPs) for parks, schools, streets, water supply, wastewater collection and
treatment, stormwater management, and public safety facilities to serve the levels and distribution
of population and employment described in the Regional Plan and local master plans.”

2.2

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

This report is being provided early during the 2007 Regional Plan update process to identify
potential infrastructure issues that might affect the ability to implement the Regional Plan, or
updated 2007 Regional Plan. The planning areas assessed in this report encompass the whole
area shown in Figure 2.1, with particular attention to the Regional Centers and TOD
corridors. The initial scope of work developed by HEC and the TMRPA to address this project
was to include a component of service provider interviews and a component of potential
demand analysis.
Service Provider Interviews
A list of potential entities to be contacted would be created in consultation with TMRPA staff.
HEC/ENE would develop a matrix identifying government and non-government entities and
their respective responsibilities for provision of infrastructure and services necessary to support
implementation of the Regional Plan. Interviews would be conducted, written up, and
analyzed.
Demand Analysis
The demand analysis strategy would generally be conducted as follows:
1)

Identification of potential development scenarios

2)

Development of methodologies to distribute growth in development scenarios
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3)

Quantification of growth numbers in sub-regions

4)

Application of demand factors for utilities and services

5)

Quantification of demand for utilities and services

6)

Comparison against existing and planned infrastructure capacities

The fundamental tool required to perform this analysis is the disaggregation of long-range
growth projections into sub-regional areas. This is an effort that is needed for the projection of
infrastructure needs for all of the service providers in the region. A working group has been
formed to develop agreement on the methodology for this projection in an effort to coordinate
the numbers that will be used for future planning for all purveyors and service providers in the
region.
During the early stage of this work effort, HEC/ENE provided an initial write-up of potential
methodologies to produce the quantification of growth numbers in sub-regions. As the service
provider interviews progressed, however, it was decided that the focus of the report would be
on qualitative assessment of the information gathered from the interviews. The potential
demand analysis was put on hold until the service provider interviews were complete and the
information from that capacity constraints analysis absorbed. HEC/ENE suggests that the
demand analysis be returned to at a future point in time, as more fully described in Section 4.1
of this report.

2.3

APPROACH

This report accomplishes the identification of capacity constraints in regional infrastructure
networks by:
1)

Identifying the nature of constraints (e.g., structural, financial, or political) and
relationships to one another;

2)

Discussing solutions that have been identified by the entities to correct infrastructure
and capacity limitations in the future.

HEC/ENE developed a matrix identifying both government and non-government entities and
their respective responsibilities for provision of infrastructure and services necessary to support
implementation of the Regional Plan. The matrix organized the service providers into the
following groups:
1)

Backbone infrastructure (water; wastewater; flood control; road, air, and rail
transportation; energy; and communications*)

2)

Community services (schools, hospitals*, parks and recreation, waste management, and
mail*)

3)

Public health and safety (fire, police, ambulance*, environmental health*)
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Figure 2.1
Report Planning Area
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It was decided that those categories of services and infrastructure identified with an asterisk (*)
would be addressed at a significantly lower level of detail than the other categories, with a goal
of documenting the status of existing plans and known constraints.
The entities in the matrix were classified into three groups to assist with prioritizing where the
available budget resources should be directed with the goal of interviewing all Priority 1
providers and adding additional interviews from the Priority 2 and then Priority 3 groups as the
available budget would allow. This matrix is presented in Table 2.1.
With the assistance of TMRPA staff, a list of initial contact persons for each of the agencies was
compiled. A list of questions was then developed for each of the service provider types (such as
water, wastewater, and schools). The appropriate list of questions was sent to each of the
service providers prior to meeting to allow them some preparation time. Below are some
sample questions:
1.

Do you have a Master planning document for facilities, and accompanying CIP,
outlying provision of water into the future? When were these completed?

2.

Have you reviewed your planning efforts against the proposed land use densities
in the Regional Plan, in particular the TODs and Regional Centers? If not, is it
in your upcoming work program to do so?

3.

What infrastructure hurdles or services constraints do you envision through
2030?

4.

What are the nature of your constraints – for example:
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

5.

regulatory,
access to land / other natural resources,
supply contracts (dependency on others/outside economy),
existing infrastructure limitations,
need to build new infrastructure & associated cost
other public/ community responsibilities

Have you performed analysis of provision of services to high density
development areas? Could this ‘free up’ some capacity or would additional
infrastructure be needed?

Information provided during each of the completed interviews was summarized, and these
summaries are presented in Section 5 of this report. Any supporting documentation that the
service providers shared is listed in the References section of each summary, and a complete list
of the references can be found in Appendix A.
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Table 2.1
TMRPA Regional Infrastructure Capacity Report
Priority Ranking of Potential Service Providers to be Interviewed [1]
FEDERAL AND/OR STATE
BACKBONE INFRASTRUCTURE
WATER

LOCAL - MUNICIPAL

FLOOD CONTROL
ENERGY

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER CO

NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

RENO, SPARKS, WASHOE
COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS AND
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
COMMISSION

RAIL

UNION PACIFIC, AMTRAK,
INDUSTRIAL AREAS

AIR

WASHOE COUNTY AIRPORT
AUTHORITY

COMMUNICATIONS

SBC, CHARTER

COMMUNITY SERVICES
SCHOOLS
PARKS AND RECREATION

NEVADA DIVISION OF
STATE PARKS

WASHOE COUNTY SCHOOL
DISTRICT
RENO, SPARKS, WASHOE
COUNTY PARKS & REC DEPT'S

WASTE MANAGEMENT

WASTE MANAGEMENT /
DISTRICT HEALTH
ST MARY'S, WASHOE
MEDICAL CENTER, NN
MEDICAL CENTER, VA
HOSPITAL
FEDEX AND UNITED
POSTAL SERVICE

HOSPITALS

MAIL
PUBLIC SAFETY
FIRE

POLICE

LOCAL - OTHER

TMWA, WASHOE COUNTY DEP'T
OF WATER RESOURCES, SUN
VALLEY GID, STMGID &
GERLACH GID
TMWRF (CITIES OF RENO &
SPARKS), WASHOE COUNTY
WASHOE COUNTY

WASTEWATER

TRANSPORTATION
ROAD

PRIORITY 1
PRIORITY 2
PRIORITY 3

UNITED STATES POST
OFFICE
NEVADA DIVISION OF
FORESTRY
NEVADA HIGHWAY
PATROL

AMBULANCE

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

TRUCKEE MEADOWS FIRE
PROTECTION DISTRICT, RENO &
SPARKS FIRE DEPARTMENTS
RENO & SPARKS POLICE
DEPARTMENTS, WASHOE
COUNTY SHERIFF
REGIONAL EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT SERVICES
AUTHORITY (REMSA)
WASHOE COUNTY DISTRICT
HEALTH

INDIAN AFFAIRS **

RENO-SPARKS INDIAN
COLONY, PYRAMID LAKE
PAIUTE TRIBE

** Not identified in scope of work, however, should Indian affairs be integral to any aspect of the infrastructure items
and services listed above, they shall be documented.
[1] Matrix not intended to identify all service providers. Only providers with potential to be interviewed are listed.
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Section 3 - CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
3.1

EXPANSION OF INFRASTRUCTURE

Interviews with the service providers revealed several categories of capacity constraints for both
existing and potential future infrastructure expansion. Many of the issues identified are
commonly associated with the challenges of implementing new infrastructure projects. The
more typical challenges are noted in the individual interview write-ups in Section 5. For
instance, in the current regulatory environment, there are many requirements for new
development to proceed, such as water, sewer, waste management, internal roads, and storm
water facilities requirements. Regulatory requirements may be constraints, but are not barriers
to development.
This section on capacity constraints seeks to bring out the issues that are assessed as most
critical for the successful implementation of the Regional Plan. The issues discussed in this
section are based on interview comments with the exception of energy, for which HEC/ENE
relied on an email response from Sierra Pacific Power Company (“SPPCo”), and other
secondary sources.
It is helpful to summarize the conclusions of the interviews and materials review in a matrix for
each of the service provider types (such as water, wastewater, schools, and fire suppression).
Table 3.1 is a matrix showing a high level summary of the issues.
Tables 3.2 and 3.3 summarize the capacity constraints analysis for backbone infrastructure and
show the common themes among service providers in the Truckee Meadows Services Area
(“TMSA”). Table 3.4 summarizes the capacity constraints analysis for community services.
Table 3.5 summarizes the capacity constraints analysis for public safety and shows the common
themes among public safety providers in the TMSA.
The major issues extracted from Table 3.1 are expanded upon in the following section. For
additional context of the conclusions for each service provider please turn to the summary for
that particular provider in Section 5.
Issue 1:

Infrastructure Capacity
Collector pipes and laterals feed into trunk pipes located either underneath the
major roadways, or the beneath sidewalk areas in the easements along the major
roadways. These major roadways are becoming congested with the increased
number and size of the utilities using that space. Utility corridor location is also
an issue for placement of electric and natural gas.
Some of the utility corridors are also hydraulically superior; especially for
TMWA facilities which operate as a gravity feed system on the valley floor. To
maintain the most efficient routing of water requires the ability to increase
capacity along these established corridors.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT

FIRE

PUBLIC SAFETY

WASTE MANAGEMENT

PARKS AND RECREATION

SCHOOLS

COMMUNITY SERVICES

TRANSPORTATION

PERMITTING
AUTHORITY

LOCAL
ORDINANCES

TRAFFIC CONGESTION,
NON-CONTIGUOUS
DEVELOPMENT, SERVICE
HOLES WITH GROWTH,
HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT
NEEDS
CENTRALIZED FACILITIES,
NON-CONTIGUOUS
DEVELOPMENT, COST,
FACILITY DESIGN

NO IMPACT FEES,
ANNUAL
COMPETITION FOR
GENERAL FUND

NO IMPACT FEES,
ANNUAL
COMPETITION FOR
GENERAL FUND

NO LAND
DEDICATION
REQUIRED

OBTAINING
SUITABLE SITES

FACILITY NEEDS FOR
REMOTE GROWTH AREAS

NEGOTIATION PROCESS

PRIVATE SECTOR

TRAVEL DISTANCE,
CONSTRUCTION TIMING
DIFFICULTIES

OBTAINING
SUITABLE SITES

NEGOTIATION PROCESS,
EQUITY ISSUE WHERE TO
LOCATE NEW FACILITIES
INADEQUATE, COST

CAP ON RESIDENTIAL
CONSTRUCTION TAX,
NO IMPACT FEES,
ANNUAL
COMPETITION FOR
GENERAL FUND

NO LAND
DEDICATION
REQUIRED

REACTIONARY,
COMMUNITY INPUT
PROCESS

CONSENSUS FORECAST
INADEQUATE, GREATER
INTER-AGENCY PLANNING
NEEDED, INCOMPATIBLE
LAND USES

RAPIDLY CHANGING
TECHNOLOGY NEEDS,
ONSITE AND OFFSITE
COST

INADEQUATE,
INEFFICIENCY AND
EXPENSE FOR NONCONTIGUOUS AREAS

REVENUE STREAM
UNCERTAINTY,
SHORTAGE,
COMMUNITY
SUBSIDIES

BALANCING
COMMUNITY DESIRES
WITH AVAILABLE
FUNDING, HIGH COST
OF SERVICE TO
OUTLYING AREAS

OBTAINING
SUITABLE SITES

LIMITED
OPPORTUNITY TO
USE AVAILABLE
LAND

PRIVATE SECTOR, MARKET
STABILITY

SYSTEM OVERLOAD AND
LOW VOLTAGE, UTILITY
CORRIDOR LOCATION

INCOME AND
DEMOGRAPHICS,
DEMOGRAPHICS
OF INMATES

DEMOGRAPHICS

OPPOSITION TO
EXPANSION

LACK OF
COMMUNITY BUY-IN

CHANGING
DEMOGRAPHICS

NOISE ABATEMENT

PUBLIC
PERCEPTION

ISSUES

ENERGY
DIFFICULT

HISTORIC
STRUCTURES VS.
NEED FOR FLOOD
PROTECTION

CHANGES IN ENGINEERING
ASSUMPTIONS,
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
NOT UNDERSTOOD

FLOOD CONTROL

MASTER PLAN OUT OF
DATE, ANNEXATION AND
RESPONSIBILITY OF
FACILITIES

LAND REQUIRED
FOR REGIONAL
FACILITIES,
PLAYAS IN
CLOSED BASINS

RELIANCE ON
REGIONAL
COORDINATION
LIMITED REGIONAL
FUNDING
MECHANISMS

PERCEPTION OF
EFFLUENT WATER
QUALITY

EFFLUENT
DISPOSAL SITES

PUBLIC
PERCEPTION AND
SENTIMENT

SOCIOECONOMIC

DISCHARGE
PERMIT WATER
QUALITY
REQUIREMENTS

LACK OF PRIVATE SECTOR
DUE DILIGENCE, INFILL /
TOD AREAS

PLANNING

WASTEWATER

UTILITY CONGESTION,
ABILITY TO SERVICE
INFILL, UTILITY LOCATION

INFRASTRUCTURE

TANK SITES,
WATER SOURCE(S)

COST BURDEN
THRESHOLD

FUNDING

CATEGORIES OF CONSTRAINTS

HILLSIDE
ORDINANCES

REGULATORY

PHYSICAL
RESOURCES

WATER

BACKBONE
INFRASTRUCTURE

SERVICE PROVIDER TYPE

Table 3.1
TMRPA Regional Infrastructure Capacity Report
Categories of Constraints for Priority 1 Service Providers
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X
X

TMWA

WASHOE COUNTY

SUN VALLEY GID

Capacity Constraints in Regional Infrastructure Networks

3-3
X
X

SPARKS

COUNTY

X

X

WATER
SOURCE(S)

X

X

X

X

X

LAND
REQUIRED PLAYAS IN
CLOSED
FOR
BASINS
REGIONAL
FACILITIES

X

X

X

EFFLUENT
DISPOSAL
SITES

X

X

TANK
SITES

PHYSICAL RESOURCES

[1] Includes Sun Valley GID wastewater needs.

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

LIMITED
ANNEXATION
REGIONAL MASTER PLAN
AND
FUNDING
OUT OF DATE RESPONSIBILITY
MECHANISMS
OF FACILITIES

X

X

X

X

X

X

UTILITY
ABILITY TO
UTILITY
CONGESTION SERVICE INFILL LOCATION

COST
BURDEN
THRESHOLD
X

INFRASTRUCTURE

FUNDING

CATEGORIES OF CONSTRAINTS

Note: Information presented is based on purveyor and service provider personal interviews.

X

RENO

FLOOD CONTROL

RELIANCE ON
REGIONAL
COORDINATION

X

SPARKS [1]

COUNTY

X

RENO

WASTEWATER

DISCHARGE
PERMIT WATER
QUALITY
REQUIREMENTS

X

WATER

STMGID

HILLSIDE
ORDINANCES

REGULATORY

Table 3.2
TMRPA Regional Infrastructure Capacity Report
Categories of Constraints - Backbone Infrastructure (A)

X

X

X

INFILL / TOD
AREAS

X

X

X

X

X

X

CHANGES IN CUMULATIVE
ENGINEERING EFFECTS NOT
ASSUMPTIONS UNDERSTOOD

X

LACK OF
PRIVATE
SECTOR DUE
DILIGENCE

PLANNING

X

HISTORIC
STRUCTURES
VS. NEED FOR
FLOOD
PROTECTION

X

X

X

PERCEPTION OF
EFFLUENT
WATER QUALITY

X

X

PUBLIC
PERCEPTION
AND SENTIMENT

SOCIOECONOMIC

WATER, WASTEWATER & FLOOD
CONTROL
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ISSUES

FUNDING
SYSTEM
OVERLOAD
AND LOW
VOLTAGE
UTILITY
CORRIDOR
LOCATION

INFRASTRUCTURE

CATEGORIES OF CONSTRAINTS

X

X

X
X

X

X

BALANCING
HIGH
INEFFICIENCY
LIMITED
COMMUNITY COST OF
OPPORTUNITY
AND EXPENSE
DESIRES SERVICE
TO USE
INADEQUATE FOR NONWITH
TO
AVAILABLE
CONTIGUOUS
AVAILABLE OUTLYING
LAND
AREAS
AREAS
FUNDING

DIFFICULT

REGULATORY

Note: Information presented is based on purveyor and service provider personal interviews.

AIRPORT AUTHORITY

RTC

TRANSPORTATION

ENERGY

PHYSICAL
RESOURCES

Table 3.3
TMRPA Regional Infrastructure Capacity Report
Categories of Constraints - Backbone Infrastructure (B)

MARKET
STABILITY

X

X
X

GREATER
CONSENSUS INTERINCOMPATIBLE
FORECAST AGENCY
LAND USES
INADEQUATE PLANNING
NEEDED

PRIVATE
SECTOR

PLANNING

X

NOISE
ABATEMENT

PUBLIC
PERCEPTION

SOCIOECONOMIC

ENERGY & TRANSPORTATION
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PERMITTING
AUTHORITY

X

SPARKS

X

X

WASTE
MANAGEMENT

OBTAINING
SUITABLE
SITES
Note: Information presented is based on purveyor and service provider personal interviews.

WASHOE COUNTY

X

X
X

X

CAP ON
ANNUAL
RESIDENTIAL NO IMPACT COMPETITION
INADEQUATE
CONSTRUCTION
FEES
FOR GENERAL
TAX
FUND

NO LAND
DEDICATION
REQUIRED

RENO

PARKS AND
RECREATION

SCHOOLS

TRAVEL
DISTANCE

X

CONSTRUCTION
TIMING
DIFFICULTIES

X

X

COST

RAPIDLY
CHANGING
ONSITE AND
TECHNOLOGY OFFSITE COST
NEEDS

REVENUE
COMMUNITY
STREAM
SHORTAGE
SUBSIDIES
UNCERTAINTY

OBTAINING
SUITABLE
SITES

LOCAL
ORDINANCES

INFRASTRUCTURE

FUNDING

REGULATORY

CATEGORIES OF CONSTRAINTS
PHYSICAL
RESOURCES

Table 3.4
TMRPA Regional Infrastructure Capacity Report
Categories of Constraints - Community Services

COMMUNITY
INPUT
PROCESS

CHANGING
DEMOGRAPHICS

SOCIO-ECONOMIC

PRIVATE
SECTOR

X

X

OPPOSITION TO
EXPANSION

X

EQUITY
ISSUE
LACK OF
NEGOTIATION
WHERE TO COMMUNITY BUYPROCESS
LOCATE NEW
IN
FACILITIES

REACTIONARY

PLANNING

SCHOOLS, PARKS, & WASTE
MANAGEMENT
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X

X

X

X

Note: Information presented is based on purveyor and service provider personal interviews.

X

X

X

WASHOE COUNTY

X
X

X

X

X

PLANNING

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

COST

X

X

X

FACILITY
DESIGN

X

X

X

X

FACILITY
NEEDS FOR
REMOTE
GROWTH
AREAS

X

X

NONSERVICE
HILLSIDE
NEGOTIATION
TRAFFIC
CONTIGUOUS HOLES WITH DEVELOPMENT
PROCESS
CONGESTION
DEVELOPMENT GROWTH
NEEDS

INFRASTRUCTURE

CATEGORIES OF CONSTRAINTS

ANNUAL
NO
NONCOMPETITION CENTRALIZED
IMPACT
CONTIGUOUS
FOR GENERAL
FACILITIES
FEES
DEVELOPMENT
FUND

X

X

SPARKS

RENO

LAW ENFORCEMENT

X

SPARKS

OBTAINING
SUITABLE
SITES

X

ANNUAL
NO
COMPETITION
IMPACT
FOR GENERAL
FEES
FUND

NO LAND
DEDICATION
REQUIRED

RENO & TMFPD

FIRE

FUNDING

PHYSICAL
RESOURCES

Table 3.5
TMRPA Regional Infrastructure Capacity Report
Categories of Constraints - Public Safety

X

X

INCOME AND DEMOGRAPHICS
DEMOGRAPHICS OF INMATES

X

X

DEMOGRAPHICS

SOCIO-ECONOMIC

FIRE SUPPRESSION & LAW
ENFORCEMENT
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Disposal capacity at the regional landfill at Lockwood is anticipated to be
adequate to accommodate Washoe County solid waste well beyond 2030.
There is, however, the need for transfer stations either to expand, or some
additional transfer stations need to be constructed, or possibly both. Locating
suitable sites for transfer stations can be challenging if not done during the early
stages of development in an area.
Figure 3.1 shows the services territories for each of the water purveyors
interviewed for this report. Figure 3.2 shows the location of wastewater
treatment facilities by purveyor.
Issue 2:

Need to Set Aside Land to Manage Flood and Effluent Volumes
There is the tendency to plan for the needs of specific developments in the
short-term, while not considering the land requirement for certain utilities once
all the development has taken place. This is particularly true with respect to
flood control, and is an issue that needs to be addressed region-wide. The
region has only recently begun to think about the management of flood
volumes, with specific studies taking place on the Truckee River, Silver Lake,
and Swan Lake. Management of flood volume is not a constraint to new
development, but lack of forethought in managing increases in volume related to
development will have undesirable consequences to existing developed
properties in the future.
Disposal of treated wastewater effluent is another long-range issue that could
potentially require significant land resources. As new development areas are
being planned, the region needs to investigate locations for future effluent
disposal and ensure that these properties are set aside for that future use.

Issue 3:

Infrastructure to Serve Non-Contiguous Growth Areas
The Reno-Stead airport may only be able to lease a portion of its available land
to non-residential enterprises due to the inefficiency and cost of bringing major
infrastructure to non-contiguous parcels within the airport property.
The RTC has a goal of increasing non-auto modal share from 2% to 6% in 2030.
To do this, it makes sense to concentrate development of facilities and service in
the areas of greatest population density such as along the TOD corridors. It
would be inefficient and expensive to expand non-auto modal share
infrastructure and facilities throughout the service area, and this would be more
expensive and logistically difficult to do with non-contiguous growth areas.
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There are a couple of issues for public safety departments associated with the
approval of non-contiguous development. First is the inability for fire
companies to respond to calls within the standard level of service, requiring
even residential development to install fire sprinklers, and adding cost to the fire
departments by necessitating the addition of water tenders to the apparatus of
the fire stations. Second, travel time is increased by not having contiguous
development, especially when there is no major road connecting the new
development to existing development, or when the responders must travel
through another jurisdiction before reaching their own again. If major road
connectors are not yet built the dispatch center will send another jurisdiction to
answer the calls in this area. Mutual aid agreements between the local
jurisdictions are very effective and this has not posed a problem for the safety of
the residents within these pocket areas. A pooling of regional resources through
mutual aid agreements reduces public safety issues posed by this problem.
Washoe County Sheriff’s office is also required by State law to respond to a call
if another jurisdiction cannot answer the call within its service territory.
Issue 4:

Need for Early Inter-Agency Joint Planning
Without a vision and coordinated planning between the local governments and
service providers at the time that the local governments are preparing their
master plans for development of particular areas, there will be an inability to
achieve the Regional Plan Vision, or alternatively, the Regional Plan Vision may
be realized at far greater expense than it would have with coordinated planning
at a very early stage.
Lack of early involvement of public service providers in the development of
local government master plans and initial conversations with developers can
leave providers with sub-optimal locations for facilities. Local governments do
provide the School District with development plans as they are processed;
however, there are many instances in which the School District is not involved
at an early enough stage to obtain the most suitable site for the school. Figure
3.3 shows schools locations and capacities (under capacity, at capacity, or over
capacity). The figure shows that the majority of the elementary under capacity
schools are in older core areas of the Cities. Revised school attendance zones in
2006 may change the distribution of students and capacities at elementary
schools in the 2006-07 school year. There are 4 over capacity middle schools,
all located far from the one under capacity middle school, indicating an
immediate need for more middle schools, without accounting for future
growth. There is one over capacity high school in the recently rapidly
developed Northwest of Reno.
Similar issues apply to public safety and parks and recreation.
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Issue 5:

Need for Improved Population and Employment Forecasting
Methodology
The RTC has tied planning projections and timing of construction of certain
facilities to the Consensus Forecast. As the Consensus Forecast has historically
under-projected growth in the TMSA, the RTC has found that the need for
facilities has been much earlier than anticipated. It would be more sensible to
tie the construction schedule of facilities to triggers. Triggers would be defined
as number of vehicles at a key intersection or vehicle delay hour thresholds, for
example.
The Consensus forecast projects at the County level, but what is really needed
for adequate planning of all public services is more accurate sub-regional and
demographic forecasting.

Issue 6:

Public Safety Facility Needs for Remote Growth Areas
If new development occurs in remote areas, there will be a need to house a
resident police officer(s). For the City of Reno, this would be necessary in the
example of development of Winnemucca Ranch, and for the Sheriff’s office a
good example is the need for a Wadsworth resident Deputy as the Wadsworth
community grows. Planning for these scenarios needs to occur now.

Issue 7

Locations of Facilities and Traffic Congestion Affecting Ability to
Meet Public Safety Service Standards
This specific observation is particularly applicable to areas of new development
in unincorporated Washoe County where new fire stations are not in service
when development starts, and travel time from existing fire stations does not
allow sufficient coverage in the new development areas. During times when fire
companies from existing stations respond to calls in these areas, there is often
also a need to move resources into the area that the fire companies have left.
This is termed “moving up” as resources are pooled leaving some service
territory with minimal coverage. Cooperation between the various fire
providers with mutual and automatic aid agreements within the region have kept
this problem in check, but this is not the most desirable situation.
Of the three jurisdictions interviewed with policing authority within the TMSA,
only Sparks is comfortable with its ability to serve from its current location.
Both the Reno police department and Washoe County Sheriff’s office are
struggling with providing adequate levels of service with existing staffing from
their current locations. Both these jurisdictions have one centralized facility
from which their officers are deployed. (Washoe County does have one small
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field office in the South which houses patrol officers in a fire station, and Reno
does have some “store front” locations, but these do not house patrol officers
and equipment). As development in the TMSA has grown outwards the patrol
divisions have been spending more time on the road traveling to calls leaving
less time for unallocated duties. The result is that the officers are reactionary
and not proactive, and at times are even pulled from one call to another higher
priority call. Even if staffing levels were increased to alleviate this problem,
travel time is an inefficient use of trained officer investment.
Officer time is also eaten up shuttling criminals to and from the jail facility to
the courts, and bringing the criminals to the jail facility. There are no holding
facilities aside from the jail itself.
Traffic congestion can be a significant factor affecting the ability of public safety
personnel to meet their service standards. In particular, fire departments
measure their performance primarily on response time to calls for service.
Figure 3.4 shows the location of public safety facilities.
Issue 8:

Subsidization of Infrastructure Costs in Outlying Areas
Bus routes outside of the Primary Transit Network (PTN) are provided at
greater cost per rider than within the PTN. The demand for CitiLift, which
provides paratransit service, is growing much faster than other RTC services as
the demographics of the population change and as many of the senior citizens
reside in the periphery of the service area. Providing service to outlying areas
reduces the level of services in the core areas. Figure 3.5 shows the 2030
Primary Transit Network by priority group.
As bonds that were issued against the property taxes of older (established)
communities are retired, there is opportunity to issue new bonds with that
regained tax capacity. Although many of the older communities have schools in
need of new infrastructure, or possibly, entire replacement of schools, student
enrollment is growing in the outlying areas. Unless students generated in new
growth areas are bussed to older schools, older communities are paying for the
education needs of new growth.
For parks and recreation, as the Residential Construction Tax (“RCT”) cannot
fund the full cost of facilities for new development, the existing communities
subsidize new growth through their contributions to the General Fund. This
creates a social equity issue regarding how to locate new facilities so that they
are not just restricted primarily for the use of new residents. This can be a
political challenge.
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Figure 3.5
Regional Transportation Network
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Issue 9:

Ability to Fund Land Acquisition for Public Facilities
For large development projects involving negotiation between the local
government and the developer(s), there is typically some ability to require land
dedication for public use purposes. There is no requirement, and it would be
contrary to the Nevada Revised Statutes, to stipulate that development projects
dedicate land to local governments. As the local governments must purchase
sites for public use (unless a developer is willing to dedicate in exchange for
something else) at its highest and best use value, this makes acquiring public
facility sites very expensive.

Issue 10:

Revenue Stream Uncertainty and Shortage
Due to the recent changes in property tax law in Nevada brought about by AB
489, and the way that the school district’s funding sources are set up, there is a
great deal of uncertainty projecting the amount of costs that can be bonded for.
RCT can only be used within the park district area that the new development is
occurring in, and is capped at $1,000 per unit. This funding source alone is not
sufficient to mitigate for the impacts of new development.
The impact fees for parks and recreation is currently the RCT, which is
insufficient to pay for new park facilities, as noted above. Without systematic
capital improvement fee programs established for impact on the parks and
recreation facilities and programs by new development, the cost is burdensome
for both the existing communities and new development to fund. Cost must
then be covered by bonding against future property taxes. There has been a lack
of community buy in to do this therefore either alternate sources of funding
need to be found or a different approach is needed to sway residents to vote in
favor of funding enhancements and upgrades to old facilities or constructing new
facilities.
As with any department within a local government relying primarily on General
Fund revenues across the nation, the parks and recreation departments are in
competition with all other departments vying for General Fund dollars. Despite
the CIP process, the annual budget cycle in light of changing economic
circumstances and legislation makes it difficult to plan in the long-term for new
facilities with certainty.

Other Considerations Not Strictly Related to Infrastructure Constraints
There are several non-infrastructure issues that are not barriers to new developments, but that
may delay infrastructure projects, increase their expense, or cause infrastructure to be rerouted
or moved from a designated site. Some of these issues were raised by the service providers
during the interviews, and are summarized below:
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Public Perception and Sentiment
Growth is occurring increasingly further away from the Truckee River, which is the major
source of water in the region. There is a great deal of public anxiety and public perception
challenges that new growth ‘takes’ water from existing residents and businesses. Public
perception and sentiment challenges are faced by the power provider(s) in locating facilities,
and wastewater and transfer station expansion and/or new locations may be opposed by the
surrounding communities. In addition, parks and recreation programs have suffered from a
lack of community buy-in to fund facility repair, enhancement, rehabilitation, or new facilities.
Demographics
The School District and public safety providers cited demographic issues that affect their
planning for new infrastructure. The School District conducts its own research using GIS tools
and recent actual development to determine the student generation factors for new types of
housing in order to project enrollment. A sudden change in 2005 with the average increased
enrollment dropping from 3-3.5% to 0.5% has caused difficulty in projecting school facility
needs.
The greatest density of calls for service volume originate in the lower income areas, which are
often also the most dense land use areas as lower income groups afford multi-family housing
and older single family housing. Over 70% of total fire department calls are for medical
reasons; a large number of these are generated by the lower income population in the older
parts of cities. The older, higher density areas require additional patrol and some specialist
personnel for dealing with the mentally ill and transient population who are also found in these
areas. The health of the local economy and types of business can also affect the calls for service
in a particular area. It has been documented that liquor establishments alone increase call
volume 60% in an area.
It is difficult to plan for the types of inmates that will need to be housed in the future as society
and culture evolves. A good example of the changing inmate demographics is the sharp rise of
female inmates. The female jail population has changed from 9% in 1991 to 17% in 2005, and
the females are becoming more violent. This has been attributed in part to the rise of
methamphetamines. The expansion to the existing jail which has just been approved by the
Board of County Commissioners is entirely for females.

3.2

INFILL DEVELOPMENT SPECIFIC ISSUES

Figure 3.6 illustrates some of the infill development issues and the symptoms that result
without having those issues addressed. The issues identified in Figure 3.6 originated from
comments made during the service provider interviews. The symptoms shown are partly
identified by interviewees, and partly based on consultant experience and analysis.
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Figure 3.6
Infrastructure Capacity Infill Development Issues
ISSUES

SYMPTOMS

Vision/
Coordinated
Planning Needs

"Cart before the Horse";
inability or expense to achieve
Vision
Service "Holes" created

Facility
Planning Needs

Response Times Inadequate
Increased Call
Volume

Insufficient Infrastructure
delays development of
key areas

Potential Inadequate
Facilities for Fire
Flow

Increased Staffing
Needs for Existing
Service Areas

Utility
Congestion

High Cost Burden for First
Developer requiring Oversized
Facilities

Rerouting may be expensive and/or
inefficient due to lack of "room"
under roads or in easements
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Issue 1:

Vision/Coordinated Planning Needs
Master plans for some regional centers and TODs have been completed and
others are underway. Concern was expressed during the interview process that
there is a lack of common vision among the service providers who must
coordinate to enable the master plans to succeed in their goals and objectives.
One of the most obvious examples of this is the need for the RTC and local
governments to work together during this early stage of planning to ensure that
their roles are clearly defined and each help the other realize the vision.

Issue 2:

Facility Planning Needs and Private Sector Due Diligence
There has been little effort expended to date by each of the service providers to
plan for ultimate demands in the infill areas, regional centers, and TODs. There
are service holes within some of these areas as parcels have been neglected due
to the cost to develop them (the cost to bring the infrastructure to the parcels).
Without sufficient planning for facilities there may be delays in developing
portions of the plan areas. In addition, there will likely be an unrealistic cost
burden for the first developers in who must bring the facilities, or resize the
existing facilities to the project.
There have been instances of developers not performing due diligence to be
assured that infrastructure is either available, or economically viable to serve
their project. For infill developments it is sometimes assumed that the
infrastructure will be in place to serve a project area, but as described above,
this is not always true, especially where layout of the parcels has historically not
been conducive to taking major infrastructure.

Issue 3:

Increased Call Volume
For the public safety responders, increased call volume with increased housing
density in the infill and regional centers in particular, may be problematic.
Development intensification along TODs such as the Fourth Street corridor
would require increasing the equipment and staffing levels at existing public
safety stations, if this can be done, or relocating stations to provide the best
coverage, which is very difficult. Without the funding ability to increase
facilities and staff response times will fall short of standards. Service holes may
be created as resources have to be pooled in certain concentrated locations,
leaving other areas with below standard service.

Issue 4:

Potential Inadequate Facilities for Fire Flow
Related to the lack of planning for these specific infill areas to-date, fire flow is a
particular issue related to height of building. The symptom of this is an
unrealistic cost burden for the first developer in, who will require facilities in
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excess of those necessary to serve the project. Inadequate facilities for fire flow
may also delay development of key areas.
Issue 5:

Utility Congestion
The major travel corridors are well established and utilized to house trunk
facilities for water, wastewater, natural gas and other dry utilities. Increasing
capacity needs within core areas and TODs is best accomplished using
established utility corridors; however, these are becoming congested.
Rerouting utilities may be expensive and inefficient. Without major
infrastructure in place with capacity to supply the types of development projects
envisioned in the TOD and regional center plans there may be significant delay
in the development of key nodes in the planning area. This may be challenging
for Redevelopment Agencies trying to entice certain strategic parcels to develop
as catalysts for the area surrounding them.

3.3

PLANNING FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AREAS

It was agreed with TMRPA staff that there would not be significant effort put into issues
associated with potential future service areas as the direction of this planning is not solid at this
time. Planning for future areas does warrant some discussion though because of the large
implications it has for provision of infrastructure, including facilities for public services, and the
planning needs of the service providers. During the interviews, each service provider was
asked to respond, in general terms, how future development areas would impact their level of
service and/or planning for future residents and employees in these identified areas.
In addition, there are key elements in the August 2005 Annexation Settlement Agreement that
impact the conclusions of this report. Specifically, point 5 of the settlement calls for service
and facility plans to be provided concurrent with applications for areas inside the TMSA that
seek more intense zoning designations, or other additional entitlements for development.
Applicable service and facility plans listed in the settlement are for these services:
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

Water Supply
Sanitary Sewer
Flood management
Transportation (streets, transit, pedestrian, bicycle)
Fire
Police
Schools (regional facilities plan consistent with local master plans that have been
found in conformance with the Regional Plan by July 1, 2007)
Parks

Point 5 of the settlement addresses, in part, some of the conclusions in this report; specifically
the current lack of adequate services and facilities plans to accommodate future development,
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and the need to secure adequate funding for new development impacts. The funding
requirement is shown in Attachment 1 to the settlement, which is a flow chart depicting the
approval process for annexations pursuant to both NRS 268.638 (City initiated annexation
process), and NRS 268.670 (developer request for annexation into a City).
As described in the explanatory notes, prepared jointly by Reno, Sparks, and the County, a
funding source is,
“One that either has funding reasonably assured by either the facility/service provider or a developer, or
funding that can be reasonably expected to be available at the time that it is needed”.
This note addresses capital facility funding, yet explanatory note 5.2.d defines the concurrency
requirement as,
“..at the time of initial and continued use of the property services and facilities are available to serve the use
without a reduction below the minimum levels of service to other uses in the community…….”.
This second explanatory note implies that continued funding sources for operations and
maintenance of the facilities / services should be secured, yet this is not the description given
for funding source which is only for capital funding. It seems that additional clarification is
needed as to what exactly the settlement agreement is requiring in terms of facility plans and
funding. Point 5 is a significant forward step in planning for future infrastructure needs.
Comments from service providers regarding planning for future development areas are
significant, and are summarized below for each of three categories of provider type.
For backbone infrastructure, purveyor general comments are:
♦ Resources issues would have to be addressed prior to infrastructure considerations.
Depending on the source(s) and quantity of resource available at those source(s),
especially water, infrastructure needs may vary widely.
♦ Assuming resources are available, the biggest constraint to provision of infrastructure is
funding, which would have to be secured by the developer.
For community services, general comments are:
♦ Planning for large areas of land that may be in future service areas for the Cities would
have to be a cooperative planning process, particularly for parks and recreation,
ensuring adequate open space and regional parks with the County.
♦ All community services should be represented during early planning efforts to ensure
that land for facilities is provided for.
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For public safety, general comments are:
♦ For non-contiguous developments in particular: unless the new development pays for
all of its costs associated with both facility needs and ongoing staffing needs, the existing
community will be subsidizing facilities that are provided at greater expense in these
areas than they would be if they were contiguous to existing development.
♦ New ways of providing services would have to be explored for new development that
cannot be serviced from existing facilities and maintain acceptable standards of service.
♦ Some future service area is located outside of the urban service providers’ territory
(fire).
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Section 4 - SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE ANALYSIS
This report provides an initial qualitative review of potential infrastructure constraints that
might be experienced as the region progresses with implementation of the Regional Plan based
on feedback received from purveyors and service providers. In order to provide a quantitative
analysis of infrastructure capacity in relation to projected growth, a much more detailed effort
must be undertaken. Included in the upcoming work program for TMRPA staff is the analysis
of development potential and forecasting at the sub-regional level. This will result in the
development of an analytical GIS tool that would be essential to the success of future
quantitative infrastructure capacity evaluations.
Following are some suggestions for future analysis that might go further to respond to the
question of whether there is now, or anticipated to be in the future, adequate infrastructure to
implement the Regional Plan vision.

4.1

DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS

Fundamental to any analysis of infrastructure capacity is the ability to project the location and
timing of development. All of the entities that provide public services perform this task in one
way or another in an attempt to anticipate the cost and timing of necessary facilities. The
TMRPA has taken the first step in developing a regional land use model that projects population
and employment for the “long-range planning horizon”. This is what some people might refer
to as the build-out of approved land use, which is a moving target that changes with each local
government zoning and master plan amendment.
In order to stay current on long-range projections, the TMRPA staff has included an annual
update to the GIS land use model in its work program. The next step would then be to arrive
at a nearer term (20-year) forecast of where the region’s growth will take place in order to
examine different scenarios of facility requirements.
Appendix C contains the initial write-up prepared by HEC/ENE of possible methodologies to
accomplish this task. The methodologies could be used as a starting point when the region is
ready to undertake such an effort with the three major goals of the approach identified as
follows:
♦ Provide a “Trend-projection” of development through 2030 using the historical 5-yr
development patterns already developed for the parcel-based model.
♦ Provide a “Vision-projection” of development through 2030 using goals stated in the
2002 Regional Plan.
♦ Use this range of development to identify population and employment by geographic
areas of interest in the year 2030.
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The trend-projection and vision-projection would bracket potential facility needs between
growth patterns based on historic trends and growth that could occur with the realization of the
2002 Regional Plan vision. Having such a forecasted range of future development potential
could provide a useful common basis for the region’s service providers to use for future
planning efforts.
The initial methodologies outlined in Appendix C have not been expanded on as part of this
report, and it may be appropriate to revise the assumptions and suggested steps of the
methodologies as the 2007 Regional Plan update progresses.

4.2

MATCHING POTENTIAL DEMAND FOR INFRASTRUCTURE TO
PLANNING

If the Development Scenarios task as described in Section 4.1 is completed, then the resulting
product could be used to spatially assign demands for services at the sub-regional level. This
could then be compared to existing infrastructure capacities to either 1) verify that adequate
capacity exists or has been planned for, or 2) identify areas where additional attention to
infrastructure is needed. A task such as this would need to be undertaken in partnership with
individual service providers. Some of this planning has already been performed by the various
entities, but HEC/ENE finds that many providers have not updated their planning to reflect the
anticipated land use densities contained in the TODs and Regional Centers identified in the
Regional Plan.

4.3

IDENTIFICATION OF GAPS IN FACILITY PLANNING

The HEC/ENE team feels that a very useful exercise would be to document the areas covered
by the various facility plans, with annotation as to the date and development assumptions
contained in those plans, in order to assist staff from the various entities in not only quick access
to the relevant planning document, but also to direct a work program for future planning
efforts. This would take the form of a brief report and GIS database of facility plan study areas,
including data on what the planning assumptions are for the report. This would lend itself to
the ability to visually inspect a map to quickly identify whether infrastructure planning has been
performed for a particular area, with access to the supporting assumptions and reference to the
planning documents themselves for more detailed information.
This exercise would be useful to the TMRPA, but should also be disseminated to the region’s
purveyors and service providers for their use. This type of brief report could assist in planning
for joint and cooperating plan areas. The information presented may also help service providers
collude to pool resources for studies and help minimize costs of infrastructure expansions. An
example of this would be to eliminate redundancies in infrastructure near boundaries of service
territories where each system is being designed to be self-sufficient of surrounding systems.
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4.4

QUANTIFICATION OF INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS

An ambitious undertaking would be to provide quantification of infrastructure needs for
sustaining and expanding the TMSA within a specific timeframe. This type of exercise has been
conducted in other parts of the nation, and methodologies are documented in land development
literature. The objective would be to provide an order of magnitude of the level of investment
required to provide the infrastructure facilities to serve changing needs of existing development
areas and anticipated growth. One difficulty in conducting this type of exercise is determining
the levels of services used to project future facility needs. Levels of service are periodically
revised to reflect either current economic health of the area or changing quality of life demands
by the community. Quantification of infrastructure needs based on the current planning
documents of service providers would be inadequate because, as found in this report, many of
the service providers do not have clear long-term planning objectives, documentation, and
quantification of their needs. In addition, planning horizons between agencies differ, and
planning assumptions may quickly outdate the analysis, in which case the initial effort would be
to provide a base year analysis which would need to be frequently updated.
Less ambitious but perhaps of greater importance to sustainable growth in the Truckee
Meadows is to quantify the economic viability of providing the regional infrastructure network,
which includes public facilities costs such as law enforcement, necessary to serve new
development. This type of analysis would not be region-wide but tailored to specific
development areas such as a regional center, large planning area (Spanish Springs or the North
Valleys for example), or future large development area that is currently in its natural state.
Economic viability as used in this context is a measurement of the economic feasibility of the
private sector to deliver product that is both a) profitable for the developer/builder, and b)
affordable for the purchaser. There may be several ways to obtain the engineering costs
required to conduct such an analysis. Depending on the stage of planning for the specific
development area being analyzed, costs may already be estimated, in which case they should be
used. For areas without estimated costs, a methodology would need to be established to
project costs for each of the cost components. A sample list of cost components includes major
infrastructure examined in this report (water, wastewater, and so forth) but also includes
private sector costs that are added to the product price of the development such as in-tract
subdivision costs, financing costs, water rights costs, and fees for regulatory permits or in-lieu
fee programs. A sample methodology to estimate costs is using current cost per unit or square
foot from a comparable developed area.
Associated with the total cost of development is the ability of the purchaser or possibly
community at large to pay for the operations and maintenance costs associated with the new
infrastructure. A second economic viability test using industry rules of thumb could provide an
indication of the ability for the end-user to continue to live in the specific development area, as
well as the ability of the community to absorb new development costs.
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SECTION 5
SUMMARY BY SERVICE PROVIDER
The individual service provider summaries contain information based on personal interviews
and reference materials listed in Appendix A. When reading these summaries, keep in mind
that these are primarily summaries of statements made during the personal interviews and the
authors have not attempted to verify the accuracy of the statements contained herein.
Information based on reference material is noted or the reference is directly stated in the text.
The only portion of these summaries containing HEC/ENE evaluation is under ‘Capacity
Constraints Analysis’ for each service provider.

Section 5 - SUMMARY BY SERVICE PROVIDER
5.1

WATER

5.1.1

TRUCKEE MEADOWS WATER AUTHORITY

Interview with Mark Foree, Director of Operations &
Scott Estes, Manager of Planning and Engineering
February 13, 2006

BACKGROUND
Truckee Meadows Water Authority (“TMWA”) is a joint powers authority formed in 2000 per
the provisions of NRS 277. TMWA is owned by the Cities of Reno and Sparks, and Washoe
County. Previously, this water system was owned by Sierra Pacific Power Company. TMWA
provides water service to households and businesses, water for construction and non-potable
irrigation needs for the majority of Reno and Sparks and portions of the unincorporated
County.

CURRENT OPERATIONS
Facilities
TMWA treats Truckee River water at two treatment plants, one situated at Chalk Bluff in Reno
and another at Glendale in Sparks. In addition, about 30 operational wells provide
groundwater that is extracted during the summer to meet peak demand loads. Several of these
wells are used to recharge the underground aquifer during the wintertime with treated Truckee
River water.
TMWA provides emergency storage supply equivalent to one average day of use. Storage
reserves in excess of this amount are not considered economically feasible. Options for
developing additional raw water storage reserves in proximity to existing treatment facilities
are also very limited. However, TMWA’s groundwater production capacity is adequate to
supply essential indoor water use needs of the community with a temporary loss of the surface
water supply.
There are slightly over 100 miles of existing un-lined steel or cast iron water mains that are at
least 40 years old that may need to be replaced.
Water Service Pressure
For new additions to the water system, the TMWA standard is at least 45 psi during all demand
conditions less than or equal to maximum day; and greater than 40 psi under peak hour demand
conditions.
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For areas within the existing system, the standard is to provide at least 40 psi during all demand
conditions less than or equal to maximum day; and greater than 30 psi under peak hour demand
conditions. The lower standards within the existing system reflect past design philosophy
under Nevada Administrative Code 445A minimum requirements. The newer design standards
take into consideration the reality of service line losses (meter/setter and backflow devices),
the predominance of 2-story residential construction, and the fact that “peak hour” conditions
occur for about a 4-hr period under twice-a-week watering.
Fire Flow
Under fire flow demand coincident with the maximum day demand, the minimum system
pressure must be at least 20 psi. Fire flow requirements are set by the local Fire Authority and
are dependent on many factors including the type of development, the size of the building and
type of building construction. Fire flow requirements have steadily increased over the past 1020 years.
♦

Residential fire flow requirements range from 1,500 pgm to 2,000 gpm for two
hours.

♦

Commercial fire flow requirements range from 2,500 gpm to 4,000 gpm for
durations of 3-4 hours.

There are a few areas in TMWA’s service territory that require supplemental fire flow
provision on site (rather than 100 percent of the fire flow from TMWA water mains). These
are the N. Virginia corridor Industrial Park and the RR Donnelly facility in Stead. There are a
few pockets where minimum pressure and/or fire flows cannot be provided. Fire flow
deficiencies are typically limited to older areas where the system was designed to deliver fire
flows less than or equal to 1,000 gpm. Facility improvements were identified in the WFP to
correct significant deficiencies.
The improvements for fire flow are being prioritized and implemented as cost effectively as
possible taking into consideration roadway reconstruction and paving project schedules.
Improvement to correct pressure deficiencies are being handled in a similar manner. It is
anticipated that conversion to 100% metered system will result in lower demands in portions of
the existing system. This decrease in demand may eliminate some of the existing pressure
deficiencies.
New Service
A developer of an area has to install whatever facilities are required to provide the requested
service to their project. In addition, a developer is responsible for correcting any deficiencies
within the existing system that are created as a result of providing service to the new
development. New development contributes to the cost of water supply, treatment and
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storage facilities through the payment of Facility Charges, which are allocated based on the
development’s demand. Except for new pump station facilities, there are no participation
agreements for funding of new facilities as this would be an accounting nightmare. They could
form an Assessment District – although TMWA probably doesn’t have the legal authority to do
this, the Cities probably could. A finance charge would then be levied making the project
higher cost.
Often times there is a lack of due diligence by the developer to determine availability of
facilities to hook into. A “Discovery” process, performed by TMWA, allows a potential
developer to get an estimate of facility needs to serve a project. If no pipe is within close
proximity to the development or if a new pump station or storage tank is required, it may be
very costly to provide water service to the project area. The fire department governs where
hydrants are placed and the flows needed.

FUTURE PLANNING
TMWA’s 2005-2025 Water Facility Plan (WFP) was completed and approved by the TMWA
Board in December 2004. Facility requirements identified in that document were used to
develop the 2006-2015 Capital Improvement Plan, which was completed in 2005. The WFP
was prepared for the 2005-2025 timeframe; and analyzed/established facility requirements in
5-year increments.
Population projections and resulting demands established in the Water Resource Plan were
used as a guide and check on demands independently developed in the WFP. The WFP
demand projections were based on (in order of priority):
1.

Final Subdivision Maps

2.

Tentative Subdivision Maps

3.

Preliminary Development Plans (TMWA Discoveries)

4.

Land Use/zoning, and

5.

Population projections

Some judgment was necessary to establish the year in which the new demands would be
realized or phased-in over an assumed development schedule. In outlying years it was necessary
to rely on population projections by allocating the overall growth and its demand geographically
to high-growth areas (South Truckee Meadows, Spanish Springs, the Northwest, and North
Valleys North Virginia corridor).
A significant portion of the new demand (almost 40%) was from an increase in wholesale
deliveries to Washoe County which were supplied by Washoe County Division of Water
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Resources1. Vacant slopes with >30% were assumed to remain undevelopable. No detailed
facility planning was done outside of the TMWA Sphere of Influence.
The TOD and Regional Centers were not specifically addressed in the WFP, but the next
update to the WRP will be taking these into consideration. Higher densities often translate into
lower peak use of water for the area since irrigation demand is generally reduced. However,
higher densities may result in higher fire flow needs, depending on the configuration of the
structures. It is possible that increased multifamily density could push fire flow needs beyond
the current design. The gravity system within McCarran ring is however, generally very
strong. TMWA plans on a case-by-case need. All new projects are analyzed with the hydraulic
computer model to optimize facility requirements and look for impacts in other parts of the
system.
A major constraint for future needs is getting tank sites acquired and permitted. The Cities’
Hillside Ordinances restrict the placement and design of tanks. During the permitting and
design review process, TMWA is treated like a developer. The City may insist on site grading
constraints, large open space requirements and major landscaping requirements, making the
tank very expensive. In particular it is difficult to provide gravity storage for foothill properties
that consist of many parallel ridges (such as occurs in Northwest Reno along the base of
Peavine) as it is unsightly and inefficient to have tanks on every ridge. There is also sometimes
an issue with obtaining a road easement to serve the tank and the visual impact of the additional
grading to construct the road. Increased fire flow requirements may stress existing water
storage or require expanded water storage.
TMWA will be preparing the water facility plan for the Verdi area in their upcoming work
program. The Verdi planning area water service has been settled in court as follows: TMWA
will provide planning services, design, and build the facilities. Once the developments are
hooked up, they become customers of Washoe County. The County will be entirely
responsible for Verdi properties not included in the settlement agreement including several
other private utilities.
For the North Valleys, it is assumed that the maximum capacity will continue to be sent
through the Stead Pipe, but that no additional Truckee River resources will be dedicated to the
area. It is assumed that the Vidler water importation project will start construction this year
and will be eventually owned and operated by the County.
Facilities have been identified and the funding mechanisms put into place to address new
facilities and costs as a result of growth. However, there are significant financial challenges for
potential developers in specific areas such as the foothill areas at the base of Peavine mountain.
Most of these parcels that would like to develop are located at elevations that cannot be served
by existing facilities. Due to hillside ordinances and other zoning issues, these parcels are
limited to a relatively small number of lots that must absorb significant facility costs for
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pumping and storage facilities. Due to topography (developable ridgelines separated by
canyons) and land use ordinances (drainage ways, hillsides, etc) it is very difficult to develop a
regional solution such as a centrally located pumped storage facility with interconnections to
the isolated areas of development.

POTENTIAL LEGISLATIVE CHANGES
Senate Continuing Resolution (“SRC”) 26, mandated by the last legislative session is being
driven by the interim State Legislative Subcommittee efforts – The committee asked the
purveyors to get together. Currently on the table is a proposal for a new government entity for
water rights acquisition, resources development and regional conservation. This effort was
spear-headed by developers wanting a “one-stop shop” for water. What should this
organization look like? This may begin as an entity for the 3 functions mentioned and then
consolidate the County Water Department and TMWA. Questions of its governance remain to
be answered. At this time however, it appears that planning for new facilities and maintaining
existing facilities will be conducted by each of the water service providers.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Based on the information provided during the interview and materials referenced below, the
following potential constraints are identified:
Infrastructure Hurdles
♦
♦
♦

Utility congestion in major transportation / hydraulically superior corridors
Ability to acquire property or a gain permit approvals for water storage facilities
Limited ability to develop new sources of supply and/or treatment facilities
closer to the areas of growth.

Regulatory Issues
♦

Higher fire flow requirements make it difficult to cost effectively provide
commercial and industrial fire protection for in-fill projects (however, such
types of vacant properties are now very limited).

REFERENCES
1.
2.

Executive Summary of the 2005-2025 Water Facility Plan.
Ten Year Capital Improvement Plan Fiscal Years Ending 2006-2015.
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5.1.2

WASHOE COUNTY –WATER

Interview with Jeanne Ruefer, Water Resources Planning Manager, February 9, 2006
Tom Kelly, P.E. Senior Engineer; Rick Warner, P.E. Senior Engineer; Paul Orphan, Engineering Manager,
P.E., February 23, 2006

BACKGROUND
The Washoe County Department of Water Resources (WCDWR) owns and operates water
systems in the following hydrographic basins:
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

Truckee Meadows
Lemmon Valley
Spanish Springs Valley
Pleasant Valley
Washoe Valley
East Truckee Canyon (Wadsworth and Mustang)

Some of these areas, like Washoe Valley, Wadsworth, and Lemmon Valley have not seen much
growth of water infrastructure either because of limited water resources or limits on the type of
development that would generate significant water demands.
In the areas that are currently experiencing significant growth, the Truckee Meadows, Spanish
Springs, and Pleasant Valley, the WCDWR has prepared facility plans to provide for the
orderly expansion of the water systems.
New water resources and changes in master planned land use that increase the amount of
developable land are expected to generate new growth in the Lemmon Valley, Warm Springs
(new WCDWR water system), Verdi (new WCDWR water system) and East Truckee Canyon
areas. Facility planning is underway for each of these areas.

FUTURE PLANNING
Planning Criteria
Truckee Meadows/Pleasant Valley: This area is covered by the South Truckee Meadows
Facility Plan that was completed in 2002, with the exception of Hidden Valley which is
discussed below. The South Truckee Meadows Facility Plan looked at potential demands and
phasing of facilities for 10 years, 20 years and build-out of approved land use. Water demand
factors were based on analysis of historical consumption records to the extent this type of data
was available from Washoe County.
Hidden Valley: The WCDWR completed a water master plan for Hidden Valley in 2004, and
identified the need to provide additional water resources to this area. A consultant was hired to
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evaluate options to address water quality in some of the County wells in Hidden Valley in
addition to making use of the capacity of an existing well that is considered “Under the
influence of surface water” and thereby requiring treatment before the water can be added to
the distribution system. Planning for Hidden Valley included the build-out of the approved
land uses. The facility plan and Technical Memorandum from the consultant evaluation are
listed at the end of this section.
Spanish Springs Valley: The Spanish Springs Water Facility Plan covers water infrastructure
required to serve the build-out of approved land uses in the unincorporated area of Spanish
Springs. This build-out was assumed to occur within the 20-year planning horizon. Water
demand factors were based on analysis of historical consumption records from the Spanish
Springs water systems.
Lemmon Valley: Growth in the Lemmon Valley area has been severely limited by lack of new
water resources. Existing developed areas that have relied on domestic wells have experienced
difficulty with declining water tables, with the result that Washoe County has developed plans
to convert areas on domestic wells to municipal service as water tables continue to decline.
The possibility of imported water becoming available within the next couple of years has lead to
strong interest in development within the unincorporated area. The RWPC and WCDWR
have embarked upon the development of a new water facility plan to identify the major water
storage and transmission infrastructure that will be required to serve the anticipated growth.
Planning criteria for this area have yet to be confirmed.
None of the water facility planning performed to date includes the analysis of potential impacts
to facilities from the proposed land use densities in Regional Plan TODs or Centers. While
normal water demands may be handled adequately by existing or planned facilities, careful
attention should be paid to potential fire flow requirements to determine a) whether they are
significantly different from those currently planned for, and b) what infrastructure
improvements might be necessary to provide the necessary fire storage, flow rates and
pressures.
Expansion of Infrastructure
South Truckee Meadows:
The South Truckee Meadows potable water system is undergoing significant expansion with
plans for two new water treatment plants, one on Longley Lane and one east of the old Virginia
St. alignment south of the Mt. Rose Highway interchange. These will be the first water
treatment plants in the County system. To date the system has consisted entirely of either
groundwater production wells or wholesale water delivered from the Truckee Meadows Water
Authority.
The Longley Lane Water Treatment Plant was originally envisioned to serve the Hidden Valley
portion of the County’s system, but now will also serve the 2,800 units approved on the
southern portion of the Butler Ranch. These units were not part of the land use contemplated
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in any previous facility planning efforts. The location of this development south of the Huffaker
Narrows, with service from a plant north of the Huffaker Narrows, resulted in the decision to
link the Hidden Valley and Double Diamond/Damonte water systems in order to provide
added operational flexibility and redundancy. This is new facility planning work not originally
contemplated in the South Truckee Meadows Facility Plan.
Additional modifications to planned facilities identified in the South Truckee Meadows Facility
Plan are made by the WCDWR as more refined investigation of the location of developable
groundwater resources is performed. “Secondary” groundwater is a key component of the
overall mix of resources that are identified to serve growth over the long term. This is
groundwater from the valley floor that, when extracted, will not affect water levels on the Mt.
Rose fan. Investigations to locate new well sites have resulted in some changes to the location
of wells and routing of pipelines that are all part of the refinement that takes place when a plan
moves towards implementation.
In general, there is some refinement that needs to be performed on the South Truckee
Meadows Facility Plan if the region needs to know whether there is adequate capacity to serve
anticipated infill in the TODs and Centers, particularly with respect to adequacy of fire flow
and pressure in high density areas. It would be best to do this planning sooner rather than later
so that projects could correct deficiencies when conducted with other major infrastructure
projects that are going on the area.
New planning for changed land use densities in the southeast Truckee Meadows since 2002 has
significantly changed some of the major planned facilities, such that the South Truckee
Meadows Facility Plan can be viewed as a guide, but not relied upon to fully identify the
location or size of required facilities.
Spanish Springs
Facilities identified in the Spanish Springs Water Facility Plan are being constructed by
WCDWR as needed to meet anticipated demands. The actual location where growth occurs
within the valley affects the phasing of facilities to meet demands, but overall, the plan is still
relevant. The department does envision more refined analysis to ensure ongoing compliance
with arsenic regulations and to incorporate changes in approved land use.
Lemmon Valley
There is an ongoing program to provide municipal water facilities in the northeast portion of
Lemmon Valley such that domestic well owners may connect to the system if a domestic well
ceases to be viable.

AREAS FOR NEW PLANNING
♦

Lemmon Valley – master planning of water facilities to incorporate new water
supply from the Vidler importation project.
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♦
♦
♦
♦

East Truckee Canyon – master planning of new water system being performed
by developer for ultimate dedication to WCDWR.
Warm Springs – master planning of new water system being performed by
developer for ultimate dedication to WCDWR.
Verdi – master planning of new water system by developer/TMWA, WCDWR
customers but TMWA water system.
Need to plan for additional water resources in most areas.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
With respect to water facilities (as opposed to water resources) facility constraints can be
resolved if there are sufficient financial resources to implement a solution, so the constraint is
really what the market can tolerate in terms of cost.
There is, however, the potential for significant project delay if higher than planned for densities
require capacity that was not included in original plans for the area in question. This is
particularly true in the case of recent changes to the adopted fire code. Water storage and
delivery infrastructure may not be able to accommodate higher fire flow requirements without
significant facility modifications if land use densities and uses change significantly.
The scenario could arise where progress towards intensification along TODs and Centers could
be impacted if individual projects must bear the burden of significant water delivery and storage
upgrades, making those projects less financially feasible.

REFERENCES
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

South Truckee Meadows Facility Plan, 2002, ECO:LOGIC
Hidden Valley Water Facility Plan, 2004, WCDWR
Technical Memorandum No. 1, Longley Lane Water Treatment Plant, 2004, Hidden
Valley Water Facility Plan Update, ECO:LOGIC/CH2M Hill
Spanish Springs Water Facility Plan, 2004, WCDWR
Horizon Hills/North Valleys Conjunctive Use Evaluation, 1997, ECO:LOGIC
North Valleys Water Supply Comparison, 2002, ECO:LOGIC
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5.1.3

SUN VALLEY GENERAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT

Interview with Diana Langs, General Manager; Darrin Price, Public Works Director, February 8th, 2006

BACKGROUND
The Sun Valley General Improvement District (SVGID) provides water, wastewater and
municipal solid waste collection services within the District’s Service Area. The District also
has quite a large Sphere of Influence within which it may extend municipal services. The sphere
boundary is the same as the Sun Valley hydrobasin boundary. Water and wastewater facility
plan documents completed in 2003 and 2004, respectively, have been presented to the
Regional Water Planning Commission, and found in conformance with the Regional Water
Management Plan.
Water is supplied via wholesale contract with the Truckee Meadows Water Authority. There is
an existing wholesale contract to provide SVGID with 3,600 gpm of capacity. SVGID is
participating in the funding of the Stead Main replacement (North Virginia pipeline) and will
ultimately receive another 1,100 gpm in wholesale supply when replacement is complete.
Wastewater is conveyed via SVGID infrastructure to the boundary of the district where it
enters City of Sparks interceptors for conveyance to the Truckee Meadows Water Reclamation
Facility (TMWRF). SVGID has purchased 300,000 gallons/day of treatment capacity at
TMWRF. This capacity is anticipated to be adequate for all wastewater treatment needs
through the planning period.

FUTURE PLANNING
Planning Criteria
The SVGID water and wastewater master plans are based on a 20 year planning horizon, both
documents clearly describe the criteria used for master planning of facilities. Examples within
the water system include operational, fire, and emergency storage requirements, minimum
pressures for the water system during maximum day, peak hour, and peak hour plus fire
conditions. Many of the criteria for the water system are based on the Nevada Administrative
Code sections 445A.65505 through 445A.673.
SVGID staff indicates that the water and wastewater plans are up to date and not in need of
revision unless there are significant changes to approved land uses within the Sphere of
Influence or Service Area.
Fire protection service to properties within SVGID is provided by the Reno Fire Department.
In April 2005, the City of Reno adopted use of the 2003 International Fire Code, which
changes the criteria for fire flow. Impacts of this change on the SVGID system has been
evaluated by district staff in conjunction with the Reno Fire Department. Agreement between
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these two entities has been reached such that the existing system and fire flow requirements are
grandfathered in, while new fire flow requirements will be provided in areas of new growth.
Expansion of Infrastructure
SVGID funds construction of new infrastructure through its adopted connection fees and rates.
The water and wastewater master plans identify the improvements required to serve
development through the planning period, as well as a ranking of the priority for
improvements. The rate/fee structure and detailed planning of facilities will enable the orderly
expansion of infrastructure as required to serve anticipated growth during the planning period.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
SVGID has planned for anticipated growth during the 20 year planning horizon and has funding
mechanisms in place to implement needed infrastructure improvements to serve adopted land
uses. As with any utility, connection fees and rates can be periodically adjusted by approval of
the board to reflect changes in construction, operations, and maintenance costs.
A new analysis of the adequacy of infrastructure would have to be performed if significant
intensifications of land use should occur within the SVGID Sphere of Influence. There is some
concern that the recent Reno, Sparks, Washoe County Annexation Settlement Agreement
could lead to the disposal of some of the federal lands within the Sun Valley hydrobasin. If this
were the case, significant planning and analysis of infrastructure requirements to support new
growth areas would be required.

REFERENCES
1.
2.
3.
4.

Sun Valley General Improvement District Water Master Plan Update, Shaw
Engineering, 2003.
Sun Valley General Improvement District Sewer Master Plan Update, Shaw
Engineering, 2004.
Sewer Interceptor Capacity and Routing Study, Kennedy/Jenks Consultants for Sparks,
Washoe County, and SVGID, 2001.
Westside Basin Investigation, Shaw Engineering, 2004.
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5.1.4

SOUTH TRUCKEE MEADOWS GENERAL IMPROVEMENT
DISTRICT

Tom Kelly, P.E. Senior Engineer; Paul Orphan, Engineering Manager, P.E., February 23, 2006

BACKGROUND
The South Truckee Meadows General Improvement District (STMGID) provides water service
within a specific service area in the South Truckee Meadows. STMGID may also annex new
properties to the service area if the district determines that they have adequate resources to
serve the property in question. The STMGID provides groundwater to its customers from
wells that are located within its service area boundary. The district is surrounded by the
Washoe County Department of Water Resources (WCDWR) service area. In order to make
efficient use of facilities, the district and WCDWR have entered into interlocal agreements that
allow the wheeling of water from WCDWR through STMGID facilities for service in another
portion of the WCDWR service area. The two water systems are interconnected. STMGID
and WCDWR are in the process of installing system isolation meters to better track where
water is used between the two entities.1
The STMGID Local Managing Board and Board of Trustees have decided that, in order to keep
the cost of water service to existing customers as low as possible, the district will continue to
be a groundwater system, and will not seek to purchase wholesale water from either TMWA or
Washoe County. This decision limits the ability of the district to provide water service to all of
its potential annexation area, with the result that some properties have been de-annexed
because the district would be unable to provide adequate capacity. The Sierra Summit mall at
Mt. Rose Highway and S. Virginia Street is one such property.

FUTURE PLANNING
Planning Criteria
Planning for the build-out of the STMGID service and annexation areas was included in the
South Truckee Meadows Facility Plan which was completed in 2002. The criteria used for this
plan are discussed under Section 5.1.2.
Expansion of Infrastructure
STMGID facilities are expanded as needed to either bring new groundwater resources on line
or to serve areas of infill within its existing service or annexation areas.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
The STMGID service area covers the southernmost portion of the Virginia Street TOD, and
includes the Redfield Regional Center. The most recent planning document for STMGID is the
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South Truckee Meadows Facility Plan, which was completed at about the same time that the
concept of TODs and Centers was first adopted in the 2002 Regional Plan. There has not been
an evaluation of the ability of the STMGID system to serve the higher densities associated with
the TOD and Center within its service area. If water demands are significantly higher than
contemplated in the South Truckee Meadows Facility Plan, it’s likely that these areas would be
de-annexed from STMGID and served by the WCDWR, as was the case with the Summit
Sierra Mall.

REFERENCES
1.
2.
3.

STMGID Local Managing Board Meeting Minutes, December 19, 2005
South Truckee Meadows Facility Plan, 2002, ECO:LOGIC
STMGID website, www.co.washoe.nv.us/water/stmgid
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5.2
5.2.1

WASTEWATER
CITY OF RENO – WASTEWATER

Interview with Greg Dennis, P.E., Sanitary Engineer; Stan Shumaker, P.E. Senior Civil Engineer, Gene
Jones, P.E. Senior Civil Engineer, March 7, 2006

BACKGROUND
The City of Reno owns and operates two wastewater treatment plants and an extensive
network of wastewater collection infrastructure. The treatment plants are 1) Truckee
Meadows Water Reclamation Facility (TMWRF, owned in partnership with the City of
Sparks), and 2) Reno Stead Water Reclamation Facility (RSWRF).
Wastewater Treatment/Effluent Disposal – TMWRF
TMWRF is the primary wastewater treatment facility for the Central Truckee Meadows,
Verdi, City of Sparks, and Spanish Springs. The TMWRF Service Area extends along the
Truckee River corridor from the California State Line all the way to the eastern edge of
Washoe County, and from the northern part of Spanish Springs, south to where it meets the
service area for the South Truckee Meadows wastewater treatment plant. Currently treating
roughly 28 MGD average daily flow, TMWRF disposes of treated effluent to the Truckee River
and via effluent reuse systems in the Central Truckee Meadows, City of Sparks, and Spanish
Springs.
Wastewater Treatment/Effluent Disposal – RSWRF
RSWRF is the primary wastewater treatment facility for the City in the Stead/Lemmon Valley
area. While its service area is not formally defined, it is anticipated that this plant will serve the
entire Stead/Lemmon Valley region, including both City and unincorporated areas. Washoe
County owns a small (0.3 MGD) wastewater treatment plant in the eastern part of the area that
is anticipated to be decommissioned in the future. Current flows to the RSWRF are roughly
1.3 MGD average daily flow. Effluent disposal is managed via discharge to the Swan Lake Playa
and effluent reuse at a park and sports complex during the irrigation season.
Wastewater Collection
The City of Reno has a comprehensive program to assess the condition and capacity of existing
wastewater collection infrastructure, including the analysis of capacity to serve along TODs and
Centers anticipated in the Regional Plan. This analysis is progressing region by region with the
result that significant funding is included in the City’s capital improvement program for the
rehabilitation of existing pipelines or the construction of new pipelines where the need for
additional capacity is anticipated. The cost of improvements identified during this analysis is
being funded through a rate increase that was approved in May 2005.
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FUTURE PLANNING
Planning Criteria
TMWRF
The facilities plan covering future planning for TMWRF was completed in 1998, and is called
“Reno/Sparks/Washoe County Regional Wastewater Reclamation Facilities Master Plan”. This
was a regional plan that addressed not only the TMWRF Service Area, but also looked at
possible expansion of that area into Spanish Springs, as well as planning for the South Truckee
Meadows Water Reclamation Facility owned by Washoe County.
The consultant for this plan provided extensive analysis of historical wastewater flows and
developed per capita flow values by sub-region within the planning area. A methodology was
developed to look at flow projections by planning sub-areas within the overall service area.
These planning areas coincided with planning areas used by the Washoe County Department of
Community Development, enabling the application of localized wastewater per capita flow
factors to projections of future population that were developed by County planning staff
through a 20 year horizon to 2015. Additionally, there was a long-range projection developed
beyond the 20 year horizon that was based on approved land use.
RSWRF
There are two documents covering future planning for the RSWRF service area. The first,
“Facility Plan, Reno-Stead Water Reclamation Facility” was completed in 2004 and included
detailed planning for the expansion of the treatment plant to 2 MGD. The planning horizon
for this plan was 2030. The second planning document, completed in 2005, looked at longrange forecasts of wastewater flow and effluent generation to arrive at nine options that could
be considered further for disposal of effluent beyond 2 MGD. This plan was called “North
Valleys Effluent Disposal Options.
The 2004 facility plan developed per capita flow factors by evaluating incoming wastewater
flows to RSWRF, analyzing 2000 Census data to estimate population served, and arriving at a
flow per capital value. Wastewater flows were projected for a 2030 planning horizon as a
range of potential flows that could vary based on whether new water resources became
available to support additional growth. The 2005 Effluent Disposal Options report then took a
longer range look at the potential build-out wastewater flow and effluent that could be
generated in order to identify long-range effluent management strategies for the RSWRF area.
Wastewater Collection System
The City utilizes the most current land use planning information available to project existing
and future wastewater collection infrastructure needs, including both City of Reno Master
Plans and the Regional Plan. The planning horizon used is the long-range horizon, that is, the
build-out of the currently approved land use master plan and zoning.
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Expansion of Infrastructure
Wastewater Treatment
Both TMWRF and RSWRF are undergoing capacity expansion projects. The preliminary
design of the next expansion for RSWRF has also begun in anticipation of rapid growth in the
North Valleys area once new water resources become available.
Wastewater Collection
Over the past two years, significant sewer rehabilitation and re-routing of sewer collection
infrastructure was performed in the downtown area in conjunction with the RETRAC project
with the result that the City doesn’t anticipate the need to do any further work in this area
within the planning period.
Significant projects that are underway or anticipated in the near future include the completion
of the Lawton-Verdi interceptor and an upcoming project to increase capacity and construct
new interceptors from Security Circle (south of Golden Valley) all the way to TMWRF in
order to accommodate anticipated growth in the North Valleys.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Wastewater Treatment
Extensive planning has been performed and is still ongoing with respect to the ability of the
City’s wastewater treatment facilities to accommodate flows and pollutant loads that would be
generated from future growth. The largest facility, TMWRF, discharges to the Truckee River,
where water quality standards are very rigorous. The pollutants of most concern to the
Truckee River are nitrogen and total dissolved solids (TDS). With respect to nitrogen, very
sophisticated water quality models of the Truckee River have been developed that enable local
governments and regulators to better evaluate river health. It is anticipated that the standard
for nitrogen in the river may be modified at some point in the future to reflect a better
scientific understanding of the parameters necessary to maintain a healthy river.
TDS, the second pollutant of concern, has also been extensively studied. Current projections
indicate that increases in flows to TMWRF may cause the facility to reach the TDS discharge
limit by about 2012. Strategies to reduce TDS are very costly. In order to keep costs as low as
possible, the City is investigating a number of options and monitoring technological
improvements that might result in lower construction costs once the time comes to implement
a TDS reduction program.
At the RSWRF, the issues are different than they are for TMWRF. This much smaller facility is
located in a hydrographically closed basin with a limited number of options for effluent
disposal. As mentioned above, nine possible scenarios for effluent management have been
identified for the next increment of capacity at the treatment plant; three of these scenarios are
being investigated in more detail. It is anticipated that the effluent disposal option to be
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implemented for the next increment of capacity at the RSWRF will be finalized within the next
6-12 months.
Wastewater Collection
The City has anticipated the infrastructure needed to accommodate increasing wastewater flows
and is systematically implementing rehabilitation and new construction projects in order to
ensure that facilities are in place in time to serve new growth.

REFERENCES
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Reno/Sparks/Washoe County Regional Wastewater Reclamation Facilities Master
Plan, 1997, Carollo Engineers
Reno/Sparks/Washoe County Regional Wastewater Reclamation Facilities Design
Phases I&II, 1999, Carollo Engineers
Facility Plan, Reno-Stead Water Reclamation Facility, 2004, ECO:LOGIC
North Valleys Effluent Disposal Options, 2005, ECO:LOGIC
Washoe County Regional Water Management Plan, 1994, Arthur E. Molin Engineering
(currently being updated by the TMRPA)
Reno-Stead Area Effluent Reuse Facility Plan, 1996, CH2M Hill
North Valleys Wastewater Facility Plan, 2002, ECO:LOGIC
Lawton/Verdi Wastewater Facility Plan, 2002, Stantec
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5.2.2

CITY OF SPARKS – WASTEWATER

Interview with Andrew Hummel, P.E. Civil Engineer II, February 13, 2006

BACKGROUND
The City of Sparks owns and maintains wastewater collection infrastructure for areas within the
City Limits, and also provides interceptor capacity to the unincorporated areas of Spanish
Springs and Sun Valley that are sewered to the Truckee Meadows Water Reclamation Facility
(TMWRF). The City of Sparks has also entered into agreements with Washoe County and the
Sun Valley General Improvement District (SVGID) to provide wastewater treatment capacity
from its portion of the capacity in TMWRF.
The City has also developed a very significant effluent reuse program that extends all the way
from TMWRF into the northern part of Spanish Springs, terminating near the Martin Marietta
quarry and Boneyard Flat Playa. New customers are added to the system when the cost of
extending the infrastructure to new reuse sites is found to be cost effective.

FUTURE PLANNING
Planning Criteria
A sewer model and master plan was completed in April 2005. The planning horizon for this
plan is 2030. The master plan identifies several sewer interceptors with current and anticipated
future capacity constraints that must be relieved in order for additional growth to be
accommodated.
Expansion of Infrastructure
The 2005 sewer master plan contains a listing of projects that the City has included in its
Capital Improvement Program. The major projects underway now, interceptor upgrades at
Vista and Prater, and the Spanish Springs Sanitary Sewer Interceptor Reliever, are funded
through the State Revolving Loan Fund (SRF) program. This program enables the City to
receive low interest financing for construction of sewer infrastructure. Repayment of SRF
loans is handled through collection of sewer connection fees and monthly rates.
Additional funding is received from SVGID and Washoe County for specific projects which
provide capacity to accommodate wastewater flows from these areas. The Spanish Springs
Sanitary Sewer Interceptor Reliever project is critical to ensuring that flows from future growth
in both the City and unincorporated areas of Spanish Springs can be accommodated. This is a
three phase project, the first phase of which is under construction.
Recent increases in construction costs have had an impact on available funds to build needed
infrastructure. The City has well developed financial forecasting tools to evaluate available
revenue, bond repayments, needed capital improvement projects, and financial participation
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from other entities. These tools enable the City to pro-actively manage rates and connection
fees to ensure that the essential facilities are constructed.
The City’s Capital Improvement Program is also coordinated with RTC road construction
projects to the extent possible. RTC notifies the City of upcoming projects so that the City can
evaluate the area under construction and incorporate needed utility infrastructure.
Areas for New Planning
The City is currently working on the development handbook for the East Truckee Canyon.
Required wastewater infrastructure to serve this area has not yet been identified, including
where wastewater flows would be treated.
The City has not yet started planning for needed infrastructure in the proposed expansion to the
current or future TMSA boundary.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
The City has planned for wastewater collection infrastructure requirements through the 2030
planning horizon. While there are significant infrastructure projects that need to be
implemented to accommodate future growth, the City has the capability of modifying
connection fees and rates to fund necessary improvements. The City forecasts its financial
needs many years into the future and is able to respond to changed conditions in advance to
ensure that wastewater infrastructure is in place when needed.
The effluent system is relatively new and offers great flexibility for the region to move effluent
from one area to another for purposes of either irrigation, non-potable water uses, or recharge,
as best fits the situation.

REFERENCES
1.
2.

Sewer System Modeling and Evaluation – Final Report, Malcolm Pirnie, Inc.; April
2005
Reclaimed Water Facility Plan – AMEC (name not exact)
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5.2.3

WASHOE COUNTY - WASTEWATER

Rick Warner, P.E. Senior Engineer, February 23, 2006

BACKGROUND
The Washoe County Department of Water Resources (WCDWR) owns and operates three
wastewater treatment plants, the largest of which is the South Truckee Meadows Water
Reclamation Facility (STMWRF) located in the Double Diamond area of South Reno. The
other facilities are much smaller, and include the Cold Springs Water Reclamation Facility
(CSWRF) and the Lemmon Valley Wastewater Treatment Plant (LVWWTP). The County is
also in the process of designing a new wastewater treatment plant in the Warm Springs area to
serve approximately 750 new homes there.
Wastewater Treatment/Effluent Disposal – STMWRF
The STMWRF provides a high level of treatment for wastewater so that the final treated water
can be 100% reused for irrigation within the South Truckee Meadows area. There are
significant effluent storage facilities within the system which include the Huffaker Reservoir,
Wolf Run Golf Course reservoir, and storage tanks at the Arrowcreek Golf Course. As
development continues in the South Truckee Meadows, reuse sites must be continually added
to provide areas for effluent disposal. This is extremely important as there is no other means
for the plant effluent to be disposed of.
The STMWRF was recently expanded, and is anticipated to have adequate capacity through the
planning period. The rate of flow/household observed at the plant is lower than was planned
for, which will extend the length of time required before the next plant expansion. Washoe
County staff monitor flows and can project forward to when the next plant expansion will be
needed based on analyses of the rate of household connections and the average flow per
household observed at the plant.
Wastewater Treatment / Effluent Disposal – CSWRF
The CSWRF serves the unincorporated area of Cold Springs. In terms of flow, it is about one
tenth the size of the STMWRF. It is the second largest of the County wastewater treatment
plants. Effluent from this facility is discharged to rapid infiltration basins located on the plant
site. The plant was recently expanded to serve new growth, and is expected to have adequate
capacity through the planning period.
Recent annexation of portions of Cold Springs into the City of Reno, with resultant increases in
zoning densities will one day generate much more wastewater than this facility can handle in the
future. There have been no discussions between the City and County regarding serving the
annexation area at this plant. The City has done some preliminary planning for an expansion to
its Reno-Stead Water Reclamation Facility in Stead and may also consider the construction of a
small treatment plant to serve the future industrial area south of US 395 in Cold Springs.
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Wastewater Treatment / Effluent Disposal – LVWWTP
This very small treatment plant serves part of the unincorporated area in Lemmon Valley.
Effluent disposal is via evaporation in lagoons at the plant site. Recent developer proposals to
increase land use densities in the unincorporated area of Lemmon Valley will ultimately
generate much more wastewater than this facility could ever accommodate. Joint planning
between the City of Reno and Washoe County has resulted in a plan to decommission this
facility one day with flows from the unincorporated area being diverted to the City’s RenoStead Water Reclamation Facility.

FUTURE PLANNING
Planning for the existing and future identified WCDWR wastewater treatment facilities has
been completed through a 20-year planning horizon, which, in some cases is also the anticipated
build-out of the approved land uses within the identified service area.
Areas for New Planning
The recent annexation by the City of Reno of land in Cold Springs, the anticipated
intensification of development in Lemmon Valley and the Lower Truckee Canyon will all
require significant planning for wastewater treatment and disposal. Planning for the Cold
Springs and Lemmon Valley areas has begun. There is quite a lot of planning that has yet to be
accomplished for the Lower Truckee Canyon. This area is outside of the TMWRF service area
and no treatment plant has been identified yet to serve it.
Expansion of Infrastructure
Wastewater Treatment
A new wastewater treatment plant will be constructed in the Warm Springs Valley within the
next few years to serve approximately 750 homes.
Wastewater Collection
The wastewater collection system owned by Washoe County within its various service areas is
relatively new and in good condition. Significant expansions to the collection system that are
anticipated within the next couple of years are the Pleasant Valley Interceptor and the Mt. Rose
Interceptor, both of which will drain to the STMWRF. The remainder of collection system
expansion is largely constructed by developers in conjunction with new projects.
In Spanish Springs, an area with significant generation of wastewater flows, the County’s
collection system connects to City of Sparks pipelines for conveyance of wastewater through
the Sparks infrastructure to TMWRF. There is an interlocal agreement between the City and
County to pay for interceptor capacity upgrades through Sparks to serve future growth and
septic tank conversions in the unincorporated area of Spanish Springs.
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CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Existing planning and capacity for wastewater treatment and collection is currently adequate in
all portions of the County’s service area, but there is some risk that there could be a delay in
serving new development within the Lemmon Valley area if an agreement with the City of
Reno for wastewater treatment and disposal at the RSWRF in Stead is not completed in the
near future. As mentioned previously, the County’s facility in Lemmon Valley is very small,
and inadequate to handle much increase in wastewater flow.

REFERENCES
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Reno/Sparks/Washoe County Regional Wastewater Reclamation Facilities Master
Plan, 1997, Carollo Engineers
Reno/Sparks/Washoe County Regional Wastewater Reclamation Facilities Design
Phases I&II, 1997, Carollo Engineers
Cold Springs Wastewater Facility Plan, 2002, Kennedy/Jenks Consultants
Reno-Stead Water Reclamation Facility Expansion, TM No. 1: LVWWTP
Decommissioning, 2003, ECO:LOGIC
Warm Springs Ranch Wastewater Facility Plan, prepared for Washoe County
Department of Water Resources in consultation with Palomino Valley Associates,
2004, Shaw Engineering
North Valleys Effluent Disposal Options, 2005, ECO:LOGIC
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5.3
5.3.1

FLOOD CONTROL
CITY OF RENO – FLOOD CONTROL

Via Email with Greg Dennis, Sanitary Engineer and Kerri Williams-Lanza, Senior Civil Engineer
March, 2006

BACKGROUND
Flood control management within the City of Reno falls under two departments. The
Community Development Department reviews and approves development proposals, and
ensures that the provisions of the Reno Municipal Code are being followed. Planning for
projects of a more regional nature, as well as operations and maintenance of flood control
facilities is managed within the Public Works Department. The City of Reno has an extensive
network of facilities including overland channels, major detention facilities, and dams to
manage flooding within its jurisdictional area. There is also the situation where the City of
Reno has annexed new development areas, but has not accepted ownership and operation of the
flood control facilities within the annexation area. This has created some difficulty in recent
months when large runoff events have created flooding problems and it was unclear as to which
jurisdiction or entity was responsible for maintaining the facilities.
Another complication for flood control management within the City is the system of irrigation
ditches that have historically delivered Truckee River water to agricultural uses on the eastern
slope of the Sierra. These ditches are typically owned and maintained by ditch companies and
were designed to carry managed flows to downstream agricultural uses. During flood events,
they become inadvertent conduits for flood waters. Now that much of the agricultural land has
been developed, what might formerly have been a flood flow across irrigated pasture land can
now wreak havoc in residential areas. This problem occurs in both the Washoe County and
City of Reno jurisdictional areas on the eastern slope of the Sierra and in the Steamboat Valley.
The City of Reno is one of the primary sponsors of the Truckee River Flood Management
Project, which is discussed further under Section 5.3.3.

FUTURE PLANNING
The City of Reno, in conjunction with the Regional Water Planning Commission, is expending
considerable resources planning for the management of flood flows in the Stead / Lemmon
Valley area. A preliminary report has been prepared identifying the possible flood impacts to
the Silver Lake and Swan Lake playas that might be realized at the build-out of existing and
proposed land uses. The outcome of this work will be a flood volume mitigation plan,
ordinances, and funding mechanism to ensure that flood volumes are managed appropriately in
this closed basin area.
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Another closed basin that needs to be studied is Cold Springs. The City of Reno has recently
annexed several thousand acres in this basin, including the Whites Lake Playa. This playa has
had insufficient study to determine not only the current FEMA regulatory flood level, but also
the amount of storage volume that needs to be reserved in the playa for the fully built-out
condition. Closed basins and design criteria are discussed further in Section 5.3.3.
Expansion of Infrastructure
The most significant infrastructure project in the coming years for the City of Reno is the
Truckee River Flood Management Project. Implementation of this project will provide much
needed flood protection starting with the downtown, and progressing downstream along the
Reno portion of the Truckee River until it reaches the City of Sparks.
A very significant infrastructure expansion program will take place in the North Valleys in
order to mitigate potential increases in flood volumes that are expected to occur as a result of
new development.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
There is some transition of responsibilities taking place within the City of Reno for flood
control planning and implementation. What is apparent is that there is the evolution of a proactive and well coordinated program underway that should result in a series of management
areas being developed, particularly in the Double Diamond/Damonte area and the North
Valleys.
The City funds its flood control program primarily through developer construction and
dedication. A second source of funding is a stormwater/flood component of the monthly
sewer bill. In the future there will likely be areas within which developers will pay connection
or impact fees that are specific for funding of flood mitigation projects.
As mentioned under Section 5.3.3, there are significant issues with coordination between
jurisdictions and entities with respect to flood control. A recently emerging issue is the
situation with irrigation ditches and the potential damage that can occur when these ditches
carry flood flows into developed areas. These ditches are not the responsibility of the City of
Reno, but citizens typically look to their local government for the resolution of flood problems.
Management of the ditches and mitigation of possible flooding associated with them is an issue
that will need to be dealt with over the next several years.

REFERENCES
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Phase I – North Valleys Flood Storage Mitigation Project, 2005, Quad Knopf
Drainage Master Plan for Stead, 2000, Stantec
Flood Storage Volume Mitigation for Zones 1 and 2, 2004, Nimbus
Truckee River Floodplain Storage Impact Analysis, 2003, WRC
Regional Flood Control Master Plan, not complete, WRC
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5.3.2

CITY OF SPARKS – FLOOD CONTROL

Interview with Shawn Gooch, P.E., Civil Engineer II
February 14, 2006

BACKGROUND
The city limits and sphere of influence for the City of Sparks cover areas both within the
Truckee River watershed and the Spanish Springs watershed. Most of the Spanish Springs
watershed, with the exception of the sub-area around the Boneyard Flat playa in the northern
part of the valley, drains through the central portion of the City to the Truckee River via the
North Truckee Drain.
The City can experience flooding from the Truckee River and/or from high runoff volumes
generated in Spanish Springs, depending upon the type and location of storm events. With
respect to the Truckee River, the City of Sparks is a very active voting member in the Truckee
River Flood Project Coordinating Committee. Flood protection for the industrial /
commercial areas adjacent to the Truckee River in the City of Sparks is critical to the long-term
sustainability of this area.
Management of flood flows from Spanish Springs is also of critical importance. The Spanish
Springs dam located west of Vista Blvd and north of Los Altos Drive was the first critical piece
of infrastructure constructed to protect areas downstream of Spanish Springs. The City of
Sparks has developed two flood control models for the area known as the Northern Spanish
Springs Sphere of Influence (NSSOI) that predict run-off volumes from the 100-yr 24-hr event.
The first model depicts the existing development condition; the second model depicts the
build-out condition. Developments in the NSSOI must provide an update to each model
showing their proposed project and verifying that certain maximum flow rates are not exceeded
at critical locations.
Development in the unincorporated area of Spanish Springs must also be controlled such that
the critical control points within the City are not exceeded. Negotiations with the County have
resulted in a joint project to construct a large detention basin and associated channels in the
northwest Spanish Springs valley that will help ensure that flow-rates at critical locations in the
models are not exceeded as a result of development in the unincorporated area.

FUTURE PLANNING
Planning Criteria
With respect to flood control, the planning horizon used is the build-out of approved land use.
Flood control infrastructure is different than water and sewer in that it takes significant land
resources to provide for the storage and conveyance of floodwaters. This land needs to be set
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aside for this purpose in advance of development and must have enough capacity to handle the
ultimate anticipated development condition.
The two major flood control master plans covering Spanish Springs and the core areas of the
City serve as the guiding documents for necessary flood control improvements, but actual
improvements are designed according to more detailed planning that occurs when more specific
project information is available.
In the case of Spanish Springs, the most current version of the facility plan will be the most
current drainage report for new development within the area, since each project developer
must update the hydraulic model and facility plan to include its project features to ensure that
the overall network of facilities continues to function as planned.
Expansion of Infrastructure
The City funds flood control projects in existing developed areas through its monthly
stormwater rates. Escalating costs for construction, as well as demands from funding for flood
damage recovery, have an impact on the projects that can be implemented. Once the Truckee
River Flood Management Project elements that provide protection for the City of Sparks are
constructed, then there will be less of a drain on financial resources to implement additional
flood protection projects in existing developed areas.
New development constructs all required infrastructure internal to the development, and, in
the case of Spanish Springs, contributes to a fund that provides for the construction of large
regional facilities.
An issue of concern to the City, but also to the entire region, is the impact of changed technical
data that is used in the design of facilities. Within the last few years, new rainfall data has
become available with the release of NOAA Atlas 14. These rainfall values are significantly
higher than previous values used for sizing of the Spanish Springs dam. If the NOAA Atlas 14
rainfall values are applied to the drainage area for the dam, it appears to be undersized. The
City has hired a consultant to develop recommendations for rainfall values that are more
appropriate for the local condition and will then be able to re-evaluate the adequacy of the
storage volume provided at the dam.

AREAS FOR NEW PLANNING
The City is currently working on the development handbook for the East Truckee Canyon.
The City has initiated discussions with the Nevada Bureau of mines to prepare a map of geologic
hazards for the area east of Vista Blvd. Flood hazards in this area have not yet been identified.
It will be the responsibility of the developer to identify, model and provide adequate protection
from flood flows. This technical analysis is then reviewed for adequacy by City staff.
The City has not yet started planning for needed flood control infrastructure in the proposed
expansion to the current or future TMSA boundary.
Capacity Constraints in Regional Infrastructure Networks
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CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
With respect to flood control, the City of Sparks has master plans in place to identify needed
infrastructure for the build-out of currently adopted master plans. The current strategy for
funding of necessary improvements has resulted in the successful implementation of required
infrastructure in the NSSOI area, and it is anticipated that the City will continue with the same
pro-active approach in areas that are being newly planned.
Implementation of the Truckee River Flood Management Project will ease the burden on
current flood control funds that must be used to provide for recovery of damage related to
Truckee River flooding. These funds can then be directed toward implementation of additional
flood damage reduction projects in existing developed areas of the City.

REFERENCES
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Spanish Springs Valley Flood Control Master Plan, 2001, Harding ESE
City of Sparks, Nevada, Drainage Master Plan, 2002, Parsons Brinkerhoff
Desert Springs / Reach 9 Flood Control Facility Spanish Springs Nevada, 2002, Harding
ESE
Flood Storage Volume Mitigation for Zones 1 and 2, 2004, Nimbus
Spanish Springs Flood Control Improvement, Alternative Development and Evaluation,
2002, KJC
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5.3.3

WASHOE COUNTY – FLOOD CONTROL

Interview with Jeanne Ruefer, Water Resources Planning Director
February 7, 2006

BACKGROUND
Flood control in Washoe County is managed through three different departments. The Public
Works Department is responsible for administering the FEMA regulations for flood hazard
areas as they have been incorporated into the County’s development code. This department
also reviews flood control and storm water improvements associated with new development.
The Water Planning division of the Washoe County Department of Water Resources
Department has typically been more involved in regional flood control planning and
implementation of projects attempting to find solutions to resolve regional flood problems.
The most significant flood issue in the Truckee Meadows is the repeated flooding that occurs on
the Truckee River. The critical need to mitigate the potential damage related to Truckee River
flooding has resulted in the creation of a separate department whose sole responsibility is
oversight and implementation of the Truckee River Flood Management Project. This
department, while housed within the Washoe County governmental structure, actually reports
to the Truckee River Flood Project Coordinating Committee, a body of elected officials from
the Cities and County, as well as key stakeholders from the region.

FUTURE PLANNING
Much of the regional planning for flood control in the unincorporated area of Washoe County
has been performed under the oversight of the Regional Water Planning Commission, which
has historically provided partial funding each year for regional flood control studies in areas of
concern. The only existing regional flood control master plan for the unincorporated area dates
back to 1991, and is completely outdated. Since that time, a tremendous amount of
development has occurred in the unincorporated area of Spanish Springs, South Truckee
Meadows, and Mt. Rose Fan which have generated a need to construct major flood control
facilities.
Some of these facilities have been constructed in conjunction with development or highway
improvements (South Truckee Meadows, Mt. Rose Hwy) and some will be constructed under
the umbrella of a flood control district (Spanish Springs).
Planning Criteria
Typical analysis for flood control in the Truckee Meadows involves planning for the runoff
generated by the 100 year, 24 hour storm event. Existing local government regulations require
that the runoff from a particular site not exceed the rate of flow that existed in the predevelopment condition. To meet this condition, many of the developments have flood
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detention basins with outlets that are sized to control the rate of flow to the pre-development
flow rate.
This standard is not appropriate for areas that are considered closed basins (North Valleys), or
areas where flood volumes exceed available drainage capacity (Truckee River). In such areas,
there are varying approaches being applied by the County. In closed basins, the design storm
event has varied from one analysis to another, but generally consists of the 100 year, 10 day
storm event with or without the consideration of some background level of water standing in
the low point or playa.
Within the Truckee River watershed, there has been historic flooding approximately every 10
years in the vicinity of the UNR Farm and Sparks industrial area. This is the lowest part of the
watershed within the Truckee Meadows before the river exists through the Truckee Canyon. If
new development were to place fill within the floodplain in this region without providing
additional flood storage volumes to mitigate that fill, then gradually over time flood heights
would increase and additional land would then be part of the flood plain. There are ordinances
in place in both Washoe County and the City of Reno that seek to protect the required flood
storage volume in this part of the watershed. This area is locally identified as Flood Zone 1, an
area within which any loss of flood storage volume must be mitigated by the provision of
replacement flood storage volume in a hydraulically connected portion of the same zone.
There has not yet been any analysis of the Truckee River watershed as a whole to determine
how the accumulated runoff volume within the watershed should be managed to reduce
potential flood impacts to properties in the lower part of the watershed. This will be part of
the future work program for the Truckee River Flood Management Project.
Expansion of Infrastructure
Truckee River Flood Management Project
The Truckee River Flood Management Project, in its current form, has been under
development since the Truckee River flood of 1997. Since that time, tremendous work has
gone into moving this project forward, including:
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

developing a funding mechanism (1/8 cent sales tax for flood management and public
safety)
hiring staff
developing a coalition of stakeholders to develop a common concept for the project
extensive hydrologic and hydraulic modeling to verify that the various project concepts
will function properly
formation of the Truckee River Flood Management Coordinating Committee to provide
high-level guidance for the project
acquisition of land required for the construction of project elements
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♦
♦

coordination with downstream communities to ensure that flooding downstream is not
exacerbated by activities undertaken in the Truckee Meadows
coordination with the Corps of Engineer process required to receive federal funding to
construct the project

Increases in land and construction costs will necessitate that additional sources of funding be
secured to fully implement this project.
Spanish Springs
The Spanish Springs watershed drains southward to the City of Sparks via the alignment of the
North Truckee Drain, ultimately discharging to the Truckee River. Because the
unincorporated County portion of Spanish Springs and City of Sparks are so closely connected
hydraulically, there has been quite a bit of joint planning in this area to reduce potential flood
impacts in both areas. The outcome of this joint planning has been the establishment of a
Washoe County flood control district for the unincorporated portion of the Spanish Springs
watershed.
Funds collected as part of this new district will be used to construct a major flood detention
facility in the northern part of the valley and major conveyance channels to route these flows
southwards into the existing Sparks drainage network. The result of this project will be to
reduce peak runoff rates from the unincorporated area to a level that is manageable within the
existing City of Sparks flood control infrastructure.
Lemmon Valley
Both the east and west sides of Lemmon Valley will undergo increased development with the
addition of new water resources to the area. Preliminary analysis by the Regional Water
Planning Commission has indicated that, unless some sort of flood volume mitigation program
is developed, flood levels in the Silver Lake and Swan Lake playas could increase above current
FEMA flood levels, and potentially cause flood damages to existing developed properties
located close to the playas. A mitigation strategy is currently under development, and should
result in the identification of feasible flood volume mitigation projects that can be implemented
to ensure this area is properly managed.
This is an area where there are both City and County areas draining to the two playas, and a
coordinated effort with consistent application of standards will be necessary.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Existing County codes require the construction of stormwater management facilities in
conjunction with new development, with the cost for these facilities being borne by the project
proponent. In Spanish Springs there is now a flood control district that has the ability to
generate funds for the construction of critical regional flood control facilities in that area.
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Within the Truckee River watershed, significant flood control facilities have been constructed
in the South Truckee Meadows/Double Diamond area in conjunction with a master planned
development. This process has worked well to construct significant flood control facilities
within the South Truckee Meadows. There is, however, a lack of study of the cumulative
effects of development within the Truckee River watershed. There are several reasons for this,
but the most significant are:
1)

Flood flows cross jurisdictional boundaries. Flood flows may originate in one
jurisdictional area, and then cross a City Limit line to be received in facilities
managed by another entity. The standards between these two entities may be
different, and the planning will likely not have been done for the watershed as a
whole, but rather just for the particular project in question. There is not yet a
good mechanism for coordinated planning between the Cities and the County in
the Truckee River watershed.

2)

Changing jurisdictions. Several areas have been annexed into the City of Reno,
with the result that there has been a loss in continuity in the management and
planning of these areas.

3)

Lack of funding. There is no funding mechanism for regional flood control
planning and analysis in the Truckee River watershed. The funds generated by
the 1/8 cent sales tax for flood management are entirely committed to
implementation of the Truckee River Flood Management Project.

The three issues identified above exist in almost every developing portion of the Truckee
Meadows, and are being handled with varying levels of success. There is a very pressing need
to increase coordination and regional funding mechanisms to ensure that the cumulative effects
of development are addressed at the time that development occurs and not at a later date when
the opportunity to fund mitigation projects has been lost.

REFERENCES
1.
2.
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4.
5.

Washoe County Flood Control Master Plan Concept Level Report – Volume 1, 1991,
Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton
Boneyard Flat Playa 100 Year, 10 Day Storm Event Analysis, 2000, Nimbus Engineers
Phase I – North Valleys Flood Storage Mitigation Project, 2005, Quad Knopf
Truckee River Floodplain Storage Impact Analysis, 2003, WRC
Regional Flood Control Master Plan, not complete, WRC
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ENERGY

5.4.1
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
BACKGROUND
Sierra Pacific Power Company (“SPPCO”) is the major provider of natural gas and electric
within Washoe County. SPPCO is owned by shareholders with stock traded on the public
market.

FUTURE PLANNING
SPPCO is required by the Nevada Public Utilities Commission to file a Resource Plan every 5
years. The company prepares this Master Planning document and accompanying CIP for
planning purposes. The document identifies where volume of services need to be increased or
decreased. SPPCO’s planning horizon is 15-20 years for transmission and 5 years for
distribution. Planning assumptions come from month to month measurements that are made
on the system network and trends in that data over the years. The level of detail of planning is
different from area to area, for example, rural to urban.
Service needs are projected by utilizing all available local planning intelligence. The company
strives for longer planning horizons to stay in front of electric and gas load growth. This is
especially true in the transmission planning side.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Based on the email responses received, the following potential constraints are identified:
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

Technical constraints, system overloading and low voltage, and the balance of
electric and gas capacity levels to load growth.
Public perception.
Regulatory Issues.
Access to land and other natural resources.
Market stability in nearby areas (such as privatization of electric in California at
the turn of the century).
Utility corridor location(s).

REFERENCES
1.

Staff Report to the RPC, August 25 meeting, Subject: SIERRA PACIFIC POWER
COMPANY, INTEGRATED RESOURCES PLAN 2004 (CR04-017) – (Agenda Item
5-A).
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5.5

TRANSPORTATION

5.5.1

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Interview with Derek Morse, Assistant Executive Director
February 6, 2006

BACKGROUND
The Regional Transportation Commission (“RTC”) of Washoe County is responsible for
coordinating planning for transportation with the entire County. Its jurisdiction extends from
intersections with federal freeways to collector roads for subdivisions. Local governments are
responsible for the condition of local roads internal to subdivisions and commercial
developments, snow removal, sweeping, striping, and minor maintenance such as pothole
repair. City Public Works departments are also responsible for signage, maintenance of street
lights and signals, cleaning curb and gutters and so forth.
RTC is the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (“MPO”) for Washoe County under
the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (“TEA-21”).

CURRENT OPERATIONS
All road work is contracted as RTC owns no vehicles or equipment for construction purposes.
RTC does own all its buses and facilities that it operates out of.
Public transit offered includes Citifare, including PRIDE (a commuter service linking Carson
City and Reno) and Sierra Spirit (free downtown bus service), CitiLift (paratransit), and Taxi
Cab Voucher programs. RTC has historically provided a higher level of ADA paratransit
service than the Federal government requires by servicing a significantly greater area than the
Federal requirement of service within ¼ mile of fixed bus routes. All RTC’s fixed route transit
fleet has bike racks installed and there are numerous bike storage lockers to encourage bicycle
commuters. The Wolf Pass program with UNR subsidizes student and faculty use of the transit
system.
Facilities
Citifare is operated by a private contractor although RTC owns all Citifare facilities and
equipment. RTC is currently building two new transfer stations to replace existing stations;
the new downtown Sparks station broke ground in February 2006, and the Reno transfer
station will also be relocated in the near future because the current facility has been outgrown.
The downtown Reno transfer station has historically accommodated about 80% of all bus
transfers. There is also an existing transfer station at Meadowood Mall.
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Funding
Current funding sources include the Regional Road Impact Fee paid by developers when pulling
building permits, and portions of fuel tax and sales tax. Developers are entitled to fee credits
for the Regional Road Impact Fee if they construct improvements identified in RTC’s CIP or if
they provide right-of-way necessary for those improvements. Funding sources for public transit
includes dedicated sales taxes (recently increased in 2003), and Federal funding for capital.
Paratransit has additional funding from Medicaid and the Washoe Senior Ride program is
subsidized by an Independent Living Grant from the Division for Aging Services and some sales
tax dollars. In 2002 Washoe County voters approved funding for improvements and services
identified in the 2030 Regional Transportation Plan. Region-wide slurry seal contracts over the
last several years have been paid for by some of the new funding from this funding source.
A need is identified in the 2030 Regional Transportation Plan to increase private subsidized
service in the future as RTC will be unable to provide a high quality of traditional fixed-route
service without additional capital and resources.
Standards of Service
The RTC utilizes many measurement standards to track its performance and set goals for the
future. For example, under the Street and Highway Policies in the 2030 Regional
Transportation Plan, there are levels of service standards for certain sections of regional roads,
and the level of service standards are defined by average daily traffic flow rate. Other standards
of service include, but are not limited to1:
♦
♦
♦
♦

Pavement Condition Index (“PCI”) is closely monitored to keep acceptable
standards across the region.
An average safety index is provided by the Nevada Department of
Transportation to locate high accident intersections.
There is a regional road intersection safety index and ranking as intersections are
one of the most important components to measure in terms of congestion.
System performance measures for Citifare (such as annual ridership, passengers
per revenue mile, and farebox recovery ratio).

FUTURE PLANNING
RTC has a 2030 Regional Transportation Plan that serves as the blueprint for planning of
provision of services into the future. One of its key purposes it to meet requirements for
Federal funding. RTC provides the planning services for the entire Primary Transit Network.
They are responsible for the traffic forecasting of Transit Oriented Development (“TOD”)
corridors and infill areas. RTC believes they have a good working relationship with each of the
local agencies. The local agencies provide their land use data to RTC electronically for analysis.
It is important to note that primary service in some development corridors is not included in

Capacity Constraints in Regional Infrastructure Networks

May 1, 2006
5-34

TRANSPORATION - RTC
the 2030 Regional Transportation Plan because the service depends on future land-use and
roadway design decisions.
As described in the 2030 Regional Transportation Plan it is a combination of RTC and local
government responsibility to ensure adequate facilities and amenities are designed and
constructed in new service areas. RTC and the local governments will work together on park
and ride facilities, ensure pedestrian facilities and right-of-way is secured for future needs, and
other planning provisions such as space for bus turnouts, cross-street spacing and so forth to
ensure that public transportation facilities will be in place for future residents and employees.
It is the local government responsibility to provide incentives for landowners to maximize infill
development potential and encourage developers and major employers to provide solutions to
support transit goals within their project areas; however, to the extent that RTC can assist to
increase the non-auto modal split, it will investigate the feasibility of third party vanpooling
programs, encourage employer-based ridesharing programs, and investigate limits on parking
supply to reduce single occupant vehicle trips1.
The planning horizon for regional transportation should be to 30 – 50 years due to the length of
time it takes between planning facilities and having them operational. There is a problem with
facilities outgrowing their capacity due to needs projections being tied to the Consensus
Forecast. There is currently a planning effort for additional Traffic Analysis Zones (“TAZs”) all
the way north into a potential expanded TMSA area and parts of California (Sierra County) all
the way down to Carson City.
RTC does use formulas for rate of growth to forecast services needed for different segments of
the population (for example disabled persons). An interesting point is that CitiLift has grown
twice as fast as all other RTC services. This is due to growth of the senior segment in the
community. There is an issue with many seniors locating away from core urban centers and
needing long rides in to access amenities / services.
Standards that have been set in the 2030 Regional Transportation Plan will be monitored. At
each successive update to the plan, the statistics will be analyzed to determine how well
standards and goals / policies are being achieved. The focus and concentration of planning
effort is on the Primary Transit Network (“PTN”). This is a network of bus routes that are to
be considered permanent using bus rapid transit rather than light rail. The PTN was designed
to coincide with the TOD corridors and those areas with the highest current and/or future
density of population and/or employment.
One of the public transportation element objectives in the 2030 Regional Transportation Plan is
to increase non-auto modal split to 3% by 2012, 4% by 2020 and 6% by 2030. There is also
objective to achieve Bus Rapid Transit (“BRT”) mode share of 20% by 2020 and 30% by 2030
in the BRT corridors.
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Infill Development Areas and Transit Oriented Development Corridors
RTC is required to examine TOD traffic impacts due to National Environmental Protection
Agency standards. Although there is little analysis of transportation needs in the infill and TOD
areas included in the 2030 Regional Transportation Plan, there are many objectives and policies
written to encourage and enhance future focus in these areas. For example, one of the street
and highway policies of the 2030 Regional Transportation Plan is, ‘Prioritize street and highway
funding for capacity improvements to promote in-fill development and higher intensity
development along transit-oriented development corridors and within downtown, regional and
emerging employment centers.’ As another example, under Public Transportation Policies,
‘Expansion of Citifare should focus on increasing productivity consistent with the priorities for
providing service listed in the Truckee Meadows Regional Plan, such as downtown centers,
TODs, regional centers, infill within McCarran.’

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Based on the information provided during the interview and materials referenced below, the
following potential constraints are identified:
Population and Employment Forecasting
♦
♦

Problem of being tied to Consensus Forecast number for each year into the
future. Need to plan for trigger points in certain geographic locations rather
than be tied to a Consensus Forecast number.
Limited review of TOD / infill areas until plans prepared by the local
governments for these areas are more concrete.

Increasing Non-auto Modal Split
♦
♦
♦

The 2030 Regional Transportation Plan requires increase from 2% to 6% nonauto modal share which is a challenge. Concentration where density is so that
average for whole area is 6% (in reality will be much less in more rural areas)
In-fill area community desires and priorities must be weighed with available
funding for new programs.
Requires considerable cooperation between RTC and local governments to
encourage alternative forms of transport for future and existing residents (e.g.
electric car charging stations), particularly in infill development areas. Joint
planning for alternate forms of non-auto and/or single occupancy auto use
facilities (particularly for employees) needs to be conducted early in the
development process.

REFERENCES
1.

Regional Transportation Commission of Washoe County 2030 Regional Transportation
Plan, approved November 18, 2004.
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RENO – TAHOE AIRPORT AUTHORITY

Interview with Dean Schultz, Director of Planning and Environmental Services
February 14, 2006

BACKGROUND
The Reno-Tahoe Airport Authority (“Airport Authority”) is a quasi-municipal corporation
providing for the aviation needs of a widespread (Susanville to Gardnerville, Auburn to
Winnemucca and beyond) regional population, for private and commercial air travel. The
Airport Authority is quasi-municipal because it has eminent domain powers but no taxation
powers. It has an appointed board of 9 citizens (4 – Reno, 2 – County, 2 – Sparks, 1 –
RSCVA). The Airport Authority was created by the State Legislature in 1978 and took over
control of Reno-Tahoe International and Reno-Stead Airports in 1979.

CURRENT OPERATIONS
Each airport has a facility plan that describes its operations.
Reno-Stead Airport
The Reno-Stead Airport encompasses approximately 5,045 acres, part of which was originally
built as a military base in 1941. As a military base, it was closed and opened several times, and
then was transferred to the City of Reno in 1968. Stead has the infrastructure capability to
accommodate commercial aircraft operations. It has a 9,000 ft runway and a 7,600 ft runway;
however, it would need a terminal to be built. It could be used for both passengers and cargo
in the future. The Nevada Army Guard has a base there and the BLM also has a base on the
airport used for aerial firefighting of wildfires. It currently has “fixed base operations” for
fueling, charter aircraft, and maintenance of aircraft. At the moment, it primarily serves
private aviation needs.
Since there are caveats to receiving federal grants, the Airport Authority will never sell land but
will lease it for periods of up to 50 years. The Airport itself needs only about 1,000 acres for
flight operations (runways/taxiways). About 1,000 acres are reserved for aviation land uses
(hangars, refurbishing airplanes for example). This leaves 3,000 acres of which 1,500 acres is
restricted for air race safety reasons leaving non-contiguous pieces of land that can be used for
non-aviation purposes. In some of those parcels, businesses would have to close for a week
during the Air Races (an air racing event held annually in the fall). Infrastructure needs will be
difficult to provide cost effectively as the parcels that can be used are non-contiguous. Now
that a water importation project is proceeding for the North Valleys and Sierra Pacific will have
a 120Kv power line coming through (and there is a gas line), there is long-range potential for
the area to be promoted for nonresidential land uses under lease agreements.
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One potential problem for future development is the lack of roadway access to the Airport.
Access via Stead Blvd, Moya Blvd or Military Rd requires going through residential
neighborhoods and Stead Blvd has a school zone.
Planning for the Reno-Stead Airport tends to be more on an “as needed” basis than Reno-Tahoe
International Airport (RTIA) due to less facility use and needs. Some plans have been delayed
because the demand has not grown aggressively. This is particularly true since September 11,
2001 which has required a greater expenditure of funds to be focused on security needs.
Reno-Tahoe International Airport
The Airport Authority’s prioritization is on safety, security and facility improvements.
Annually, the Airport Authority receives between $10 and $15 million in grants for various
projects from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). For grant funded projects, the
Airport Authority contributes 6.25% of the funding as a local match. Only about 40% of the
terminal building improvements are considered “public space” and are eligible for grant funding
while the remaining 60% is funded with other sources of revenue.
The RTIA full Master Plan was last updated in 1996 and the Airport Authority has concentrated
on more specialized, targeted studies rather than take the entire Master Plan forward. For
example, the runway and taxiways are adequate and have plenty of capacity to serve aviation
needs well into the future, but the terminal will not be able to handle projected passenger
traffic in the future so a number of terminal expansion studies have been done since 1991.
Additional land has been designated as suitable for expansion of cargo operations as needed (130
acres in the southwest corner which would be able to handle up to ten times the amount of
cargo currently handled at Reno-Tahoe). All land use permitting is under the jurisdiction of the
City of Reno. No residential uses are permitted on Airport Authority properties.
The most recent forecasting effort for the Reno-Tahoe International Airport was completed
November 2005. The follow-on document to that is the Terminal Facilities Requirements,
prepared by Airport Authority staff and currently in draft form not yet available to the public.
This latter document identifies future facility needs to accommodate future passenger
enplanement growth from 2.5 million (current) to 6 million. In approximately 10-15 years the
Airport will need supplemental facilities and/or a new terminal. More detailed planning
studies will have to be performed to decide the best course of action (for example whether to
add another building or add on to the current terminal).
The core of the existing terminal facilities was built in 1959. The concourses are too narrow
(75 ft width) compared to current standards (100-120 ft width). As a result, there is not
enough space for concessions on the concourses. There are few services available after passing
through security on the concourses. Since the Nevada National Air Guard has a lease extending
another 50 years, the new terminal would likely be located to the north of the existing one.
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The 5-Year CIPs for both airports are updated every year and submitted to the FAA for grant
funding allocations.
Some data indicates that about one-third of arriving passengers use rental vehicles, one-third to
one-half use public transportation (including taxis and shuttles) and the remainder use private
transportation. It is anticipated that the casinos will continue their shuttle service.

FUTURE PLANNING
The Airport Authority’s planning horizon extends 20 years. They do not rely on the Consensus
Forecast but use their own multiple regression techniques. The primary focus of the Airport
Authority is running airports and non-aviation land development on their properties is a
secondary focus.
Key planning activities at Reno-Tahoe International Airport include:
♦ Terminal expansion
♦ Road access to Southbound SR395 (it is included in Nevada Department of
Transportation’s Freeway Corridor Study and CIP)
♦ Bus and/or light rail connection to the Virginia St Bus Rapid Transit system
♦ Expanded leases for nonresidential land uses, particularly in the south and southwest
areas of the airport, around the extension of Moana Lane.
Key planning activities at Reno-Stead Airport include:
♦ Better road access to the airport
♦ Solution to having to drive through residential neighborhoods to get to US-395
from airport.
The Reno-Stead Airport has no significant new facility needs for a long time. The only shortrange expansion plan for the airport includes adding taxiways so that hangar facilities can be
expanded. The Airport Authority would provide access and rough grade the pads, then
advertise that the pads are available for people to build on and rent. The operation and
maintenance costs of Reno-Stead Airport are subsidized from operations at Reno-Tahoe
International Airport. The FAA provides approximately $2 to $5 million grant funding
annually for public facility projects at Reno-Stead Airport. The Airport Authority provides a
5% local matching share for all FAA grants.
All operations and maintenance costs for running both airports are funded by user fees such as:
♦ Passenger fees,
♦ Airline landing fees (based on weight of aircraft)
♦ Concessions
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♦
♦

Retail, slot machines, rental cars
Parking

There are no local tax dollars assessed to support the operation and maintenance of the airports.
Airfield pavements are designed to have a useful life of 20 years. Runways have 3 feet of fill
with 18 inches of concrete on top. The Reno-Tahoe International Airport can handle very large
planes such as Boeing 747s. The Reno-Stead Airport handles planes up to Boeing 737 size.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Based on the information provided during the interview and materials referenced below, the
following potential constraints are identified:
Transportation Links
♦
♦

♦

In the long-term there is a need for better transportation links to both the RenoStead and Reno-Tahoe International Airports.
Reno-Tahoe International will require better mass transit opportunities and facilities
(connection to Bus Rapid Transit or a Light Rail system) and a dedicated onramp to
US-395 South.
Reno-Stead Airport needs an alternate access route to avoid the residential
neighborhoods between the terminal facility and the nearest major road, US-395.

New Infrastructure Expense
♦

♦

Due to safety reasons, particularly due to the Air Races at Reno-Stead Airport,
development of available land to lease for non-residential uses is limited. Parcels
that could be developed are not always contiguous, creating a challenge for efficient
use of new infrastructure, and driving up its cost.
New infrastructure costs will only be funded by the FAA for the public-benefit
portion of the project. Leased non-residential uses of land would not be funded by
the FAA. The Airport Authority must issue Revenue bonds for these projects.

REFERENCES
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Terminal Area Master Plan for Reno/Tahoe International Airport, February 2002.
Aviation Forecast Update 2005, November 2005.
Airport Master Plan for Reno Cannon International Airport, October 1991.
Reno Stead Airport Terminal Area Development Plan, January 1998.
Final Development Plan for Reno Stead Airport, 1994.
Airport Capital Improvement Plan, January 2006.
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5.6

SCHOOLS
WASHOE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

5.6.1

Interview with Mark Stanton, Capital Projects and Planning Administrator,
Joe Gabica, New Facility Planning Manager & Mike Boster, School Planner
February 10, 2006

BACKGROUND
The Washoe County School District (“School District”) is responsible to provide educational
needs for the entire County, including Incline Village, Gerlach, Empire, and Wadsworth for
children grades K-12. The School District accomplishes this with 61 elementary schools, a
special education school, 15 middle schools, and 12 comprehensive high schools plus the
Truckee Meadows Community College (TMCC) High School, Washoe High School (an
alternative school) and the Regional Technical Institute.

CURRENT OPERATIONS
The School District has undergone huge change since 1985, doubling in size. School
enrollment has increased from 29,100 in 1970 to 62,100 in 2004, and was 62,400 September
2005 including charter schools1. The average student yield is .25 students per home. In 2005
school enrollment dipped sharply with average enrollment across the district growing half a
percent whereas previously it had been between 3 – 3.5%. The School District uses GIS to
pinpoint exactly where the students are coming from for each school based on detailed
information from the County Assessor’s office.
Student Yields:
♦
♦
♦

0.25 / unit overall
0.365 / unit in the North Valleys
0.112 / unit in the Northwest

Enrollment projections are based on regions. There are 15 planning areas from Gerlach to
Incline. Some schools are on traditional track and others are on multi-track. Of the
elementary schools, eight are on a multi-track, year-round schedule and 11 operate on a singletrack, year-round schedule. The multi-track schools have capacity for more students but also
require a lot of storage space. The off-track teachers have to store their materials. At any one
time, 3 of 4 tracks will be in attendance. The older schools are not able to accommodate this
schedule because of inadequate facilities. They have standard new building specs for elementary
schools and are developing them for middle and high schools.

Capacity Constraints in Regional Infrastructure Networks

May 1, 2006
5-41

WASHOE COUNTY SCHOOLS
“Attendance zones” is the terminology to describe the geographic area from which schools pull
students. This is an ethnical, socio-economic balance that needs to be made. The School
District is currently redrawing the attendance zones for elementary schools.
The School District recently completed a Vision 2015 Process facilitated by the Americas
School House Council. Community members and leaders were invited to a series of meetings
and exercises. As a result, the School District will be changing their grade configuration from
K-6, 7-8, 9-12 to K-5, 6-8, 9-12. There was a lot of interest in the community to have a
Career Technical School (this is not a vocational school but allows students to make clear career
choices). Schools are exercising different options to the traditional set-up. For example, Hug
High is now a school within a school (4 x 400 students rather than 1600 students), separated by
year (freshmen, sophomore, etc). This brings more personalization between student and
teacher and less travel time between buildings.
Per NRS 278 developers are required to submit their development plan to the School District.
The School District informs the developer whether they need a school site on the property then
the developer is required by the planning commission to designate/ set aside land for the
school. The school district has one week to review the plans. Review is performed by civil
engineers who are qualified to perform the work but do not always have a planning perspective
(thinking about things such as how the children will get to school from a particular subdivision.
For example, sound walls create barriers such that the kids have to go out their subdivision and
around to reach the school by foot). The School District has to pay for that property in an
amount not to exceed fair market value. If the School District does not build on the property
within 10 years it reverts back to the property owner.
The School District pays all associated school development fees including annexation fees.
Schools are required to finance all off-site improvements too. The School District has to fund
all of this through existing revenue sources which means less can be put into the schools
themselves.
Funding
The School District has the ability to sell bonds every other year. Bonds are for capital needs
only. A change occurred in 2002 when the voters authorized the School District to have a
Rollover Bond (which was authorized by State legislature in 1996). This change should have
made school funding more stable by establishing a cap for taxes and allowing the School District
to issue bonds without voter approval every time within a 10-year window. The tax cap is up
to 38.85 cents per $100 of assessed value. Whenever bonds are retired, new bonds can be sold
to keep topping up to the tax cap.
There are 3 layers of governance to authorize bond sales:
1.
2.
3.

Board of Trustees of the School District
An Oversight Panel
Nevada Debt Management Commission
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An example of funding in school feeder system provided during the interview:
♦
♦

Just under 1.4 elementary schools feed a middle school
Just over 1.5 middle schools feed a high school

In total, 7,600 seating capacity is needed in this feeder system for one high school. It takes
approximately 30,000 homes to generate this many students. There is $150 million bonding
capacity from the 30,000 homes but school construction costs for this example system are $196
million, leaving a funding gap of $47 million.
Currently the School District uses the bonding capacity from older communities (as old bond
issues are retired) and pay as you go revenue from new development. The School District has
to bus the kids from new development to existing schools as long as possible because growth is
not paying for itself. With more revenue from new growth they could phase some new
construction and new development could be self-sufficient. Another problem is the recent
escalation in construction costs between planning for the facilities and obtaining bond revenue
to build the facilities.

FUTURE PLANNING
Historically the School District has not been a big player at the planning table but this is starting
to change with more strategic planning being conducted internally. The School District was
following development with portables at existing schools but this mentality is changing.
Historically the School District has conducted Master Planning with a 5-Yr window. Rollover
Bond ability would have made financing and planning for future improvements more
predictable and stable but with the passage of Assembly Bill 489 in April 2005, it is difficult to
predict what the bond capacity is. The School District now has to balance future planning
internally very carefully. How should they reserve bonding capacity for newer schools versus
renewal of facilities in older schools? The School District has always been behind the curve in
constructing new schools, exacerbated by a bond failing in 1996. Since 1987 money has been
directed to new schools leaving the older schools with fewer resources.
With changing technology, school classroom needs changed rapidly and standards of facilities
also changed rapidly. Facility needs assessments are conducted every 18 months. There is a
central database system that keeps track of the conditions of every school, the Facilities Systems
Construction Index (“FSCUS”). A group of inspectors keeps the database updated. In 2002
approximately $100 million of needs were identified; much of this has now been addressed.
Rehabilitating and bringing older schools up to date with technological changes is a big
challenge as school programs change. The guidelines for evaluating older schools are constantly
shifting. The FSCUS only addresses deferred maintenance, not new curriculum needs. Even
things such as size and quality of learning spaces have changed. The older schools need to be
brought up to current standards to entice developers to build in the older core areas. There is a
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dilemma whether to tear down older schools and completely rebuild. This is what is often
done in Southern Nevada. If they want to gain capacity in the schools, this is really what they
need to do because they do not gain any capacity by bringing schools up to current building
standards. In addition, there has been a marked shift in the demographics of the community.
The School District is uncertain what is happening and needs another year of data before
making more planning projections to see if last year’s decline in enrollment is really a trend or
an anomaly. Some areas have been experiencing growth of 5 – 6% (this is the outlying areas).
Some schools in the inner / core areas are under capacity.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Based on the information provided during the interview and materials referenced below, the
following potential constraints are identified:
Capital Funding
♦

♦
♦

Off-site Improvements. The School District is required to put in all facilities
including roads, signals and intersection improvements off-site. Developers
ahead of them aren’t required to put them in. This is largely due to the lack of
knowledge where the school sites will be in early stages of development
planning.
Revenue Stream uncertainty due to the recent cap on assessed value (AB 489).
No requirement for developer contribution for Counties 50,000 to 400,000
population (Southern Nevada receives Residential Construction Tax for schools
as the County has a population greater than 400,000).

Shifting Demographics
♦
♦

Lower growth in student enrollment in the past year indicates less students per
household (either older age groups, investment homes not lived in, or other)
With greater student yields from housing in suburban areas than in the core
developed areas, the older schools now have greater underutilized capacity
which may result in the need to bus children around more. This is not
desirable. An alternative is altering attendance zone boundaries (also not
desirable).

Other Issues
♦
♦

Rapidly changing technology challenge for older schools.
Landscaping requirements by the local governments. They aren’t consistent and
a tremendous amount of landscaping is required that has to be irrigated.

REFERENCES
1.

Washoe County School District website: www.washoe.k12.nv.us.
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5.7.1

PARKS AND RECREATION
CITY OF RENO PARKS, RECREATION, AND COMMUNITY
SERVICES DEPARTMENT

Interview with Nanette Smejkal, Director
February 1, 2006

BACKGROUND
The City of Reno Parks and Recreation Department (“Reno Parks and Rec”) provides park
facilities and programs for its residents. Under Nevada Revised Statute 278.150 the City of
Reno’s responsibilities include provision of a recreation plan encompassing park land,
pathways, open space, playground and other recreation areas1.

CURRENT OPERATIONS
Planning for parks needs is partly addressed in the Reno Master Plan and partly addressed
through each special planning area as they come in (Planned Unit Developments for example).
There is no one single master document used by Reno Parks and Rec.
Areas of responsibility include maintenance of landscaping strips. If there is no homeowners
association (HOA) to do this, then the City contracts this out. Medians and sound walls are
maintained by Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT). Reno Parks and Rec is not
keen on pocket parks unless homeowner associations maintain them. They may serve as
trailheads and passive recreation areas but certainly are not counted in-lieu of neighborhood and
community parks. The City does not want to be in the business of maintaining pocket parks.
In 1997 a facility needs analysis projected a deficiency at that time, based on National
Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) standards, of at least 600 acres of park land1. Facility
needs pointed to lack of tennis courts, multi-purpose playfields, trails, and activity centers in
particular at that time, and an abundance of picnic areas. Needs projected through 2015
indicated development of at least 1,000 acres of community parks, 200 acres of neighborhood
parks, 105 tennis courts, 52 acres of playing fields, and 70 acres of baseball/softball fields,
among other needs1. Some private facilities are currently filling the needs gap. For example, St
Mary’s Fitness/ Pool center, the YMCA, and Boys and Girls Club provide recreation
opportunities and programs. There is a need for multiuse facilities for existing residents.

Reno Parks and Rec is directed, per City Code Section 18.14.040, to conduct a continuing
study of population trends and concentrations as well as of neighborhood development
throughout the city and shall, at least once every three years, submit recommendations to the
city council, based on such study, suggesting any changes, either in number or boundary
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locations, which may be necessary to insure that monies collected from the residential
construction tax are expended for the benefit of the residents within the district from which
they were collected2.
Funding
The 2004 Reno Master Plan section 2-99 states, “The challenges of meeting community needs
and wants within current limited resources and funding require a new and innovative
approach.”
Developers can get credit for dedication of property for neighborhood park use. The amount
of credit, up to 100% of the RCT, is determined by City Council. Developers are entitled to
compensation of fair market value for the value of unimproved or improved land that exceeds
the RCT which would otherwise have been collected3. However, a developer may donate land
and/or improvements exceeding the value of RCT.
Standards of Service
There is a set standard of 5 acres per 1,000 population for neighborhood parks but no set
standard for community parks, facilities, trails or cultural needs. Washoe County provides
regional parks. Reno Parks and Rec is currently undertaking analysis to determine future
objectives for requirements of new development. The objectives will be based largely on
community input.

FUTURE PLANNING
City Council wants to decentralize many City services and facilities, for example, police and
fire. The City is looking to house joint-use government facilities in growing areas of the City.
There may be good opportunities to provide community centers and recreation amenities at
these sites as part of a “Campus concept”.
In the older parts of the City, the neighborhood parks standard is not being met. Opportunities
do exist to change this, including RETRAC corridor opportunities and Truckee River
enhancements (working in cooperation with the Nevada Commission on Tourism). For infill
areas in particular, there is opportunity to leverage for park areas through development
agreements with the redevelopment agency. Pocket parks would be viable in downtown. In
addition UNR plans for a “Commons Area” downtown which may be included in recreation
opportunities for Reno residents.
Parks planning is mostly done by the Community Development Department. Reno Parks and
Rec is informed of progress and given all pertinent information as planning proceeds. There is
a desire for greater coordination at an earlier point in the process, particularly as quantity and
quality of parks and recreation areas is negotiated between local government and developer in
Nevada.
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Reno Parks and Rec recognizes that Washoe County is “in the business” of regional parks and
larger open space areas and feels that they have the best resources to develop these community
amenities. Open space that is improved to provide active or passive recreation may be
considered in whole or part as neighborhood or community park to meet park standards. The
City is currently developing an Open Space and Greenbelt Plan (project managed by the
Community Development Department). This document will provide policies for City Council
to adopt. The focus is on the Truckee River and North-South spine park system, connecting to
regional trails in the County and Sparks.
An expanded TMSA would be a major hurdle for Reno Parks and Rec. The areas of potential
annexation touch resources and habitat that may be best handled by the County. Reno Parks
and Rec is very keen to develop more facilities jointly with the School District.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Based on the information provided during the interview and materials referenced below, the
following potential constraints are identified:
Outdated Facility Planning
♦
♦
♦
♦

No single Master Plan document for Reno Parks and Rec.
The last facility needs analysis was prepared for Measure Y in 2000-2001. The
status of facilities to population needs have not recently been quantified.
No updated park facility inventory. Last updated 1997.
The City is working on establishing community objectives in additional to
having the neighborhood park standard.

Funding
♦
♦
♦
♦

Lack of adequate funding to replace obsolete facilities or build new facilities.
Cost of water rights to develop park facilities.
Annual assessment of budget needs.
Reduced RCT funding, capped at $1,000 per residential unit now lagged behind
inflation and other rising costs.

Lack of Community Buy-in
♦

Failed Measure Y in 2001 to build needed facilities for existing residents.
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REFERENCES
1.

City of Reno Master Plan, amended July 2004.

2.

Reno Municipal Code Section 18.14.040. Creation of neighborhood park and park
facilities districts.

3.

Reno Municipal Code Chapter 18.14 Development of Park, Playground and
Recreational Facilities.

4.

Fact Sheet on the City of Reno’s $40 million bond request for Recreation, Aquatics and
Community Cultural Facilities.

5.

Parks, Recreation and Community Services Park Facility Inventory and Assessment –
Park List, unknown date of completion.
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5.7.2

CITY OF SPARKS PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

Interview with Stan Sherer, Director
February 6, 2006

BACKGROUND
The Sparks Parks and Recreation Department (“Sparks Parks and Rec”) provides safe outdoor
play areas and numerous recreation programs for its citizens1. Non-Sparks residents may also
use Sparks’ facilities.

CURRENT OPERATIONS
The last comprehensive Park and Recreation Plan was adopted in August 1997. This plan
addressed park and facility needs, and provided recommended service levels. Park needs are
assessed based on a balance of land availability, trends and community wants, and financial
feasibility. The 1997 Plan population forecasts were based on the 1990 Census and
demographics were considered. In particular, it was noted at that time that Sparks had a
slightly younger population than Reno or the County and a slightly higher household median
income. Population projections were for the entire Sparks planning area (including Sphere of
Influence) at an annual growth rate of 1%. By 2006 Sparks was anticipated to have a population
of 77,000, and by 2015, a population of 89,0002.
Using proposed standards (acres per 1,000 population), total park needs were projected
through 2015. At the time the Park and Recreation Plan was undertaken, Sparks had facility
ratios far exceeding the national standard for most facilities with the exception of trails and
swimming pools.
The Department conducts participant exit surveys on a continual basis. Sparks has a 40% - 50%
participant base that is non-Sparks users. Non-Sparks users pay 15% more than Sparks
residents for recreation programs and use of facilities.
Funding
Parks and Recreation is a Revenue Fund. The Revenue fund is comprised of transfers from the
City’s General Fund and generation of user fees. There is a Trails impact fee for Northern
Sparks Sphere of Influence (“NSSOI fee”) to construct a regional (within Sparks) trail.
Standards of Service
Sparks Parks and Rec’s goal is to provide a neighborhood park within a half-mile of every home
in Sparks. This goal is being met in the newly developed areas of the City but is not being met
in the West end of Sparks which encompasses the older parts of the City. The City does not
use National Recreation and Park Association standards. The goal is for all residents to be able
to walk to nearby facilities.
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Neighborhood parks, which are typically one to three acres in size, are scattered throughout the
City based on the goal stated above. Community parks, some of which are more regional in
nature, are generally located away from residential areas due to noise and light concerns by
residents.

FUTURE PLANNING
Sparks Parks and Rec is very involved in planning of future developments. During the planning
review stage the Parks Handbook is followed. Developers are required to enter into a
development agreement before building permits are issued. The development agreement
specifies when the parks associated with the new development must be built (triggered by
number of pulled building permits). The developer must build the park improvements to City
design and specification. The developer is credited the Residential Construction Tax (“RCT”)
up to a cap of $1,000 per residential unit. The City is split into 3 Districts for purposes of
tracking RCT receipts and expenditures.
Park locations are negotiated between the developer and City but tend to be in less readilydeveloped land due to the Nevada Revised Statute requirement that the City purchase the land
from the developer. In Sparks, the developer is required to build the park facilities, and if the
RCT credit is greater than the developer’s cost to improve the park site, the remaining amount
is considered payment for the land.
Sparks is in the process of improving two new community park sites under the BLM Recreation
and Public Purposes Act, one 450-acre site and one 270-acre site, the majority of which areas
will be for passive recreation. Sparks is not pursuing joint use of facilities with schools. While
Sparks does utilize their facilities for indoor facilities (before and after school programs), the
outdoor opportunities are limited due to scheduling challenges.
For new neighborhood parks there are no restrooms and as few structures as possible due to
maintenance issues (vandalism) and police also prefer to take away the attraction for loiterers
and criminal activity. There is no encouragement of pocket parks. Pocket parks are
maintenance intensive and do not provide enough space for activities that can be run by Sparks
Parks and Rec. Developments may have pocket parks provided they maintain them through a
homeowners association (HOA), or they may be included in an Assessment District similar to
many of the landscaped parkways in the City.
For increased density of population in the infill areas, there is little opportunity to have outdoor
recreation areas within a walkable distance. A new building is currently underway opposite the
library in the West end of town. This community center will have a strong educational
component (such as computer lab) as well as recreation component specifically to cater to the
residents of this area, who generally have lower incomes than the rest of Sparks.
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There are changing desires within the community with less emphasis on athletic opportunities.
In particular, Sparks Parks and Rec is managing multiple child care activities. For year-round
enrolled school children, there is an intercession program at the Sparks Parks and Rec offices
and for traditional schedule enrolled school children Sparks has a Summer Outburst program.
Funding plans for the future include the use of STAR bonds for a private developer to mitigate
impacts around the Sparks Marina and move current facilities located on Sparks Blvd to a new
450-acre BLM site. STAR bonds would finance the initial construction of playing field facilities
at this site. Artificial turf would be required to have operational facilities in a timely manner.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Sparks Parks and Rec looks for innovative solutions to its many challenges in providing its
residents with a variety of indoor and outdoor passive and active recreation opportunities.
Based on the information provided during the interview and materials referenced below,
following potential constraints are identified:
Funding
♦
♦
♦

Local governments are required to compensate developers for park land.
Cap of $1,000 per unit RCT for park development.
Limited funds for Parks and Recreation requires concerted marking effort and
reliance on voluntary participation to run recreation programs.

Outdated Facility Planning
♦
♦
♦
♦

Last comprehensive parks and recreation plan was adopted in 1997.
No specific planning for targeted increased density areas such as infill areas and
TOD corridors. Potential difficulty in meeting parks needs of increased density
in these areas.
No open space requirements.
No anticipation of future population based on formulas such as persons per
household.

REFERENCES
1.

Sparks Parks and Recreation Annual Report 2004-2005.

2.

City of Sparks Comprehensive Park and Recreation Plan, August 1997.

3.

Sparks Parks and Rec Fall and Winter 2005-2006 Activity Guide.
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WASHOE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Interview with Doug Doolittle, Director
February 22nd, 2006

BACKGROUND
The Washoe County Department of Parks and Recreation (WC Parks) focuses on facilities that
are regional in nature, looking for linkages with trails and open space planning in all areas of the
County. Examples of regional parks include the North Valleys Regional Sports Complex,
Rancho San Rafael Regional Park, Lazy 5 Regional Park, Bartley Ranch Regional Park, Bowers
Mansion Regional Park, and many others.
WC Parks also gets involved in what might be considered suburban park planning for growth
that takes place in the unincorporated areas of the County. In these areas, WC Parks might be
responsible for facilities such as neighborhood parks and ball fields. Construction of park
facilities is paid for through the Residential Construction Tax (up to $1,000/unit). The County
seeks to leverage this funding source as a matching grant fund whenever possible to expand the
types of facilities that can be constructed. Other funding sources include State Question 1
(open space and trailheads), Southern Nevada Public Lands Management Act (sensitive lands
and open space acquisition), State of Nevada trails grants, Federal Highway transportation
funds, and Division of Forestry tree grants.

FUTURE PLANNING
WC Parks evaluates the needs to each District individually. Each region is unique and offers
different recreational opportunities and needs. There are no specific criteria applied in the
development of the master plans. WC Parks is currently updating each of the park master
plans, the Washoe County Park Districts are as follows:
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

District 1A: Verdi, Mogul, Belli Ranch, Peavine Mountain, and Northwest
Reno
District 1B: West Truckee Meadows, Hunter Creek, Alum Creek, Bartley /
Anderson Ranch
District 1C/D: Southwest Truckee Meadows, Arrowcreek, Thomas & Whites
Creek, Callahan Ranch, Galena, Montreaux, Davis Creek, Slide Mountain / Mt.
Rose area
District 2A: North Valleys, Lemmon Valley, Cold Springs, Rancho Haven, Red
Rock, Silver Knolls
District 2B/C: Spanish Springs, East Truckee Canyon, Gerlach, Warm Springs
District 2D: Sun Valley
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♦
♦

District 3A/B: Hidden Valley, South Truckee Meadows, Virginia Foothills, Toll
Road, Steamboat
District 3C: Washoe Valley, Pleasant Valley, Jumbo Grade

Funding
Operations and maintenance is funded through the County General Fund, with the exception of
a few facilities that operate under an Enterprise Fund. Examples include the Wilbur D. May
Center and Washoe County Golf Course.
Washoe County Code requires that the Residential Construction Tax must be applied for
construction of facilities within the District where it originated. There are four Park Districts
within the County, and a number of Sub-districts with each district. The districts are identified
in Washoe County Code Section 20.459. The WC Parks department is currently updating all
of its Parks District Master Plans with a completion schedule of late Spring or early Summer
2006.

REFERENCES
NONE
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5.8
5.8.1

WASTE MANAGEMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DEPARTMENT OF WASHOE
COUNTY

Interview with Jeanne Rucker, Solid Waste Manager,
March 9, 2006

BACKGROUND
The Solid Waste Management Program is administered by Environmental Health Services, a
division of the Department of District Health that oversees all matters involving solid waste in
Washoe County, including monitoring waste collection and disposal; enforcing regulations
involving permits; landfill and transfer station operations and importation of out-of-state
municipal solid waste. Staff also develops and implements public education campaigns for
waste reduction, reuse and recycling and the purchase of environmentally friendly products1.
The County does not handle hazardous waste.
Washoe County provides information on the current operations and future planning for solid
waste as best tracked per regulatory requirements. Provision of solid waste service, including
door-to-door and business collection, operation of waste treatment, hauling and disposal is
privately operated based on franchise agreements with each of the local governments, including
each general improvement district. To gain a thorough description of solid waste operations
within the region would require interviewing these providers in addition to District Health.

CURRENT OPERATIONS
Garbage collection service is provided by the following companies, all of which are under the
umbrella of Waste Management, a world-wide disposal company:
Reno Disposal
329-8822
Serving the City of Reno

Sparks Sanitation
329-8822
Serving the City of Sparks

Incline Village Sanitation Independent Sanitation
831-2971
329-8822
Serving Incline Village Residents Serving Washoe County Residents
Capital Sanitation
882-2280
Serving Washoe Valley Residents
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Waste Management also owns and operates, under Washoe County permits, one regional
landfill at Lockwood (located in Storey County) and three transfer stations in Washoe County:
one in Stead, Reno, one on Commercial Row in Reno, and one in Incline Village. In addition
there is a biohazardous waste facility for “infectious waste treatment” (such as bodily fluids,
pathological fluids, vet by-products, and needles) also located on Commercial Row.
Lockwood Regional Landfill
Washoe County oversees and permits all solid waste handling for Washoe and Storey Counties.
The landfill has been operating since the early 1960’s; originally there were two landfills – one
in Washoe and one in Storey County. With the implementation of Subtitle D regulation in the
early 1990’s investment was made at Lockwood to comply with the new regulations and the
Washoe County landfill was closed. The Lockwood landfill was permitted compliant with
Subtitle D in 1995. The landfill operations are governed by an interlocal agreement between
Washoe and Storey Counties. Washoe County provides the technical oversight and regulatory
approvals for the operation of the landfill and Storey County is responsible for land use and
approving any expansion of the landfill with a special use permit. This interlocal agreement
dates back to 1980.
Waste Management began to market Lockwood to other regional markets because of Subtitle D
which created a shortage of landfills in the greater region. For example, the City of Sacramento
in California, Lyon and Douglas Counties and portions of Carson City in Nevada also utilize the
landfill. Washoe County District Health has to approve any new contracts with municipalities
to bring their waste to the Lockwood landfill.
Washoe County has a requirement of Waste Management that when there is only 20 years of
life left at Lockwood, they have to give notice of intent what they intend to do. Early March
2006 District Health received a letter from Waste Management stating that as of the last aerial
analysis of the property, they estimate 20.46 years of life left. This estimate is based on current
day loads to the landfill and would be considerably shorter if more contracts are approved with
other regional entities to take their waste. An illustration of this is that in 1995 there was 75
years of life left. Now that the landfill serves a greater region it has doubled the amount of
waste being taken in to about 5,500 tones per day currently.
The Lockwood site has land to expand but a special use permit is needed from Storey County.
A zoning change has been approved but there is opposition from the local residents who feel the
expansion should be to the south rather than the north. Currently, Storey County ordinances
need to be changed to allow the expansion to happen. This should be complete in the next few
weeks. There is an economic aspect to this landfill as it supplies a large funding source for
Storey County. A better rate was negotiated to allow the project to move forward.
The existing permit is for the 1500 acre site with a footprint of 550 acres (this is what the
landfill is engineered for). There is an additional 4,000 acres around the existing site. Garbage
is mounded 45 ft high x 200ft long and these ‘cells’ are tied together going up 7 benches
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(benches are different lengths/size depending on the shape of the canyon). WM scrapes dirt to
fill over the waste but there are no trenches dug. There is 1 operational bioremediation pond
to treat petroleum waste and they grind asphalt for use on the landfill. They also chip wood to
sell to power plants. Industrial waste is accepted with permit from Washoe County.
The landfill has already had improvements made to accommodate the expansion. A new road
has been put in and the access site rerouted. There is a new bridge at Mustang so that the main
traffic is not going through Lockwood. WM had to build the road and Storey County and
Nevada Department of Transportation put the bridge in.
Transfer Stations
The three existing transfer stations were built strategically to provide cost effective service.
With the growth of development spreading, particularly in the South and North (Spanish
Springs), there is a need for new transfer stations. One site in the South is at the corner of Mt
Rose Highway and US 395. A couple of problems with this site include the buckwheat plant,
which grows on the site and has to be protected, and traffic at such a major intersection. It is a
10 acre site. WM needs to identify a site up in Spanish Springs. This has not yet been done.
The Commercial Row biohazardous waste facility “cooks” the waste, and once clean, that waste
is also sent to the transfer station. This site has also accepted greater volume of waste from
other areas such as the Central Valley in California since it meets air quality standards and is
looking to expand. Nationally, these facilities are typically incinerators that struggle to meet air
quality standards and consequently many of them have had to close. Waste Management’s
biohazardous waste facility steam sterilizes.
Franchises
Waste Management operates under the different companies listed above and has franchise
agreements with each City and GID. The County Ordinances and municipal codes mandate
service, although in Washoe County there are certain requirements for eligibility for
exemption. Persons receiving exemptions from the County are subject to periodic inspections.
Some of these franchise agreements are due for renewal soon (Sparks is due in 2007). Each
franchise has slightly different terms. Some interpretations of these agreements has recently
required clarification. In Sparks WM has exclusive rights for garbage only. Garbage is anything
food or anything that has touched food whereas rubbish and trash is most items such as paper,
weeds, cardboard (any debris that has not touched food).
WM owns its own fleet. They are now revising routes to be most efficient as they recently
installed new software to do this. This has resulted in better service as collection times were
getting late.
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FUTURE PLANNING
Development process for either commercial or residential has to go through the Health
Department for review. Developments now have to provide a will-serve letter from WM.
This was instigated just 5-6 years ago because properties were being built that the garbage
collection trucks could not access. For example, a certain street radius is required for their
equipment and multi-family complexes need an enclosure for dumpsters.
Difficulty in getting new transfer station sites include:
♦
♦
♦

Visibility (don’t want to look like a transfer station)
Traffic
Political challenges

Transfer stations just need local permits unless there are any groundwater issues in which case
the site needs a State discharge permit from Nevada Department of Environmental Protection
(“NDEP”). If standards are met, this water can be discharged to the sewer system. No
hazardous materials are kept at these transfer stations. The County inspects them and charges
permit fees to Waste Management.
WM is not required to share their service plans with the County but they have got much better
about providing information and the County works with WM consultants as lot.
The 1980 interlocal agreement expires June 30, 2007. The interpretation of the 1995
agreement was that Washoe County is the Solid Waste Authority for Storey County but that
may change. If the permitting authority for the expansion at Lockwood changes from Washoe
County to Storey County, permits will have to be issued by NDEP as only Washoe County and
Southern Nevada Health District have this authority. The rest of the state is covered by NDEP.
Storey County does restrict the Lockwood landfill from receiving waste from States other than
neighboring States. A railroad spur could be built to service the landfill. There is a landfill
south of Fallon that is providing some competition.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Based on the information provided during the interview and materials referenced below, the
following potential constraints are identified:
Private System
♦

The waste management in Washoe County is operated by a private company
responsible to its share holders for performance. To maintain a competitive
advantage, planning efforts are guarded closely and only shared as required with
the local government. Although Washoe County should have sufficient capacity
at facilities to serve its population well into the future, District Health relies on
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information released by Waste Management, making long-range planning
difficult.
Permitting Authority
♦

Complexity of Interlocal Agreement with Storey County. Storey County
responsible for approving land use decisions, Washoe County responsible for
permitting the landfill expanded operations.

Other Issues
♦
♦
♦
♦

Community opposition to expanding current sites and/or their operations size.
Locating suitable sites for new transfer stations for developing areas.
Distances traveled from collection point to transfer station(s); new transfer
stations needed.
New infrastructure timing difficulties based on future demand projections.

REFERENCES
1.

Washoe County website: www.washoecounty.us
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LAW ENFORCEMENT

5.9.1

CITY OF RENO POLICE DEPARTMENT

Interview with Michael Poehlman, Chief
February 1, 2006

BACKGROUND
The City of Reno Police Department (“Reno Police”) provides for public safety policing needs
of its citizens, visitors to Reno, and a transient population.

CURRENT OPERATIONS
Facilities
The Reno Police Department has one main facility located at 455 E. 2nd St in Reno and three
“storefront” stations, one at 3905 Neil Rd, one at 199 E. Plaza St, and one at 10555 Stead Blvd.
The main station was built in the 1940’s and does not include holding facilities for prisoners.
All prisoners go to the County Jail at 911 Parr Boulevard.
Staffing
Beats are drawn based on calls for service. Beat boundaries may be different depending on
location (i.e. small in intensely developed areas, larger in more rural or affluent areas). These
are revised from time to time. One officer works the river bed (for the homeless). Reno
Police has a program whereby they pay for bus tickets home for about 600-700 persons per
year. Two officers are assigned to crisis intervention (mental issues).
For downtown business owners there is an additional tax which partially funds 20 officers
downtown (bike/ foot patrol). There is also a Motel Interdiction Team (2 officers assigned to
Motels to combat organized crime and other criminal activities). There are a couple of other
‘hot spots’ in town too (Pat Baker Park Area off 9th St for example).
Funding
The City does a 3-5 year CIP which can be obtained from the City Public Works Department.
There is no impact fee charged to developers for police facilities. There is no requirement for
developers to provide land for police / public facilities.
Standards of Service
Response to Emergency 1 (life and death situation) calls – 5 minutes. The 5 minute time
period includes travel time from the officer getting the call to arriving on scene. It does not
include the dispatch time.
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Unallocated/uncommitted time - 30% per sworn police offer. This time could be spent on
proactive activities rather than response to calls for service.
Reno Police does not use a standard number of officers per 1,000 population although this is
tracked. They have a ratio of 1.7 per 1,000 population (which is also the average for the States
west of Mississippi). The department feels it is more important to get response time down than
to concentrate on this standard.

FUTURE PLANNING
Planning is currently underway to build and operate three Community Service Centers
(“CSC”)s. The south site has been identified in a new development in Damonte Ranch. The
developers are dedicating 6 acres of land for the CSC. (As part of the negotiation, the
developer has been granted a variance to increase density in the area). The police function of
the CSC is the main focus, with fire facilities and recreation facilities added to the campus over
time.
The police are looking at 60,000 square feet for their portion of the building in the South, and
45,000 sq ft in the North. The CSCs would allow the police to redeploy officers to the new
buildings. Some functions such as robbery, homicide, sex crimes, and the street enforcement
team would remain at the main station. Space at the current main station could house officers if
there is increased need with greater population from infill development projects. The main
station may also relocate closer to Keystone Avenue; this is currently being discussed with the
City Council. Financing plans to build and equip these new stations are being discussed and
include a quarter cent sales tax and a bond (subject to voter approval) for total costs of
approximately $18 million.
Reno Police is kept abreast of future development potential and is aware of new developments
far to the north that may be annexed into the City of Reno. Police would require a satellite
station that houses officers (similar to what Washoe County currently has for rural area sheriff
services) to serve this potential development.
For all new stations, there is a need to plan for issues such as where to site a station, dealing
with access to arterials and local roads. In addition, there has to be consideration for rush hour
/ other peak hours affecting efficiency of response to calls for service.
A priority for future new infrastructure investment is in security (per increased levels of
security since 9/11). Currently there is little to no funding available for these improvements.
Some federal grants are available but they do not cover the full cost of the improvements.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Based on the information provided during the interview and materials referenced below, the
following potential constraints are identified:
Centralized Facilities
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♦
♦
♦

Inefficient use of sworn police offer time in travel to/from sites
Delay of response due to non-contiguous development
Delay to response due to congestion of roads during peak-hour traffic

Capital Funding
♦
♦
♦

No impact fee for police facilities associated with new development
If growth paid for itself, police could plan ahead better.
Lag between training officers and putting them on the job – 18 months. Need
to hire ahead of facilities being constructed.

Call Volume
♦
♦
♦

Increased housing densities increase call volume
Demographics, in particular low income affect call volume
Increased density with liquor establishments increases call volume (one store in
an area will increase calls by 60%)

REFERENCES
1.

Reno Police Department Memo to the City Council, November 10, 2005, “Community
Services Officer Staffing Five Year Plan Update and Recommendations”.

2.

Staff Report to the City Council, August 10, 2005, “Location of a Central Police Facility
as part of a Community Service Center”.

3.

Reno Police Department Five Year Staffing Recommendations, FY 05-06 through
10/11, prepared November 17, 2004.

4.

Staff Report to the City Council, December 14, 2005, “Location of a Northern Police
Facility as part of a Community Service Center.”
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CITY OF SPARKS POLICE DEPARTMENT

Interview with John Dotson, Chief, and Robin Pagni, Deputy Chief
March 22, 2006

BACKGROUND
The City of Sparks Police Department (“Sparks Police”) provides for public safety policing
needs of its citizens, visitors to Sparks, and a transient population.

CURRENT OPERATIONS
Facilities
Sparks Police has one main facility located at 1701 E. Prater Way in Sparks. This facility was
built in 1992 and it houses all the police operations, including all specialized equipment. There
is no holding facility for prisoners who all go to the County Jail at Parr Boulevard.
Currently, travel distance and time to reach all parts of the City is not a major issue for Sparks
Police. The main facility has excellent access to major road connectors north and south and to
the freeway. New growth up to La Posada Drive and east along the Truckee River Canyon will
be accommodated using the current main facility; however, Sparks Police anticipates needing
some expansion of facilities at the current site within the next 10 years.
Staffing
Beats are drawn based on calls for service. Beat boundaries may be different depending on
location (i.e. small in intensely developed areas, larger in more rural or affluent areas). There
are a number of reporting zones to each beat which are monitored for calls for service
(workload). Depending on work load, beats may be redrawn. There are currently six beats
covering the City of Sparks, and a seventh beat is being drawn to cover the rapidly growing
northern section of the City. In total, there are 108 sworn officers and 48 non-sworn
personnel. Non-sworn personnel largely perform more administrative functions and take
approximately 25% of police reports. Typically non-sworn personnel stay on site at the main
facility.
The newer developments tend to be housing higher income groups and do not have as high calls
for service as in the older parts of the City. Beat 7, which is necessary to serve the expanding
City, will not be staffed 24-7 due to a shortage of staff, and officers patrolling other beats will
be pulled into beat 7 to answer calls during those periods. For each shift change there is a twohour overlap between the retiring officers and fresh officers so that there is no gap in coverage
during a shift change.
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There are four divisions within the department, all led by a Commander, with the exception of
the Records Division. These are the Patrol Division, Detective Division, Administration
Division, and Records Division. Three Lieutenants manage the day watch, swing watch, and
grave watch of the Patrol Division.
Several police functions are performed in cooperation with the Sheriff including a detective
assigned to the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA), a Regional Street Enforcement Team,
Repeat Offender Program, Sex Offender Notice Unit, Consolidated Bomb Squad (who respond
to bomb calls in addition to their regular duties), and the Regional Training Academy, for
which Sparks Police provides an academy officer. Sparks does not assign specialized personnel
to specific parts of town, such as where transients frequent, but trains all their officers to be
able to handle many different types of situations. There are 66 patrol officers of whom 4 are
assigned to traffic, 2 to a Regional Gang Unit, and 60 beat officers.
Funding
The City does a 3-5 year CIP which can be obtained from the City Public Works Department.
There is no impact fee charged to developers for police facilities. There is no requirement for
developers to provide land for police / public facilities. This is a legislative issue. There may
be movement to initiate change in the legislature to allow for a quarter cent sales tax for public
safety needs as there is currently in place in Southern Nevada.
Standards of Service
Sparks Police does not use a standard number of officers per 1,000 population although this is
tracked. They have a ratio of 1.26 per 1,000 population, which compares to an average of 1.7
per 1,000 population for Cities nationwide in the 50,000 to 199,999 population. Sparks Police
is most concerned about responding to the most urgent needs keeping calls for service in good
balance with work load of available staff, keeping an eye on the crime index and types of calls
being generated.

FUTURE PLANNING
Sparks Police has an officer review development plans as they progress through the City
approval requirements. This plan check is largely cursory and focuses on public safety ingress
and egress, street naming requirements, and environmental crime prevention such as types of
lighting, fencing, potential loitering areas and so forth. There are no special needs for
equipment (such as width of streets or accessibility to buildings).
Under the current tax structure, Sparks Police is unable to keep up with its desired level of
service. Sparks Police is aware of all the approved development in the City within the City’s
current Sphere of Influence (basically everything south of La Posada) but is not currently
planning for an expansion of the City’s sphere of influence further to the north. Sparks Police is
the planning authority for the City’s policing needs and will contact the City Manager’s office
when it has a need to increase operating facilities. The main focus for the foreseeable future
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however is staffing the police force. During the 1990’s Sparks police officers were maintaining
a reasonable percentage of unallocated time achieving greater than 35% unallocated time
approximately 60% of the hours worked, and were conducting self-initiated activity but this has
now changed to a reactionary mode. To give an idea of service levels and percentage of
unallocated time, the DMG Maximus Study cites that at a minimum staffing level unallocated
time should be approximately 35%, whereas at the upper range staffing level (time to handle
calls for service and block time for sustained self-initiated or community policing activities),
this should be closer to 45%2.
The last proactive planning study for Sparks Police was conducted in 1999 and is encapsulated
in a City community resources study completed in 2000 by DMG Maximus. Since this study
was completed, the revenue stream has not been able to keep up with the growing needs for
public safety according to the assumptions used for projections in this study. The City is unable
to keep up with the needs identified in this study and it is therefore of little use in today’s fiscal
environment.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Based on the information provided during the interview and materials referenced below, the
following potential constraints are identified:
Operations Funding
♦
♦
♦

Competing with all City departments for General Fund Revenues.
General Fund revenues severely affected by the property tax limited increase of
3% for residential and 8% for commercial properties, in addition to problems of
depreciation and the property tax cap itself.
Shortage of funding has resulted in a ‘stretched’ police force with little to no
unallocated time for the officers. The officers are continually in a response
mode and are even, at times, called off one job to respond to a higher priority
job.

Call Volume
♦
♦

Increased housing densities tend to increase call volume of all types of crimes.
Demographics, in particular low income affect call volume.

REFERENCES
1.

Sparks Police Department Table of Organization, March 20, 2006.

2.

Final Report for the Community Resources Planning Study, City of Sparks, Nevada,
February 2000, Section VIII ‘Projection of Police Department Operations’.

3.

Map showing Sparks Police beats.
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WASHOE COUNTY SHERIFF DEPARTMENT

Interviews with Michael Gross, Sergeant – Patrol Division, John Spencer, Lieutenant – Patrol Division,
Jim Lopey, Assistant Sheriff, and Marshall Emerson, Commander – Patrol Division
Todd Vinger, Commander – Detention Bureau
February 16, 2006

BACKGROUND
The Sheriff’s office is the only full service police agency in Washoe County. The Sheriff’s office
is the Chief Conservator of Peace. If a municipality in the County cannot provide adequate
service the Sheriff is required to take those calls. The Sheriff’s office provides street patrol,
detectives, traffic enforcement, search and rescue for the County and region. Administrative
services, civil processes and concealed weapons permitting functions are all done by the Sheriff.
This is all mandatory by statute. In addition they have an aviation unit and academy for regional
training. This is a cooperative effort with Reno, Sparks and Truckee Meadows Community
College (“TMCC”) through an interlocal agreement. The Sheriff’s office also provides security
services for the courts. The Mills B Lane building which is to open shortly is a consolidated
municipal and justice facility which the Washoe County Board of County Commissioners
(“BCC”) authorized new positions for in February 2006.

CURRENT OPERATIONS
Facilities
About 95% of the Sheriff’s office is located at 911 Parr Blvd. There are 2 substations (Incline
and Gerlach). The patrol officers lose a lot of time driving to and from Parr Blvd and there is a
need to have field officers deployed to calls more rapidly. There is one field operations center
in Damonte Ranch in the front office of a fire station. They have video link from Parr Blvd for
the 6-7 patrol units housed there. In Nevada a substation must be manned 24 hours a day, 7
days per week. The only State verified Sheriff substation is Incline. At Gerlach, when the
police officers are on patrol no-one is at the station. There is a telephone box outside the
building so that people can call in emergencies.
There is also a Sun Valley field office. The Sheriff’s office tries to keep 3 cars in Sun Valley but
often have to pull from other areas because of the high call volume there. The Sheriff’s office
has a need for more 24-hr full service stations due to the geography of the areas they serve.
There is currently an effort looking at joint housing with City of Reno police. It makes sense to
share facilities to service several parts of their jurisdiction. The South is particularly
problematic. Another immediate area of concern is Wadsworth where there are plans for large
housing tracts. In preparation for expanding population there, the Sheriff is entertaining a
Wadsworth Resident Deputy.
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The Washoe County Sheriff operates the only crime lab in Northern Nevada and forensic
services are provided for 14 of Nevada’s 17 counties at this lab. The Incline radio network
dispatches the Incline station and animal control for the County as well as the North Lake Tahoe
Fire District.
There are 2 Indian colonies to work with – the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe and the Reno-Sparks
Indian colony with a scattering of Indian-owned properties (such as the Taco Bell and Smoke
shop in Verdi). The Sheriff’s office only has the authority to deal with non-tribal suspects in
these areas. The colony police do also attend the academy. They are Police Officer Survival
Training (“POST”) certified agencies receiving Nevada State POST certification.
Staffing
The Sheriff’s office has outstanding relationships with Reno, Sparks, UNR, School, Airport, and
Tribal police. They have Memorandums of Understanding and mutual aid agreements with
contiguous counties for major crises and vice versa. Some specialized units such as specialized
crime, GANG units, Drug Enforcement and Bomb Squad can go anywhere regionally. Officers
in these specialized units are also US Marshalls which means they can respond anywhere in the
US. Regional personnel are spread out at different facilities. The Sheriff’s office sees benefit in
having one central joint facility with other agencies to house equipment. Currently the Search
and Rescue team has a warehouse that is leased.
The Sheriff’s office does have non-sworn personnel – “Sheriff Support Specialist Personnel”.
Standards of Service
There is no mandate on response time. Although the FBI has a standard of 1 officer per 1,000
population they feel this is a deceiving ratio due to the need for shift changes, relief for
vacation, sick leave etc, and because of the land mass of Washoe County, which is
approximately the same size as the State of Massachusetts. They also serve seasonal needs
particularly up at Incline which is a tourist destination.
Parr Blvd Jail Facility
The jail is provided by Washoe County per statutory mandate. There are currently 14 housing
units at the facility. A Commander is in charge of all jail aspects including service support such
as medical, classification units to classify inmates appropriately, training, oversight of the jail
officers, and budget. The Sheriff’s jail books for 35 agencies including tribal, school, federal,
immigration, UNR, and Pacific Railroad police.
Inmate levels: MINIMUMS
MEDIUMS
MEDIUMS – FL
MAXIMUM

(misdemeanors – low risk)
(gross misdemeanor – more than petty but not violent)
(felonies but still non violent)
(violent crimes such as murder)
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Total housing capacity is 1,124 classifiable persons even though there are 1,228 beds. Male and
female inmates cannot be mixed and there are different classifications of inmates. Also, some
beds are reserved as suicide cells. There is 1 lock down facility and 1 unit for mental health
inmates because they need more supervision.
The Sheriff’s jail is not American Corrections Association (ACA) certified anymore due to
expenses incurred to keep the certification. The jail does comply with Nevada Administrative
Code for jails (in terms of sq ft per inmate, lighting requirements and so forth). The jail is now
experiencing more violent behavior as a result of not being able to house inmates adequately.
In the 1990s the expansion to the facility was for misdemeanor inmates and as a result a cheaper
building could be erected but the need experienced since then has been for higher criminal
inmates because many of the misdemeanor inmates are allowed house arrest and other means of
staying out of jail while the jail is filled up with more violent inmates. Nevertheless, nationally
it is considered a good facility and a lot of tours are given. A total of 1, 341 visitors toured the
facility in 2005.

FUTURE PLANNING
Public Works is responsible for planning which they are now doing in earnest for the
substations. Due to time spent on the road, officers are going call to call without having
enough unallocated time therefore self initiated activity has decreased. In the County patrolled
areas are not called beats, as they are in the Cities, they are called districts. Officers are often
cross dispatched (between Reno or Sparks and the County). The number one call for service
for patrol is the Motor Unit Traffic Enforcement. Congestion on roads and road infrastructure
is a major problem.
Homeland security responsibilities have increased since 9-11. The Sheriff’s office is assisting
several other smaller counties through interlocal agreements.
Age of infrastructure is of concern. The Incline Village substation needs several retrofits. They
do not need living quarters. The need for new satellite offices is high in the South and Spanish
Springs. All citizens currently have to go to Parr Blvd to file a complaint. Additional
equipment and vehicles would be required to support new infrastructure.
There is a problem of expanding populations during certain time frames, for instance during the
Burning Man Festival when 30,000 people come to the Black Rock desert for 10 days in
September. Also, from late August through the end of January there are a lot of hunters in that
area who pull on the search and rescue capabilities of the Sheriff. The Sheriff’s office is often
the first responders for State Route 34 that dips into Pershing County. Also, a proposed coalfired electric generating plant may be locating in that vicinity within 5 years requiring coverage
for an additional 2,500 workers.
Currently the County is undergoing a new study for future facility needs because they are
running out of space. The Board of County Commissioners has approved an expansion, the
construction of which starts this year (1 yr construction period) at the current site. This new
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addition is exclusively for females. In 1991 the female jail population was 9%; it is now about
17% and the female population is getting increasingly involved in violent crimes since the
popularization of methamphetamines. The new expansion has a total of 264 beds. This will be
outgrown in 5 – 10yrs. The Space Utilization Study will be looking at needs on a 5-yr
increment basis for 15 yrs for the entire Sheriff’s office. One idea to be explored in the study is
to have a pre-trial and booking area close to the courts and/or a substation in the South.
Currently, criminals are transported to and from court (tribal and federal police pick up their
own). Although it is better for a jail to be on one floor (as with multiple floors more staff is
required), having a holding facility downtown would save transport costs. In addition, each
municipality wouldn’t have to drive to Parr Blvd to drop off their criminals.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Based on the information provided during the interview and materials referenced below, the
following potential constraints are identified:
Facilities Infrastructure
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

Jail facilities inadequate for the types of inmates being housed.
Growing female jail population has special needs.
Holding facilities for criminals all at Parr Blvd. As development expands, drive
distances to court and back become greater, eats up officer time.
Centralized sheriff facilities, particularly problematic for patrol (drive time).
Additional substations needed; possibility of sharing with City of Reno.
Need for single central facility to house regional, specialized equipment with
other agencies.
Age of existing infrastructure. Upgrades required.

Staffing
♦

Need to increase unallocated time so that the patrol officers are more proactive
rather than reactive to calls. Requires additional officers.

REFERENCES
1.

Washoe County Sheriff’s Office 2005 End-of-Year Report, Detention Bureau.

2.

Washoe County Sheriff’s Office Authorized Staffing March 2005, including organization
charts.

3.

Washoe County Sheriff’s Office Statistics Charts showing patrol division historical
trends.

4.

Washoe County Jail Update PowerPoint presentation and statistics charts showing
historical trends, January 2006.
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5.10 FIRE SUPPRESSION
5.10.1

CITY OF RENO FIRE / TRUCKEE MEADOWS FIRE DEPARTMENT

Interview with Roy Slate, Division Chief, Reno Fire and
Paul Hefner, Fire Services Coordinator, Washoe County
February 13, 2006

BACKGROUND
The Reno Fire Department (“Reno Fire”) is a first-responder for medical aid and fire protection
services within the City of Reno. Reno Fire currently operates out of 11 stations located within
the City boundaries.
Per the Clark-McNary Act – the State of Nevada is split into Watershed Districts for purposes
of firefighting. There are 5 fire Districts in Washoe County – Reno/TMFPD, City of Sparks,
the Airport Authority, Sierra Forest, and North Lake Tahoe. The Truckee Meadows Fire
Protection District (“TMFPD”) was formed in 1972 to pull the volunteer departments under
one umbrella. Slowly they started to build Career Fire Stations (Career Fire stations are
defined as stations staffed with career firefighters). Thereafter an interlocal agreement was
signed between Washoe County and the TMFPD to administer and support the firefighting
needs of northern Washoe County and the three volunteer fire departments (no taxes were
routed to them for areas north of Township 22). In July 2000 an interlocal agreement was
signed with the City of Reno to take over the administration and services of the TMFPD. The
TMFPD personnel became City of Reno employees but the fire stations and equipment
remained property of the TMFPD. The interlocal agreement was just recently renewed for
another 4 years with very few revisions.

CURRENT OPERATIONS
Fire Marshalls implement the International Fire Code, performing functions such as plan review
and fire investigation. They have more technical skills and expertise. The Fire Chiefs are on
the operations side of the Fire Department (operations, training, and special operations).
An auxiliary station is a volunteer station under direct control of the fire district. Volunteer
fire stations are separate non-profit corporations as allowed by NRS. Volunteer departments
contract services to the TMFPD. Volunteer stations are under contract and to have level of
service standards that have to be met. Career stations are staffed with career firefighters.
The difference between automatic aid and mutual aid is that mutual aid is provided only when
requested by a commanding officer whereas automatic aid is programmed into the dispatch
system, which will call the closest unit to a scene (regardless of jurisdiction). There is no
exchange of funds for this service. Typically, the first 24 or 12 hours are free. There is
provision for charge beyond that timeframe.
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Facilities
The area north of Township 22 (North of Palomino Valley and Cold Springs) has 2 volunteer
fire departments at Gerlach - Red Rock and Sutcliffe.
Reno Fire does lease some equipment. Although they feel it is not desirable, the fire apparatus
replacement was neglected to the point that they could not replace so many pieces of
equipment fast enough to afford to replace the fleets systematically. In 2003 they entered a
lease program for fire engines and trucks and this is being extended to brush trucks. The
TMFPD owns all their equipment. Every station has a structural engine and pumper. Four
stations have a 100ft ladder. These are strategically located for high-rise buildings (largely to
meet ISO ratings). The further outlying City stations have brush trucks. Almost all TMFPD
stations have water tenders and brush trucks.
Fire hydrants are tested every other year (half of them are tested every year). The City repairs
malfunctioning hydrants but their responsibility stops at the street valve.
There is a time lag between having newly developed areas and having permanent facilities to
serve them. There are no temporary facilities. A good example of this is Somersett, where
there is still no station. There is a trigger contained within the development agreement (based
on number of building permits – circa 1,900 building permits) as to when the new station must
be complete.
Areas with Issues
♦
♦
♦

‘Castle Rock’ development area on a ridgeline only has one access point in and
out so that development has automatic sprinklers in the homes.
Fire flow requirements in the City of Reno have generally been very good with
just one area cited as potentially inadequate, the “Dead Presidents Area” (such as
Franklin, Roosevelt Streets off Plumb between Hunter Lake and McCarran).
Silver Knolls – an old private water system. The Fire Department automatically
takes water tenders to this area.

Funding
Revenues are largely generated by property tax, gaming and sales tax. Reno Fire relies on City
General Fund revenues, for which they compete with all other City departments. The TMFPD
revenue tends to be more predictable.
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Standards of Service
Reno Fire’s Level of Service standard is to complete 85% of calls with a response time within 5
minutes (this includes a 4-minute travel time). The Sierra Front Fire District is slated to be
consolidated into the TMFPD to gain efficiency in travel times.

FUTURE PLANNING
A 5-Year Master Plan has been drafted but not yet adopted by City Council. A new station in
Damonte Ranch will be developer-built. There is no developer impact fee but the department
can charge for provision of infrastructure. In a development agreement, a property owner may
agree to voluntary fees / donations for improvements and may donate or dedicate land. There
is no ability through the current revenue stream to fund new fire stations and apparatus. Larger
developments are typically cooperative; it is the cumulative effect of smaller developments that
is difficult to plan for.
Station locations are planned based on several criteria including opportunity for land, response
times achievable from that location and good accessibility to major road networks. Typically,
they have slower response times to development in hill locations. They do currently have some
‘service holes’ that need to addressed. They do sometimes find themselves in ‘move-up’
situations having to pool resources in one location.
Planning is based on population. It has until recently been very intuitive planning rather than
based on forecasts. Planning is conducted based on the development applications coming into
the Community Development Department. Reno Fire’s Fire Marshall gets involved as soon as
new plans for development are received. Difficulties for forecasting include annexation and the
City growing in ‘fingers’.
There are 8 proposed new fire stations in the draft 5-Year Master Plan, at Damonte Ranch,
Bella Vista, Somersett, Verdi, Mt Rose Junction, Red Rock, the Commercial/East County Line
(east of Damonte Ranch), and Anderson (towards Cold Springs). For each of these, the new
station will be built per new developer agreements, and new engine apparatus will also be
provided by the developers. New staff will be paid by the City of Reno1.
The Winnemucca Ranch project, proposed to be in the City of Reno, is not even within the
TMFPD service territory. If it does become City of Reno there will be a challenge to have
adequate infrastructure to serve it. Some realigning of stations would have to occur or a new
station built (which would be unnecessary for the population generated by the development).
This creates a problem of subsidization between certain areas of the City and County.
Infill development is becoming an issue. The condo conversion projects will increase call
volume resulting in tired firefighters. Reno Fire is the first responder and 70% of their call
volume is for medical calls. Additional truck companies could be housed in existing stations
although this may require facility improvements and more personnel would be needed in the
existing stations. For example, station 1 has space for 3 full companies but has 2 at this time.
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These companies could do shift hours (but this is difficult and requires negotiations with the
Union). Station 2 could also house an additional company.
The goal is for more comprehensive reporting and planning. A recent good example of this is
the Damonte Ranch Community Service Center which will be a joint facility with Reno police.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Based on the information provided during the interview and materials referenced below, the
following potential constraints are identified:
Level of Service
♦
♦

There are some areas with ‘service holes’ and hillside developments in particular
have slow response times.
Infill high density development areas generate greater calls for service.
Additional companies will need to be housed in existing stations. It is possible
that some equipment needs will be provided by the developments.

Pattern of Development
♦

New development that occurs far away from existing infrastructure (such as
Winnemucca Ranch) creates a problem because existing population would be
subsidizing the needs of a few as a new fire station at that site could serve a
larger population.

Staffing Funding
♦

New development pays for capital facilities but staffing new stations is borne by
the City General Fund.

REFERENCES
1.
2.

Fire Department 5-Year Master Plan Map – Fire Station Locations and Personnel,
January 2006.
Fire Department organization chart and budget summary for fiscal year 2005-06,
Business Plan and 5-Year Goals.
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5.10.2

CITY OF SPARKS FIRE DEPARTMENT

Interview with Bill Finley, Administration Division Chief
January 26, 2006

BACKGROUND
The Sparks Fire Department (“Sparks Fire”) is the first-responder for medical aid and fire
protection services within the City of Sparks. Sparks Fire currently operates out of 5 stations
located within the City boundaries. Sparks Fire provides Intermediate Life Support services,
working in cooperation with REMSA, who provide Advanced Life Support and Ambulance
service.

CURRENT OPERATIONS
The majority of the City of Sparks can be reached within a 4-minute travel response time, and
generally the level of service is very good, as indicated by the ISO rating of 3. There are some
areas within the City of Sparks that cannot be reached within the 4-minute travel response
time. Structures built outside of the 4-minute travel response time area must install fire
sprinklers. In 2004, Sparks Fire maintained an average of 6 minutes or less response time to
74% of emergency calls. Call volume per station is monitored to measure load per station.
Sparks Fire’s goal is responding to 85% of emergency calls within 6 minutes.
One pocket area of Sparks receives fire protection services from the City of Reno because of
the lack of infrastructure connecting the area to the rest of the City. Specifically, there is no
major road connector to this area. Non-contiguous development is a difficulty for Sparks Fire.
In particular, non-contiguous new developments may have much slower response times than
the standard during early phases of construction until a new station is built, equipped, and
staffed within that new development area. One example of this is Wingfield Springs which was
serviced by Station 4 until funds were available to build, equip and staff Station 5. Even with
Station 5 operational, there are areas within Wingfield Springs that are outside of the 4-minute
travel response time.
Sparks Fire utilizes the ‘Opticon’ system to turn traffic lights on their approach to assist in
achieving their response time standard, however, during peak traffic hours, congestion can be a
factor in slowing the response of the fire team. All cul-de-sacs are required to be a minimum of
90 feet wide to allow for turnaround of fire engines. In commercial projects, no parking is
permitted within this 90-foot area.
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Facilities
The fire department currently has 5 stations that it operates from. Sparks Fire has mutual and
automatic aid contracts with the many fire protection providers in the area (such as the Reno
Fire Department, Airport Authority of Washoe County, and Reno Sparks Indian Colony).
Sparks Fire has a separate call and dispatch center; however, it participates in the Washoe
County Regional Public Safety Training Center.
The Washoe County Regional
Communication System provides an integrated local government radio communications system
for Washoe County and the surrounding areas. Sparks Fire participates in a Lease/Purchase
program for fire apparatus fleet. This option allows Sparks Fire to have flexibility to exchange
all or part of its fleet based on contracted time periods to meet changing needs into the future.
Sparks Fire is responsible for testing, maintenance, painting, repair, and records management
of 2,189 City-owned fire hydrants. Each year approximately one-half of all hydrants are
tested1.
ISO Rating
Sparks Fire has an ISO rating of 3 with an update due in early 2006. (ISO ratings range from 1
to 10, with 1 being best). The ISO Fire Suppression Rating Schedule accounts for fire
equipment type and number, and availability of water at sufficient pressure for a duration of
time, and is used by many fire insurance companies when determining premiums for
homeowners and businesses.
Standards of Service
The response time standard is 6 minutes total, which allows for 2 minutes dispatching the
firefighters and 4 minutes to travel to the scene of the incident. Any call with a response time
greater than 6 minutes generates an inquiry as to the cause of the delay.

FUTURE PLANNING
Adequate fire protection is considered as part of the City planning process. New developments
must dedicate land to the City for a fire station if needed to meet the 4 minute travel response
time. Currently, potential Stations 6 and 7 are in the planning process.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS
Based on the information provided during the interview and materials referenced below, the
following potential constraints are identified:
Travel Time
♦
♦
♦

Condition of Road Infrastructure.
Non-contiguous development.
Lack of thoroughfares to service all Sparks structures.
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♦
♦

Congestion of roads during peak-hour traffic.
Meeting 4-minutes response time increasingly important with greater ‘flashover’ possibility (increased use of plastics and electronics in homes).

Capital Funding
♦
♦

Delay in receiving land for a station and having an operational station.
No developer requirement for funding for capital outlay for new stations.

Call Volume
♦
♦
♦

Increased housing densities increase call volume.
Insufficient resources in an area due to ‘move-ups’ caused by pooling resources
to meet needs in one particular area.
Demographics, in particular, income affect call volume.

REFERENCES
1.

Sparks Fire Department 2004 Annual Report.

2.

Sparks Fire website www.sparksfire.com
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2005 - 2025 Water Facility Plan

TMWA

TMWA

W

Ten Year Capital Improvement Plan Fiscal
Years Ending 2006 - 2015

TMWA

TMWA

W

5.1.1

5.1.2

1997

Horizon Hills/North Valleys Conjunctive Use
Evaluation

ECO:LOGIC

WC

W

5.1.2

2002

North Valleys Water Supply Comparison

ECO:LOGIC

RWPC

W

5.1.2

2004

Spanish Springs Water Facility Plan

WC

WC

W

5.1.2

2004

Hidden Valley Water Facility Plan

WC

WC

W

5.1.2

2004

Technical Memorandum No. 1 - Longley Lane
Water Treatment Plant, Hidden Valley Water
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ECO:LOGIC/
CH2M Hill

WC

W
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2002

South Truckee Meadows Facility Plan

ECO:LOGIC

RWPC, WC,
STMGID

W, WW

5.1.3
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Sewer Interceptor Capacity and Routing Study

KJC

Sparks, WC, SVGID
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5.1.3

2004

SVGID Wastewater Master Plan Update

Shaw

SVGID

WW

5.1.3

2004

SVGID Sewer Master Plan Update

Shaw

SVGID

WW

5.1.3

2003

SVGID Water Master Plan Update

Shaw

SVGID

W

5.1.3

2004

Westside Basin Investigation

Shaw

SVGID

W
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STMGID Local Managing Board Meeting
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W

STMGID website:
www.co.washoe.nv.us/water/stmgid and
www.stmgid.com

STMGID

STMGID

W

5.2.1
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Washoe County Regional Water Management
Plan

Arthur E. Molin
Engineering

TMRPA

WW

5.2.1

1996

Reno-Stead Area Effluent Reuse Facility Plan

CH2M Hill

Reno

WW

5.2.1

2002

North Valleys Wastewater Facility Plan

ECO:LOGIC

RWPC, Reno, WC
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5.2.1
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WC

WW

5.2.1

2004

Facility Plan, Reno-Stead Water Reclamation
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ECO:LOGIC

Reno

WW

5.2.1
5.2.3

1997

Regional Wastewater Facilities Master Plan

Carollo

Reno, Sparks, WC

WW

5.2.1
5.2.3

1999

Regional Wastewater Facilities Design Phases I
& II

Carollo

Reno, Sparks, WC

WW

5.2.1
5.2.3

2005

North Valleys Effluent Disposal Options

ECO:LOGIC

RWPC, Reno

WW

5.2.2

2005

Sewer System Modeling and Evaluation

Malcoln Pirnie,
Inc.

Sparks

WW

AMEC

Sparks

WW

KJC

WC

WW

5.2.2

5.2.3

Reclaimed Water Facility Plan (name not exact)

2002

Cold Springs Wastewater Facility Plan
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2003

Reno-Stead Water Reclamation Facility
Expansion, TM No. 1: LVWWTP
Decomissioning

5.2.3

2004

Warm Springs Ranch Wastewater Facility Plan

5.3.1

2000

Drainage Master Plan for Stead

5.3.1
5.3.3

2003

Truckee River Floodplain Flood Storage Impact
Analysis

5.3.1
5.3.3

2004

Flood Storage Volume Mitigation for Zones 1
and 2

5.3.1
5.3.3

2005

Phase I - North Valleys Flood Storage Mitigation
Project

5.3.1
5.3.3

not
complete

5.3.2

2001

5.3.2

Author

Entity

Utility

ECO:LOGIC

Reno

WW

Shaw

WC

WW

Stantec

Reno

FC

WRC

WC

FC

Nimbus

RWPC

FC

Quad Knopf

Reno, RWPC

FC

WRC

WC

FC

Spanish Springs Valley Flood Control Master
Plan

Harding ESE

Sparks

FC

2002

Desert Springs / Reach 9 Flood Control Facility

Harding ESE

Sparks, WC

FC

5.3.3

1991

Washoe County Flood Control Master Plan
Concept Level Report – Volume 1

KJC

Reno, Sparks, WC

FC

5.3.3

2000

Boneyard Flat Playa 100 Yr, 10 Day Storm
Event Analysis

Nimbus

WC

FC

5.3.3

2002

Spanish Springs Flood Control Improvement,
Alternative Development and Evaluation

KJC

Sparks, WC

FC

2004

Staff Report to the RPC, August 25 meeting,
Subject: SIERRA PACIFIC POWER
COMPANY, INTEGRATED RESOURCES
PLAN 2004 (CR04-017) - (Agenda Item 5-A)

SPPCO

SPPCO

Energy

5.4.1

Regional Flood Control Master Plan
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5.5.1

2004

2030 Regional Transportation Plan

5.5.2

1991

Airport Master Plan for Reno Cannon
International Airport

5.5.2

1998

Reno Stead Airport Terminal Area Development
Plan

5.5.2

2002

Terminal Area Master Plan for Reno/Tahoe
International Airport

5.5.2

2005

Aviation Forecast Update

5.5.2

2006

Airport Capital Improvement Plan, January 2006

Entity

Utility

RTC

RTC

Transportation

RTAA

Transportation

RTAA

RTAA

Transportation

RTAA

RTAA

Transportation

RTAA

Transportation

RTAA

Transportation

WCSD

Schools

RTAA

Washoe County School District website:
www.washoe.k12.nv.us

5.6.1

5.7.1

Author

City of Reno Master Plan

Reno

Reno

Parks

5.7.1

Reno Municipal Code Section 18.14.040.
Creation of Neighborhood Park and Park
Facilities Districts

Reno

Reno

Parks

5.7.1

Reno Municipal Code Chapter 18.14
Development of Park, Playground and
Recreational Facilities

Reno

Reno

Parks

5.7.1

Fact Sheet on the City of Reno’s $40 million
bond request for Recreation, Aquatics and
Community Cultural Facilities

Reno

Reno

Parks

5.7.1

Parks, Recreation and Community Services
Park Facility Inventory and Assessment – Park
List, unknown date of completion

Reno

Reno

Parks

Sparks

Sparks

Parks

5.7.2

2004

1997

City of Sparks Comprehensive Park and
Recreation Plan
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5.7.2

Sparks Parks and Recreation Annual Report
2004-2005

Sparks

Sparks

Parks

5.7.2

Sparks Parks and Rec Fall and Winter 20052006 Activity Guide

Sparks

Sparks

Parks

5.8.1

Washoe County website:
www.washoecounty.us

WC

WC

Waste Mgmt

2004

Reno Police Department Five Year Staffing
Recommendations, FY 05-06 through 10/11,
prepared November 17, 2004

Reno

Reno

Public Safety

5.9.1

2005

Reno Police Department Memo to the City
Council, November 10, 2005, “Community
Services Officer Staffing Five Year Plan Update
and Recommendations”

Reno

Reno

Public Safety

5.9.1

2005

Staff Report to the City Council, August 10,
2005, “Location of a Central Police Facility as
part of a Community Service Center”

Reno

Reno

Public Safety

5.9.1

2005

Staff Report to the City Council, December 14,
2005, “Location of a Northern Police Facility as
part of a Community Service Center.”

Reno

Reno

Public Safety

5.9.2

2000

Final Report for the Community Resources
Planning Study, City of Sparks, Nevada,
February 2000, Section VIII ‘Projection of Police
Department Operations’

Sparks

Sparks

Public Safety

5.9.2

2006

Sparks Police Department Table of
Organization, March 20, 2006

Sparks

Sparks

Public Safety

5.9.2

Map showing Sparks Police beats

Sparks

Sparks

Public Safety

5.9.3

Washoe County Sheriff’s Office 2005 End-ofYear Report, Detention Bureau

WC

WC

Public Safety

5.9.3

Washoe County Sheriff’s Office Authorized
Staffing March 2005, including organization
charts

WC

WC

Public Safety

5.9.3

Washoe County Sheriff’s Office Statistics
Charts showing patrol division historical trends

WC

WC

Public Safety

5.9.1
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Public Safety

Fire Department 5-Year Master Plan Map – Fire
Station Locations and Personnel, January 2006

Reno/TMFPD

Reno/TMFPD

Fire

5.10.1

Fire Department organization chart and budget
summary for fiscal year 2005-06, Business Plan
and 5-Year Goals

Reno/TMFPD

Reno/TMFPD

Fire

5.10.2

Sparks Fire Department 2004 Annual Report

Sparks

Sparks

Fire

5.10.2

Sparks Fire website www.sparksfire.com

Sparks

Sparks

Fire

Washoe County Jail Update PowerPoint
presentation and statistics charts showing
historical trends, January 2006

5.9.3

5.10.1

Title

2006
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775 834 8033

Scott Estes, Manager of Planning
and Engineering

Washoe County

775 353 7824

775 954 4600

Kerri Williams-Lanza, Sr. Civil
Engineer
Shawn Gooch, Civil Engineer II
Jeanne Ruefer, Water Resources
Planning Manager

City of Sparks

Washoe County

775 334 2683

775 954 4600

775 334 2165
775 334 3309
775 334 2458
775 353 2375

775 673 2220

775 954 4600

City of Reno

Flood Control

Rick Warner, Sr. Engineer

City of Sparks

Darrin Price, Public Works Director

Diana Langs, General Manager

Greg Dennis, Sanitary Engineer
Stan Shumaker, Sr. Civil Engineer
Gene Jones, Sr. Civil Engineer
Andrew Hummel, Civil Engineer II

Wastewater
City of Reno

Sun Valley GID

Jeanne Reufer, Water Resources
Planning Manager

Paul Orphan, Engineering Manager

775 954 4600

775 834 8009

Phone

Mark Foree, Director of Operations

Contact Persons

Washoe County
Tom Kelly, Sr. Engineer
(includes South Truckee Meadows GID) Rick Warner, Sr. Engineer

TMWA

Water

BACKBONE INFRASTRUCTURE

Item
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jruefer@washoecounty.us

sgooch@ci.sparks.nv.us

Williams-Lanza@ci.reno.nv.us

rwarner@mail.co.washoe.nv.us

dennisg@ci.reno.nv.us
shumakers@ci.reno.nv.us
jonesg@ci.reno.nv.us
ahummel@ci.sparks.nv.us

dprice@svgid.com

dlangs@svgid.com

jruefer@washoecounty.us

sestes@tmwa.net

mforee@tmwa.net

Email

2/9/06

2/14/06

3/15/06

2/23/06

2/13/06

3/7/06

2/8/06

2/9/06

2/23/06

2/13/06

Date Interviewed /
Information
Received

Washoe County District Health

Jeanne Rucker, Environmentalist
Supervisor

Doug Doolittle, Director

Washoe County

Waste Management

Stan Sherer, Director

Nanette Smejkal, Director

City of Sparks

Parks and Recreation
City of Reno

Washoe County School District

Schools
Mark Stanton, Capital Projects and
Planning Administrator
Joe Gabica, New Facility Planning
Manager
Mike Boster, School Planner

mboster@washoe.k12.nv.us

775 789 3841

775 328-2423

775 828 6642

775 353 2275

jrucker@washoecounty.us

ddoolitt@mail.co.washoe.nv.us

ssherer@ci.sparks.nv.us

smejkaln@ci.reno.nv.us

jgabica@washoe.k12.nv.us

775 789 3839

775 334 6265

mstanton@washoe.k12.nv.us

dschultz@renoairport.com

dmorse@rtcwashoe.com

wbennett@spcc.com

Email

775 789 3838

775 328 6469

Dean Schultz, Director, Planning
and Environmental Services

Washoe County Airport Authority

COMMUNITY SERVICES

775 348 0480

775 834-3866

Phone

Derek Morse, Deputy Executive
Director

Bill Bennett

Contact Persons

Regional Transportation Commission

Transportation

Sierra Pacific Power Co

Energy

Item

3/9/06

2/22/06

2/6/06

2/1/06

2/10/06

2/14/06

2/6/06

Email Reply
2/16/2006

Date Interviewed /
Information
Received

Washoe County Sheriff

Sparks Police

Todd Vinger, Commander, Detention
Bureau
Jim E. Lopey, Assistant Sheriff
John Spencer, Lieutenant, Patrol
Division
Michael Gross, Sergeant, Patrol
Division
Marshall Emerson, Commander,
Patrol Division

John Dotson, Chief
Robin Pagni, Deputy Chief

Mike Poehlman, Chief

jlopey@mail.co.washoe.nv.us

775 328 3328

mgross@mail.co.washoe.nv.us
memerson@mail.co.washoe.nv.us

775 328 3350
775 328 2847

775 328 3357

tvinger@washoecounty.us

rpagni@ci.sparks.nv.us

poehlman@ci.reno.nv.us

phefner@washoecounty.us

bfinley@ci.sparks.nv.us

slater@ci.reno.nv.us

Email

775 328 6324

775 353 2220
775 353 2221

775 334 2100

775 846 4445

Paul Hefner, Fire Services
Coordinator

Truckee Meadows Fire

Law Enforcement
Reno Police

775 353 1618

775 334 1214

Phone

Bill Finley, Division Chief

Roy Slate, Division Chief

Contact Persons

Sparks Fire

Fire Suppression
Reno Fire

PUBLIC SAFETY

Item

2/16/06

3/21/06

2/1/06

2/13/06

1/26/06

2/13/06

Date Interviewed /
Information
Received

APPENDIX C
PRELIMINARY METHODOLOGY FOR DEVELOPMENT
SCENARIOS

HANSFORD ECONOMIC
CONSULTING

PO Box 10384
Truckee, CA 96162

Phone:
Fax:
Email:

530-412-3676
530 579 3389
chansford@exwire.com

MEMORANDUM VIA EMAIL
To:Dave Ziegler, Lora Richards,
Randy Baxley, TMRPA

From: Catherine Hansford and Lisa Haldane

Cc:
Date: January 30, 2006
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------As we agreed at our kick-off meeting January 11th, HEC/ENE will be comparing
different development scenarios created through the use of the TMRPA parcel-based
model with projections of population and employment anticipated by the interviewed
service providers. We agreed that it would be most helpful, to further the efforts of the
Regional Plan update process, to examine a range of potential population and
employment based on both a continuation of recent historical development patterns, and
desired Regional Plan growth targets. The following memo summarizes some discussion
to-date and suggests methodologies and a work plan to complete Task A.2 of our Scope
of Work.

GOALS
♦

♦
♦

Provide a “Trend-projection” of development through 2030 using the
historical 5-yr development patterns already developed for the parcel-based
model.
Provide a “Vision-projection” of development through 2030 using the goals
specified targets stated in the 2002 Regional Plan.
Use this range of development to identify population and employment by
geographic areas of interest in the year 2030.

METHODOLOGIES
Trend-projection:
1. Determine average annual increases in residential units and nonresidential square feet for the previous 5 years for:
a) TOD /Reg Centers aggregated with exception of areas with little
development (Airport areas) and,
b) Each jurisdiction net of TOD/Reg Centers.
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2. Determine amount of development that would occur in the TOD/Reg
Center areas by 2030 by continuing the 5-yr development trend.
a) Add annual incremental development to base year for 1.a until
reach 2030 to determine total residential units and non-residential
square feet developed by 2030 in TOD/Reg Centers aggregate.
b) TOD/Reg Centers have now developed as much as the trend
predicts by 2030, even if available land resources have not been
exhausted.
3.

Determine amount of remaining growth by comparing residential
units and non-residential square feet 2030 control numbers with
development occurring in TOD/Reg Centers.
a) Remaining development (i.e. the remaining population and
employment per the control number) occurs in jurisdictions net of
the TOD/Reg Centers.
b) If development is greater within the TOD/Reg Centers than can
be supported by available land (vacant or underutilized) then
balance of development assigned to these areas plus all other
development locates in juridictions net of the TOD/Reg Centers.

4.

Assign share of remaining growth to Jurisdictions net of TOD/Reg
Centers.
a) Calculate percentage share of historical jurisdictional growth net
of TOD/Reg Centers per Step 1.
b) Assign remaining growth to each jurisdiction net of TOD/Reg
Centers by the percentage share of historical growth.
c) Determine total available developable land and compare growth in
each jurisdiction in previous step to available land.

5.

If total growth in a jurisdiction, following Step 4, exceeds total
available developable land, this growth is assumed to occur in
unspecified portion of a new, larger TMSA.

Vision-projection:
1. Apply desired Regional Plan development densities to TODs / Regional
Centers. Assume all targeted infill areas are fully developed by 2030.
2. Calculate amount of development from Step 1 that is within the
McCarran Ring. If development is less than 35% of development (per the
control 2030 number), assume all remaining parcels within the McCarran
Ring develop to maximum density to get as close to 35% as possible.
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3. Total development in TOD/Reg Centers and inside McCarran Ring is
now established by 2030. Compare remaining residential units and nonresidential square feet with development calculated per Step 2 to
determine remaining TMSA growth.
4. Assign remaining TMSA growth.
a) For jurisdictions – net of TODs / Reg Centers and McCarran
Ring, determine total available developable land.
b) Calculate total population and employment potential in each
jurisdiction using existing land use approvals and zoning.
c) Compare total growth with 2030 control number. If the total
growth now exceeds the control number, scale back each
jurisdiction equally by a percentage to achieve 2030 control
number.
5. If total growth in each jurisdiction, following Steps 3 and 4, exceeds total
available developable land with existing land use approvals and zoning,
and the 2030 control numbers have not been reached, this growth is
assumed to occur in unspecified portion of a new, larger TMSA.
Projection by Any Defined Area
Two GIS models will now be populated per the methodologies outlined above. These
models will be used to define certain areas of interest, or alternatively, GIS layers
provided by the service providers may be used to define areas of interest (such as school
capture areas or water facility planning areas, for example). Ranges of population and
employment projections for the areas of interest using the Trend and Vision projections
will be used to compare with planning efforts of the service providers for infrastructure.

ASSUMPTIONS
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♦

The new, larger January 12th TMSA boundary will be used.

♦

We will keep to a “large-scale” analysis – not disagreggating beyond TOD /
Reg Centers / In-fill areas and jurisdictions.

♦

No analysis of “in-between” years. There will be a base year (January 2005)
and end-year, 2030. Any analysis of in-between years strictly by
extrapolation.
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♦

In-fill growth goals of the 2002 Regional Plan are not incorporated in the
Trend Projection.

♦

Although non-residential development must be disagreggated between various
uses to derive square footage, and therefore number of employees, we will
only report total non-residential development. Similarly, there will be no
breakout of single family and multi-family summarized in the report.

♦

The control population and employment numbers (and calculated residential
units and non-residential square feet) for 2030 is based on an extrapolation
from the current Consensus Forecast. Population per household and square
feet per employee assumptions per TMRPA.

WORK PLAN
The following outlines steps to attain the above-bulleted goals:
1. TMRPA staff and HEC/ENE to review the proposed methodologies above and
agree on final methodologies.
2. TMRPA may circulate the proposed assumptions and methodology to the
Population Forecast Working Group for discussion.
3. TMRPA staff will provide shape files and database information as necessary to
conduct above analysis.
4. TMRPA staff to provide working assumptions for conversion of population to
residential units and employment to square feet.
5. HEC will calculate the 2030 control numbers for TMRPA approval.
6. For the Trend-projection, ENE will utilize TMRPA-developed 5-yr historical
development numbers for Step 1.
7. For the Vision-projection, either TMRPA or ENE can populate the model per the
Regional Plan targets for development; however, it is preferable (more efficient)
that TMRPA perform Steps 1 and 2. ENE will perform Steps 3 through 5.
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