
WESTERN REGIONAL WATER COMMISSION 
 BOARD OF TRUSTEES  

AGENDA  
Friday, August 14, 2009 @ 1:30 p.m. 

Washoe County Department of Water Resources 
Community Meeting Room  

4930 Energy Way, Reno, Nevada 89502 
 

NOTICE OF POSSIBLE QUORUM OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE TRUCKEE MEADOWS WATER 
AUTHORITY (“TMWA”), BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF WASHOE COUNTY (“BCC”), BOARD OF 
TRUSTEES OF THE SOUTH TRUCKEE MEADOWS GENERAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT (“STMGID”), AND 

NORTHERN NEVADA WATER PLANNING COMMISSION (“NNWPC”) 

(See ‘Notes’) 

1. Roll Call and Determination of presence of a Quorum* 

2. Pledge of Allegiance*    

3. Approval of Agenda (ACTION) 
4. Public Comment* (Three-minute time limit per person) 

5. Approval of the minutes of the July 10, 2009 meeting (ACTION) 
6. Presentation of a Certificate honoring Greg Dennis for his years of service on the 

Northern Nevada and Regional Water Planning Commissions — Mike Carrigan, 
Chairman  (ACTION) 

Workshop on possible integration/consolidation of Truckee Meadows Water Authority (“TMWA”) 
and the Washoe County Department of Water Resources (“DWR”)  

7. Presentation of summary of staff reports and WRWC Subcommittee on Integration 
activities and recommendations regarding integration/consolidation of TMWA and 
DWR, including discussion of conceptual outline of an interlocal agreement, Phase II 
financial analysis, summary of implications of major bond covenants for the 
consolidation process, labor issues, scope of services, and future service area;  
development of possible recommendation from WRWC to TMWA and Washoe 
County regarding consolidation; possible direction to staff — TMWA and DWR staffs 
(ACTION)  

8. Discussion and possible direction to staff regarding future meeting dates and agenda 
items for the WRWC (ACTION) 

9. Commission Comments* 

10. Staff Comments* 

11. Public Comment* (Three minute time limit per person) 

12. Adjournment 

*Indicates a non-action item 
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Notes: Because several of the WRWC Trustees are also members of the Board of Directors of TMWA, it is 

possible that a quorum of the TMWA Board may be present.  Such members will not take action at 
this meeting as members of the TMWA Board, but may take action solely in their capacity as WRWC 
Trustees.  A quorum of the BCC, STMGID and the NNWPC may also be in attendance but will not be 
taking action.   

 
 Public comment will be taken on agenda items upon the submittal of a request via submittal of a Speaker 

Information Card.  There is a three-minute time limit per person.   
 
 Items on the agenda without a time designation may not necessarily be considered in the order in which 

they appear.  The WRW C may take action on any of the action items listed. 
 
 Facilities in which this meeting is being held are accessible to the disabled.  Persons with disabilities who 

require special accommodations or assistance (e.g. sign language interpreters or assisted listening devices) 
at the meeting should notify the Washoe County Department of Water Resources, at 954-4663, at least 24 
hours prior to the meeting. 

 
 In accordance with NRS 241.020, this agenda has been posted at the following locations:  Reno City Hall (1 

East First Street), Sparks City Hall (431 Prater Way), Sparks Justice Court (630 Greenbrae Dr), Sun Valley 
GID (5000 Sun Valley Blvd.), TMWA (1355 Capital Blvd.), Washoe County Administration Building (1001 E. 
9th Street), Washoe County Clerk’s Office (Court and Virginia Streets), Washoe County Central Library (301 
South Center St.), Washoe County Department of Water Resources (4930 Energy Way), Galena Market 
(19990 Thomas Creek Rd.), Galena High School (3600 Butch Cassidy Way), South Valleys Library (15650A 
Wedge Parkway), and the WRWC website: http://wrwc.us. 

 



 

WESTERN REGIONAL WATER COMMISSION 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

DRAFT MINUTES 
 

Friday, July 10, 2009 
 
The regular meeting of the Western Regional Water Commission (WRWC) was held on Friday, July 10, 
2009, at City of Sparks Legislative Council Chambers, 745 Fourth Street, Sparks, Nevada. 
 
1. Roll Call and Determination of presence of a Quorum – Chairman Carrigan called the meeting to 

order at 1:35 p.m.  There was a quorum present.     
 
Commissioners Present: 
Mike Carrigan, Chair  
Dave Aiazzi, Vice-Chair  
John Breternitz 
Steve Cohen   
Patricia Lancaster 
Bob Larkin  
Geno Martini 
Ron Smith 

Representing: 
Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) 
City of Reno  
Washoe County  
South Truckee Meadows General Improvement District (STMGID) 
Sun Valley General Improvement District (SVGID) 
Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) 
Truckee Meadows Water Reclamation Facility (TMWRF) 
City of Sparks 
 

Commissioners Absent: 
Bob Cashell  
 

Representing: 
Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) 
 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 
 
Commissioner Larkin led the Western Regional Water Commission in the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
3. Approval of Agenda 
 
Chairman Carrigan reported that item 7 was pulled from the agenda to be rescheduled at a future meeting.  
Commissioner Martini made a motion to approve the July 10, 2009 WRWC agenda as amended.  
Commissioner Larkin seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
4. Public Comment 
 
Chairman Carrigan called for public comments and hearing none, closed the public comment period.   
 
5. Approval of the Minutes of the May 21, 2009 meeting. 
 
The minutes of the May 21, 2009 Western Regional Water Commission meeting were submitted for 
approval.  Commissioner Breternitz made a motion to approve the minutes as submitted.  Commissioner 
Smith seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
6. Discussion and possible approval of an Amended Interlocal Agreement with the City of Reno, 

in an amount not to exceed $400,000, for continuation of technical services by Limno-Tech, Inc. 
for water quality planning and the Truckee River total maximum daily load for nutrients 
(TMDL), and, if approved, authorize the Chairman to execute the agreement. 
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Chairman Carrigan invited Jim Smitherman to speak on this item.  Mr. Smitherman reported that this 
project has been ongoing and supported by the Regional Water Management Fund (RWMF) in the 
amount of $197,500 since July 2008.  He stated that the Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission 
(NNWPC) recommended approval of continued funding for the project.  He reported that also previously 
approved was a contract with California State University, Sacramento (CSUS) in the amount of $142,500.  
He added that a contract for specialized services for Somach Simmons and Dunn in the amount of 
$50,000 was also allocated.  He summarized that to date approximately $390,000 has been allocated for 
the project.   
 
Mr. Smitherman reported that the scope of work being presented is fairly self-explanatory and includes a 
status update of the work done.  He reported that the project is becoming more complex as it addresses 
issues involving regulatory agencies, such as the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP), 
and the Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  He stated that a little over $400,000 is 
budgeted for the consultant to continue services through the end of the fiscal year.  He welcomed any 
questions or comments from commissioners. 
 
Chairman Carrigan called for questions.  Commissioner Smith asked for clarification that Limno-Tech 
has been working on the project since last year, which Mr. Smitherman stated is correct.  Commissioner 
Aiazzi asked if this type of funding request should be expected every year.  Mr. Smitherman stated he 
anticipates that more funding will be requested because it is a multi-year negotiation for regulatory work 
required by the Clean Water Act.  
 
Commissioner Aiazzi asked about the stakeholder education and who would be involved.  Mr. 
Smitherman stated the group would include downstream water users, such as the Tribe, Fernley, Fallon, 
as well as local entities.  Commissioner Aiazzi asked about the difference between stakeholder and 
watershed education.  Mr. Smitherman stated that the watershed participants would include those who 
contribute pollution to the watershed in the entire Truckee Meadows area and possibly even upstream.   
 
Rosemary Menard clarified that under this contract, Limno-Tech is providing modeling support services.  
She added that Reno and Sparks have invested in modeling tools, to be used in interactive negotiations 
with regulators.  She explained that the difference between stakeholder and watershed education is that 
watershed includes the general public, while stakeholders include parties with specific interests.   
 
Commissioner Aiazzi asked if the effort is required as part of the Truckee River Operating Agreement 
(TROA).  Ms. Menard reported that TROA relates to water quantity issues, while this project focuses on 
water quality.   
 
Commissioner Aiazzi asked if the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency (TTSA) does similar studies and if 
so, why we are not involved in that process.  Ms. Menard stated yes they perform similar studies but they 
are not a direct discharger to the river (they discharge to a leach field).  Commissioner Aiazzi asked if the 
Truckee Meadows is included as a stakeholder (as a downstream water user) to the TTSA.  Ms. Menard 
stated she is not aware that TTSA is doing TMDL studies; however, if they were, we would be a 
stakeholder.   
 
Commissioner Aiazzi asked if the consultant had been asked to reduce their wages or pay.  Mr. 
Smitherman stated that City of Reno holds the contract with Limno-Tech and referred the question to 
Reno staff.  Stan Shumaker, City of Reno Public Works, stated that Limno-Tech has done extensive work 
for Reno in the past.  He stated that they have always been fair in their pricing and have gladly performed 
additional work as requested.   
 
Commissioner Larkin asked if there is an alternative to this program.  Mr. Smitherman stated that if this 
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project were not implemented, most likely, an alternate method would be required to dispose treated 
effluent water to the river.  He added that the regulatory cap would be reached on the amount of nutrients 
that enter the river.  He stated the alternatives could include working with the regulatory authorities on 
some flexibility of the limits. 
 
Sylvia Harrison, Legal Counsel for TMWA, offered to bring the context of the TMDL in the Clean Water 
Act to the next meeting to explain the history and process.   
 
Commissioner Larkin asked if Limno-Tech is the best-qualified firm to perform this work.  Mr. 
Smitherman stated that he believes Limno-Tech’s expertise is top-notch for this project.  Commissioner 
Larkin asked what the deliverable for the project is.  Mr. Smitherman reported that the successful model 
runs can be used to persuasively renegotiate the TMDLs and possibly water quality standards.  
Commissioner Larkin asked if the WRWC would own the model once completed.  Ms. Menard stated 
that the modeling work has been underway for a couple of years and is being used to examine phosphorus 
and other issues.  She stated that additional information could be included in the background presentation 
mentioned by Ms. Harrison.  She added that yes, the WRWC would own the model.   
 
Commissioner Cohen asked how long it would be until the current TMDL would be revised.  Ms. Menard 
stated it was set in 1994 and there is no requirement for the TMDL to be revised.   
 
Commissioner Cohen made a motion to approve staff’s recommendation.  Commissioner Smith seconded 
the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
7. Discussion and possible approval of an Interlocal Agreement with the City of Reno, in an 

amount not to exceed $65,000, for consulting services to be provided by MBK Engineers for 
water quality planning and the TMDL, and, if approved, authorize the Chairman to execute the 
agreement.  (This item was pulled from the agenda.) 

 
8. Discussion and possible approval of an Interlocal Agreement with the City of Fernley, in an 

amount not to exceed $71,000, to reimburse water delivery assessments related to augmentation 
of instream flows in the lower Truckee River, and, if approved, authorize the Chairman to 
execute the agreement. 

 
Chairman Carrigan welcomed John Rhodes, Legal Counsel, to present this item.  Mr. Rhodes reported 
that recently the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe (PLPT) and City of Fernley entered into an unprecedented 
water exchange agreement under which Fernley agreed to transfer up to 6,088 acre-feet of its Truckee 
River water to the lower Truckee River below Derby Dam for the 2009 irrigation season.  He stated that 
in exchange, the Tribe will provide to the City of Fernley certain upstream storage rights.  He reported 
that this agreement will significantly augment and enhance flows in the lower Truckee River, which is 
directly related to the TMDL issue discussed under item 6.   
 
Mr. Rhodes reported that the PLPT and Fernley approached staff with a request that on a one-time basis 
for this year only, the WRWC reimburse Fernley for its water delivery fees to jump start the program.  He 
stated that the hope is for the program to continue into the future with other funding sources.  He added 
that staff believes the program is worthy of a funding recommendation in that it will provide significant 
enhancement to water quality in the lower river at a minimal price compared to water right values.   
 
Mr. Rhodes reported that Greg Evangelatos, Fernley City Manager, Paul Taggart, Fernley Legal Counsel, 
and John Jackson, PLPT, were present at the meeting.  Mr. Rhodes referred to a reimbursement 
agreement in the amount of up to $71,000 for 2009 irrigation season only that was distributed to 
commissioners and welcomed questions. 

  



DRAFT Minutes of WRWC Meeting of July 10, 2009                             Page 4 of 8 
 NOT REVIEWED BY COMMISSIONERS 
 

 
Chairman Carrigan asked for clarification that Fernley owns approximately 10,000 acre-feet of Truckee 
River surface water rights within the Truckee Division of the Newlands Reclamation Project, of which 
6,088 acre-feet is proposed to be delivered to the lower Truckee River below Derby Dam.  He also asked 
for clarification that Fernley has to pay Truckee Carson Irrigation District (TCID) whether the water is 
used or not.  Mr. Evangelatos agreed that is correct and added that the total paid to TCID is $110,000 and 
Fernley is asking for a portion ($71,000) of that amount from the WRWC. 
 
Chairman Carrigan asked Mr. Evangelatos how the flows toward the lake below Fernley look.  Mr. 
Evangelatos stated that flows can be pretty slow during irrigation season.  He added that Fernley believes 
they are operating in a regional context in that the best use of the water at this time is to divert it to 
Pyramid Lake as a part of the regional water system.   
 
Commissioner Larkin asked Mr. Rhodes for clarification of why this request is coming before the 
WRWC.  Mr. Rhodes stated that the WRWC is concerned with water quality and this proposal would 
help to meet the water quality goals.  He added that enhanced flows in the lower river have a direct 
impact on the TMDL.   
 
Commissioner Larkin reported that the signatories to TROA have already acknowledged that there is a 
water quality, as well as quantity, issue and by purchasing the water from Fernley, it will help meet those 
goals.  Mr. Rhodes clarified that the WRWC would be purchasing a benefit to which Fernley would 
otherwise be entitled.  
 
Commissioner Larkin commended Mr. Evangelatos and Fernley for their participation in regional issues 
as well as with the PLPT.  Mr. Evangelatos added that Fernley wishes to fully participate in the process.  
Commissioner Larkin asked what other funding sources would be examined.  Mr. Evangelatos stated that 
Fernley has been working with the Tribe and stated that Mr. Taggart could provide further information if 
desired.   
 
Commissioner Martini made a motion to approve staff’s recommendation.  Commissioner Larkin 
seconded the motion.  Commissioner Aiazzi stated that he would support this motion because Fernley is 
coming forward to participate in regional issues.  He stated that he believes this is the beginning of a good 
partnership and hopes it continues.  The motion carried unanimously.  
 
9. Update on status of evaluation considering possible integration of TMWA and the Washoe 

County Department of Water Resources (DWR), including presentation of reports from 
Operations Team and Water Resources Team; discussion regarding schedule, and possible 
direction to staff. 

 
Mark Foree, TMWA General Manager, reported that TMWA and DWR staffs have been working for 
about nine months on studying the potential opportunities and costs associated with some sort of 
integration between the two agencies.  Mr. Foree reported that the results of the financial assessment, 
including each agency’s debt, were presented to the WRWC in December.  Mr. Foree reported that in 
March the system planning and engineering team produced a report.   
 
Mr. Foree reported that two additional reports have been completed: 1) Operations and 2) Water 
Resources.  He invited staff to present an overview of the reports.  Ms. Menard stated that following the 
presentation, a proposed schedule of next steps would be presented.  She introduced the operations staff 
from TMWA and DWR. 
 
Pat Nielson, TMWA, and Joe Howard, DWR, provided a brief overview of the report.  Mr. Nielson stated 
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that the analysis included a high-level review of treatment, operations and maintenance.  He reported that 
the conclusions were that there is an ability to save operational costs and provide more efficiency.  He 
added that the cost savings have not yet been quantified.  Some of the cost savings would occur based on 
a more efficient use of resources.  He stated that related to water treatment and distribution, cost savings 
would be seen by jointly purchasing chemicals and supplies.  Mr. Nielson reported that efficient use of 
the distribution system would include the use of surface water compared to groundwater, and the aquifer 
recharge program could be enhanced.  The water quality laboratory operations could be combined 
resulting in cost savings.   
 
Mr. Nielson reported that contract services could be reduced or eliminated based on the use of combined 
work forces.  He summarized that overall system reliability, efficiency and customer service could be 
improved by integrating the two entities.  He welcomed questions from commissioners to Mr. Howard or 
himself.   
 
Commissioner Larkin referred to the team members for treatment operations and asked if it is an area 
being explored for integration and how it would work mechanically.  Mr. Nielson stated that the study did 
not get to that level of detail.  He added that for example two operators would be combined as an 
operation group.  He stated there could be a reduction in staff; however, that might happen through 
attrition down the line.  Mr. Howard stated that TMWA has operation staff on duty 24 hours per day; 
whereas DWR operators are on-call 24 hours per day.  He summarized that if the entities were integrated, 
it would eliminate the need to have on-call staff 24 hours per day.   
 
Commissioner Larkin referred to the water quality laboratories under possible integration.  Mr. Howard 
stated that most likely DWR would eliminate their lab because they only perform microbiology (as 
needed), whereas TMWA’s lab samples all types of constituents on a regular basis.  
 
Mr. Howard reported that recently there was a water line break on Rock Boulevard where TMWA and 
DWR were initially unsure of whose line it was.  He stated it was found to be DWR’s line that broke; 
however, TMWA staff provided excellent back-up resulting in a true team effort with no prior planning.  
 
Commissioner Smith asked about the potential cost savings based on integration.  Mr. Nielson stated that 
intuitively staff believes that savings would be realized; however, a more in-depth analysis will be 
performed.  Commissioner Smith stated he would like to see the estimated cost savings.  Ms. Menard 
reported that the cost saving analysis would be completed in Phase 2.   
 
Commissioner Aiazzi asked if this analysis includes billing, meter reading, etc.  Mr. Nielson stated that 
the meter technician function was briefly discussed.  He added that the systems have different meters.   
 
Commissioner Aiazzi asked for clarification that DWR does not test for Cryptosporidium.  Mr. Howard 
stated that DWR does not specifically test for that constituent because most of their water is groundwater.   
 
Commissioner Aiazzi asked if the unions have been involved in discussions, which he stated is key.  Mr. 
Nielson stated that the union has not been involved at this point because the financial analysis needs to be 
completed to determine whether to move forward.   
 
Commissioner Aiazzi addressed Mark Foree and stated that initially the WRWC asked for the unions to 
be involved upfront.  Mr. Nielson stated that the unions have been kept in the loop.  Commissioner Aiazzi 
reiterated that the request was for the unions to be involved from the beginning.  Mr. Howard stated that 
the staff teams include members of Washoe County Employee’s Association (WCEA).   
 
Mr. Foree stated that the analysis is being completed in a step process.  Commissioner Aiazzi again 
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reiterated that the WRWC requested involvement of the unions from the beginning.  Mr. Foree stated that 
the next step in Phase 2 would include a more detailed cost analysis.  Commissioner Aiazzi commented 
about the long time frame for getting to this point.   
 
John Erwin, TMWA, and Vahid Behmaram, DWR, headed up the analysis of integration of water 
resources.  Mr. Erwin referred to sections of the staff report that showed the possible opportunities.  He 
added that the analysis was performed at a very high level and still requires a detailed analysis of the cost 
impacts and benefits to determine what areas should be considered for integration.   
 
Mr. Erwin stated that at this point, South Truckee Meadows General Improvement District and Sun 
Valley General Improvement District have not been included in the integration analysis.   
 
Chairman Carrigan called for questions or comments from commissioners.  Commissioner Larkin 
mentioned some of the potential benefits related to Spanish Springs and Lemmon Valley by utilizing the 
same pipes and flows.  Mr. Erwin agreed and stated that synergies were explored based on sharing 
resources in those areas.  He stated that analysis also needs to be completed as to what types of facilities 
would be necessary.  He mentioned other opportunities that will be explored.   
 
Ms. Menard referred to the proposed schedule for moving forward with the TMWA/DWR Integration 
Evaluation.  She reported that the recommendation from staff is the formation of a subcommittee 
compiled of WRWC members.  She stated that following discussion at the next WRWC meeting on 
August 14, a recommendation should be made on whether to proceed to the next phase or provide other 
direction.   
 
Ms. Menard stated that the plan is for staff to work with the newly formed subcommittee to develop a 
preliminary implementation plan for what to include in Phase 2 and recommendations on some type of 
joint management agreement or other outcome.  She added that the recommended alternatives would be 
presented at the September meeting and if acceptable, it would be scheduled for a joint meeting of the 
WRWC, TMWA Board and Washoe Board of County Commissioners in October.  The hope for the 
September joint meeting is to receive buy-in from participants along with further direction.  
 
Ms. Menard stated that staff is seeking acceptance of the two reports heard today and direction for staff to 
work with the subcommittee.   
 
Chairman Carrigan stated that the biggest issue is the financial portion.  He added that perhaps “shared 
services” might be more appropriate than “integration”.  Commissioner Aiazzi stated he thinks it should 
be more of a long-term analysis without spending a lot of money.  He reiterated the need for involvement 
by the union membership.  He added that members are not going to be interested in integration if it means 
losing his or her job.  He suggested that the concept move forward as a possibility for future financial 
savings based on attrition.   
 
Commissioner Martini stated that in defense of staff he feels that the process should move slowly based 
on the regular duties of staff and trying to focus on the fast track analysis.  He summarized that the daily 
duties are just as important and need to keep going.   
 
Commissioner Aiazzi agreed and stated that his point is that if the unions are absolutely not interested in 
pursuing integration, it is a waste of time. 
 
Commissioner Aiazzi made a motion to accept the two reports.  Commissioner Martini seconded the 
motion, which carried unanimously. 
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Commissioner Larkin made a motion to move “full steam ahead” with the staff recommendations.  
Commissioner Breternitz seconded the motion, which carried with seven in favor and one opposed.   
 
Commissioner Larkin stated he would be willing to add to his motion that the unions need to be involved.  
Commissioner Aiazzi stated that the two unions could do their own analysis.  Ms. Menard stated that the 
work which has been done in examining the benefit packages and salaries of both entities will be ready 
for presentation at the subcommittee meeting. 
 
Commissioner Larkin made a motion to involve the unions in the meetings from here on.  Commissioner 
Lancaster seconded the motion.  Commissioner Aiazzi stated that this group can not make the unions be 
involved and suggested “inviting” them to the table.  Commissioner Larkin agreed.   
 
Ms. Menard reported that approximately nine months ago, she spoke with the Washoe County 
Employee’s Association’s Executive Director about these issues.  The director’s choice was for staff to 
proceed with the scope through the first phase before heavily involving the entire membership.   
 
Mr. Foree stated that monthly management meetings have been held with the union and have included 
progress updates.  He added that the union representatives seem to be very satisfied with the updates.   
 
Chairman Carrigan called for a vote on the motion to invite the unions to participate, which carried 
unanimously. 
 
10. Discussion and possible appointment of a TMWA/DWR Integration Evaluation Subcommittee. 
 
Commissioner Larkin made a motion to establish a subcommittee to include Chairman Carrigan, Vice-
Chairman Aiazzi, Commissioner Larkin and Commissioner Cohen.  Commissioner Martini seconded the 
motion, which carried unanimously.  Commissioner Aiazzi clarified that the meetings would be public 
with posted agendas and minutes.   
 
11. Discussion and possible approval of an Interlocal Agreement with Washoe County for the 

Investment of Regional Water Management Funds in the Washoe County Investment Pool, and 
if approved, authorize the Chairman to execute the agreement. 

 
Ben Hutchins stated that he is bringing back this slightly revised Agreement, which was presented to the 
WRWC approximately a year ago.  He explained that the Washoe County Investment Committee 
proposed some language changes related to gains and losses.  Commissioner Larkin reported that he 
serves on the Investment Committee and the money would be invested in the safest pool.   
 
Commissioner Cohen made a motion to accept staff’s recommendation to approve the Agreement.  
Commissioner Larkin seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
12. Discussion and possible direction to staff regarding the date of the next meeting and agenda 

items for that meeting. 
 
Ms. Menard stated that potentially a work session to discuss the TMWA/DWR Integration would be 
scheduled for the next WRWC meeting, as well as the item postponed from today’s meeting.  She stated 
that the meeting would be scheduled for August 14, 2009 at 1:30 p.m.   
 
Chairman Carrigan asked about the previously mentioned Power Point presentation on the TMDL 
background, which Ms. Menard suggested be scheduled at a different meeting, possibly in September.  
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13. Commission Comments 
 
Commissioner Larkin asked when an update on the sustainability issue could be expected.  Ms. Menard 
stated that staff has been working on the first draft of chapter one of the updated Water Plan, which must 
be completed by the end of December 2010.  She stated that by December of this year, the draft, which 
includes language addressing the sustainability issue, should be ready for presentation to the WRWC. 
 
14. Staff Comments 
 
Mr. Smitherman reported that on June 8, 2009 the Governor appointed the WRWC as the 208 Water 
Planning Agency. 
 
15. Public Comment 
 
Chairman Carrigan called for public comments and hearing none, closed the public comment period. 
 
16. Adjournment 
 
With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 2:40 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Niki Linn, Recording Secretary 
 
 
 
Approved by Commission in session on________________ 2009. 
 
 
____________________________ 
Mike Carrigan, Chairman 
 
 
 
Note:  DRAFT Minutes not approved by Board. 
 



 
IN APPRECIATION 

 
Presented this 14th day of August, 2009 to 

 
GREG DENNIS 

 
With deep appreciation and admiration of your  

Outstanding Vision, Dedication, Integrity and 

Commitment to Excellence in the Truckee Meadows 

Community, as you voluntarily served for eight years as a 

Commissioner on the Regional Water Planning Commission and 

the Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission to 

accomplish better water planning and management in the 

Truckee Meadows. 
 

Western Regional Water Commission 
 

Board of Trustees 
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Western Regional Water Commission 
STAFF REPORT 

  
   
DATE: August 11, 2009 

TO: Chairman and Members, Western Regional Water Commission 

FROM: Mark Foree, General Manager, Truckee Meadows Water Authority 

 Rosemary Menard, Director, Washoe County Department of Water Resources 

SUBJECT: Recommendation to the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) Board and 
Washoe County Board of Commissioners (BCC) to proceed with an Interlocal 
Agreement to implement the Integration/Consolidation of Functions of TMWA 
and Department of Water Resources. 

 

Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends the Western Regional Water Commission (WRWC) formalize a 
recommendation to the Truckee Meadows Water Authority Board (TMWA) and the Washoe 
County Board of Commissioners (BCC) to proceed with the development of an Interlocal 
Agreement (ILA) to implement the integration/consolidation of functions of the Truckee 
Meadows Water Authority and the Washoe County Department of Water Resources (DWR). 
 
Background 
 
For the last few years, serious consideration has been given by the TMWA Board and the BCC 
to the possible integration of some or all functions of TMWA and DWR.  At the same time, 
staffs of the two agencies, together with staffs from Reno and Sparks, began a concerted effort to 
more closely coordinate their water management functions and initiated extensive studies of 
further integration models and options.  In addition, in the 2008 Western Regional Water 
Commission Act, formal direction was given to the WRWC to incorporate into the 
Comprehensive Plan an “evaluation and recommendations regarding the consolidation of public 
purveyors in the planning area, which must include costs and benefits of consolidation, the 
feasibility of various consolidation options, analysis of water supplies, operations, facilities, 
human resources, assets, liabilities, bond covenants, and legal and financial impediments to 
consolidation and methods, if any, for addressing any such impediments.” Western Regional 
Water Commission Act, Section 42(9).  

 
In furtherance of this directive, at its September 12, 2008 meeting, the WRWC asked staff from 
TMWA and DWR to do the following: 
 

“Conduct a focused financial analysis to assess the feasibility of some form of utility 
integration using their joint bond counsel and financial advisors, Swendseid & Stern and 
PFM respectively”.   
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At the December 2008 WRWC meeting, the Phase One Financial Report was presented.  The 
report included a Bond Analysis which identified both the limitations and restrictions that existed 
because of debt structures, and the consolidation opportunities available.  This analysis 
demonstrated that consolidating Department of Water Resources (DWR) into TMWA by 
defeasing DWR debt would be financially feasible within a reasonable time-frame, but that the 
converse (defeasing TMWA’s debt) would not be a financially desirable alternative. Since the 
presentation of that report, the respective staffs of TMWA and DWR have met regularly to 
analyze, at a high level, the feasibility of whether the integration/consolidation of certain 
functions of the two agencies was possible and, if so, whether efficiencies and benefits to the 
community would result.  
  
Interim reports have been presented to the WRWC and to the TMWA Board and BCC 
throughout this process.  These reports have generally indicated that operational and resource 
management efficiencies could be achieved through consolidation and that rate structures of the 
two agencies were sufficiently close that migration to one set of customer rates would not result 
in inequities to either customer base.  
 
To facilitate the consolidation review, at its July 10, 2009 meeting the WRWC appointed a 
Subcommittee on Integration/Consolidation, which has conducted two meetings with staff to 
consider certain aspects of consolidation.  The minutes of these Subcommittee meetings are 
attached together with the staff reports presented to the Subcommittee. At its last meeting on 
August 6, 2009, the WRWC Subcommittee concluded that recommendations regarding the 
integration/consolidation process should proceed to the full WRWC for further discussion and 
that the Subcommittee would recommend to the WRWC that it take action to approve a formal 
recommendation to the governing bodies of TMWA and the BCC to develop an interlocal 
agreement to implement consolidation.  
 
All staff reports prepared for governing board discussions during the last year, including those 
presented to the WRWC Integration Subcommittee as well as the minutes of the two 
subcommittee meetings, have been included and are attached in reverse chronological order. 
 
Assuming the WRWC adopts the recommendation that the BCC and the TMWA Board continue 
with the development of a consolidation agreement, it will have completed the majority of the 
actions required by the Western Regional Water Commission Act regarding evaluation of 
consolidation, and staff recommends that for the purposes of meeting the legislative mandate for 
the Comprehensive Plan, a final consolidation report from the WRWC be prepared following 
completion of actions by the BCC and TMWA.1 
 
Following are summaries of reports presented to the Subcommittee on July 23 and August 6.  
The reports are attached. 

                                                 
1   Note that the Western Regional Water Commission Act requires analysis of consolidation of all “public 
purveyors” within the planning area.  No analysis has yet been conducted of the Sun Valley GID and South Truckee 
Meadows GID operations.  It is generally felt that these entities function in a semi-autonomous fashion and that 
significant efficiencies in operations or resource management are unlikely to be achieved by consolidating their 
functions with a consolidated TMWA/DWR entity.  However, some additional analysis of this question will be 
necessary to satisfy the requirements of the Act.  
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Conceptual Consolidation Agreement (Attachment A) 
 
This report was presented to the WRWC Subcommittee at the August 6, 2009 meeting and 
provided a conceptual outline of a possible master agreement that would govern the 
integration/consolidation of DWR into TMWA.  
 
Based on the conclusions of TMWA and DWR staff and recommendation of the Subcommittee 
that consolidation of the two agencies should be considered, the following conceptual outline of 
an interlocal agreement has been developed. 
 
Note that the governing bodies of TMWA and DWR have not yet had an opportunity to consider 
the final staff reports on consolidation and have made no decisions as to how and whether to go 
forward with the effort.  Accordingly, this outline is presented to the WRWC for general 
information only and does not reflect any direction from the two agencies. 
 
Under this concept, the BCC and TMWA Board would enter into a binding interlocal agreement 
to merge DWR into TMWA.  The agreement would commit the two agencies to undertake the 
steps necessary to achieve full legal consolidation, subject only to the conditions that the DWR 
bonds be defeased, the bond covenants of the two agencies protected, and the TMWA JPA be 
amended to adjust the governance structure and make any other changes necessary to integrate 
the functions of the agencies.  Such an agreement could be executed by late fall, although the 
timeline for fully completing legal consolidation may be as much as two to three years.  A 
binding agreement is considered necessary to initiate this process because of several time-critical 
factors.  Considerable staff time and resources will be required to plan the consolidation, 
including preparation for optimum management of the defeasance process.  A clear path forward 
is necessary to reduce uncertainty and protect employee morale, as well as to expedite 
negotiations with the bargaining units regarding consolidation.  It is anticipated that TMWA 
facilities would be expanded to accommodate transferring or relocated DWR personnel, 
requiring an adequate construction window. 
 
In addition to provisions governing the agreement of the agencies, the interlocal agreement 
would require an interim integrated management agreement that would govern the actions of the 
agencies pending final consolidation.  The attached staff report (Attachment A), presented to the 
WRWC Subcommittee on August 6, 2009, contains a more detailed outline of the possible 
agreement. 
 
 Implications of Major Bond Covenants and Pledged Revenues to Bonds on the Possible 
Integration/consolidation Process (Attachment B) 
 
This report was presented to the WRWC Subcommittee at the August 6, 2009 meeting and 
presented critical elements to advancing full consolidation of water/sewer utilities, those being 
the defeasance of certain outstanding bond issues or alternatively in certain instances,  to 
renegotiate certain terms of a number of loans with the State of Nevada. To defease/renegotiate 
outstanding debt will require both legal review for compliance with a number of bond covenants 
and financial review to determine the additional costs or potential savings with defeasance or 

 Page 3 of 5 

8-14-09 WRWC Item 7 Page 3 of 155



8-14-09 WRWC Agenda Item 7 

renegotiation of the outstanding debt. A major bond covenant requires the defeasance of debt 
prior to the transfer of utility assets to the consolidated entity. For publically sold debt there are 
nearly three dozen covenants for legal compliance purposes.  
 
 
Presentation of TMWA and DWR Job Classifications and Related Information 
(Attachment C) 
 
This report was presented to the WRWC Subcommittee and the respective labor representatives 
at the August 6, 2009 meeting and included a comprehensive list of potentially represented water 
positions. This request stemmed from the discussion by International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers (IBEW) Local #1245 and Washoe County Employee’s Association (WCEA) labor 
representatives who expressed concerns over wages, benefits, occupational seniority, years of 
service, and bidding rights. At the July 23, 2009 WRWC Subcommittee meeting the labor 
representatives noted that further work on their part will require some form of a binding 
integration/consolidation agreement between TMWA and DWR.  Representatives of both 
bargaining units have indicated in discussions with the WRWC Subcommittee that, while there 
will be issues to address and resolve, they do not see any insurmountable barriers to proceeding 
with integration should the governing boards of the agencies make that decision. 
 
Scope of DWR Services, Operations, and Facilities Subject to Possible 
Integration/Consolidation with TMWA (Attachment D) 
 
This report was presented to the WRWC Subcommittee at the August 6, 2009 meeting. The 
recommendation of the WRWC Subcommittee is that only water utility functions performed by 
DWR be consolidated into TWMA, without the sewer and reclaimed water utility functions.  
Although the various consolidation studies performed by staff have largely focused on the 
integration of the water services, staff’s general assumption had previously been that all of DWR 
would be consolidated into TMWA.  This is because DWR’s services are fully integrated, 
performed by common personnel, and because its revenues from both sewer and water services 
are pledged to all of its bonds. The activities of DWR include water, sewer, reclaimed water, and 
storm water utility operations, the PCE Remediation District activities, support of the WRWC, 
and other long range water planning activities. 
 
Phase Two Financial Analysis and Business Risk Assessment (Attachment E) 
 
This report was presented to the WRWC Subcommittee at the July 23, 2009 meeting. This report 
recommended that a plan to integrate TMWA and DWR move forward as justified. To 
accomplish this task will require specific necessary plans for developing a combined operating 
strategy that will generate costs savings, defeasing of certain bonds economically, and 
maintaining TMWA’s tax-exempt commercial paper program. Another matter to address is the 
$5.2 million spent on water projects using funds from other financial resources of the DWR, 
which is being address through a plan of action under development by DWR staff. 
 
Minutes of the WRWC Subcommittee are being provided for review in Attachment F. Previous 
integration and consolidation reports that have been presented to the WRWC have been included 
in Attachment G for reference purposes only. 
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Consolidated Service Area 
 
Historically, the concept of identifying defined service territories in the Truckee Meadows arose 
because of confusion and competition between services provided by the private, for-profit, 
utility, Sierra Pacific Power Company, and Washoe County, which had acquired a fairly large 
customer base through the assignment to the County by regulators of failed private water 
systems.  This competition led to intervention by the legislature in 1995, and the mandate in NRS 
chapter 540A that these purveyors enter into an agreement defining their respective service 
territories and spheres of influence.  Once Sierra Pacific Power Company water operations were 
purchased by TMWA, however, this historic competition for customers lost any meaning, since 
both TMWA and DWR are publicly owned, non-profit agencies.  In fact, both the legislative 
mandate and the 1996 agreement governing service territories have been repealed and obviated 
by the Western Regional Water Commission Act.  Freed from the constraints of rigid service 
boundaries, over the course of the last few years, TMWA and DWR have worked cooperatively 
and flexibly modified their service obligations to best meet the needs of customers and take 
advantage of existing facilities.   
 
Staffs of TMWA and DWR continue to recommend that the service area of the consolidated 
agency be simply defined as the combined existing retail service areas of TMWA and DWR, and 
that new customers, regardless of whether they are added within or without the Truckee 
Meadows Service Area (the “TMSA”) be added pursuant to the consolidated entity’s rules. 
DWR’s existing water utility service area includes several outlying small water systems; 
abandoning current service to these “satellite systems” or radically altering their conditions of 
service may not be legally defensible. 
 
Summary 
 
Staff recommends the Western Regional Water Commission (WRWC) formalize a 
recommendation to the Truckee Meadows Water Authority Board (TMWA) and the Washoe 
County Board of Commissioners (BCC) to proceed with the development of an Interlocal 
Agreement (ILA) to implement the integration/consolidation of functions of the Truckee 
Meadows Water Authority and the Washoe County Department of Water Resources (DWR). 
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Western Regional Water Commission’s  
Subcommittee on Possible Integration of TMWA & DWR 

Staff Report 
 

Date: August 6, 2009 
To:  WRWC Subcommittee on Possible Integration of TMWA & DWR 
From:  Counsel for TWMA and DWR 
Re:  Conceptual Consolidation Agreement 
 
Following is a conceptual outline of a possible master agreement that could govern the 
consolidation of the Washoe County Department of Water Resources into the Truckee 
Meadows Water Authority.   Note that the governing bodies of TMWA and DWR have 
not yet had an opportunity to consider the final staff reports on consolidation and have 
made no decisions as to how and whether to go forward with the effort.  Accordingly, this 
outline is presented to the WRWC subcommittee for general information only and does 
not reflect any direction from the two agencies. 
 
 
CONSOLIDATION MASTER AGREEMENT – CONCEPTUAL OUTLINE 
 
Recitals:   
 
Recitals will describe the background, purpose and goals of consolidation 
 
Language of Agreement: 
 
The agreement will create a binding commitment, effective on execution, by BCC and 
TMWA to merge DWR into TMWA subject only to the conditions that the legal 
requirements for the merger are met.  The parties will also commit to take all steps 
necessary in the interim to create operational efficiencies and benefits consistent with the 
goal of achieving consolidation.   
 
Necessary conditions: 
 
The necessary conditions that must be achieved to achieve final consolidation are: 
 
1.  Defeasance of DWR bonds 
 
2.   Protection of the two agencies’ bond covenants 
 
3.  Modification of the TMWA JPA (governance structure, delegated functions) 
 
The agreement will require the parties to cooperate to achieve these conditions in as 
expeditious a manner as possible. 
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Cooperative measures for implementation 
 
The agreement will specify certain measures that the parties will undertake to implement 
consolidation, including but not limited to: 
 
 1. The two agencies will enter into an interim integrated management agreement that 

will govern their actions pending final consolidation.  This agreement will provide 
for: 

  
Certain DWR functions to be performed by TMWA, subject to 

reimbursement from DWR revenues 
 
Co-location of certain personnel 
 
Transfer of certain personnel to TMWA 
 
Other measures to create operational efficiencies 
 
Collection of revenues and cost-allocation  

 
2.   The parties will enter into an agreement for the expansion of TMWA facilities 
 
3.   The parties will negotiate agreements with their bargaining units governing 

transfer of employees to TMWA 
 
4. The parties will cooperate in the revision of ordinances, rules etc., as necessary  
 
5. DWR assets will be transferred to TMWA when legally feasible 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
263669.3 
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Western Regional Water Commission’s 

 

Subcommittee on Possible Integration of TMWA & DWR 
Staff Report 

  
DATE: August 4, 2009 
TO: Chairman and Members, WRWC’s Subcommittee on Consolidation/ Integration 
THRU: Mark Foree, General Manager, TMWA 
 Rosemary Menard, Director, WCDWR 
FROM: Jeff Tissier, TMWA CFO and Project Manager 
 John Sherman, Washoe County Director of Finance 
SUBJECT: Implications of Major Bond Covenants and Pledged Revenues to Bonds on 

the Integration/Consolidation Process 
 

Recommendation 
 
Based upon the direction of the Western Regional Water Commission’s Subcommittee on 
Integration/Consolidation (WRWC-SIC), staff recommends to continue legal and financial bond 
defeasance (retirement) analyses to determine future opportunities to defease (retire) certain 
outstanding publicly and privately sold bonds and investigate the requirements for renegotiating 
loans with the State of Nevada. The scope of consolidation, whether the water functions only, or 
water/sewer and reclaim functions together, may have a bearing on the aforementioned 
recommendations. Therefore it is also recommended that the scope of consolidation be defined to 
aid in the bond defeasance/renegotiation process.  
 
Background 
 
One of the most critical elements to advancing consolidation of water/sewer utilities is the 
defeasance of certain outstanding bond issues and also to renegotiate certain terms of a number 
of loans with the State of Nevada. Please refer to Attachment A for a listing on combined 
outstanding debt. To effect full consolidation, certain outstanding publicly sold bonds are 
required to be defeased, a requirement that is necessary in order to transfer all assets from one 
utility to the other utility. Either utility is prohibited from transferring all or a substantial part of 
the “Utility” system whether by sale, lease, mortgage, pledge, encumbrance, alienation or other 
disposal of assets, until all the bonds have been paid in full. This language can be found both in 
the bond covenants of publicly issued bonds and loans with the State of Nevada of both TMWA 
and DWR. 
 
To defease/renegotiate outstanding debt will require both legal review for compliance with a 
number of bond covenants and also financial review to determine the cost of defeasance 
/renegotiation of the outstanding debt. In December 2008, a legal and economic analysis was 
prepared to identify opportunities related to integration/consolidation. The results of this analysis 
indicated that to defease TMWA’s publicly sold bonds in the current market was very costly. 
TMWA has refunded (refinanced) nearly $370 million of its2001A bonds in two transactions. 
The ability to refund these refunding bonds cannot occur until 90 days before the “call” (optional 
prepayment) date of refunding bonds unless a taxable bond sale was used, which would create 
significant additional costs to ratepayers. The latest call date of these two refunding bond issues 

   Page 1 of 2  
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is July 1, 2016. Please refer to this staff report in Attachment B which is incorporated for 
reference. 
 
All outstanding bonds and loans with respect to the Department of Water Resources of Washoe 
County (DWR), are eligible for defeasance, and/or renegotiation, if economic conditions 
warrant, and there is compliance with related debt covenants. For TMWA, some maturities of the 
2001A and 2005A bonds are eligible for refunding/defeasance and one loan is eligible for 
renegotiation. From a theoretical standpoint, full consolidation may be possible, but certain cost 
savings need to be identified, in addition to the requirement of defeasing certain bonds and the 
renegotiation of certain terms of the Nevada State Revolving Fund (SRF). Please refer to 
WRWC-SIC July 23, 2009 staff report in Attachment C.  
 
Up to the point of successful defeasance and renegotiation of outstanding debt, TMWA/DWR 
integration would have to be achieved through cooperative efforts and planning. This can take 
the form of certain contractual agreements and open communication between the two agencies 
with respect to various operational elements. At the point of successful defeasance and 
renegotiation of outstanding debt, integration can take the form of full consolidation of the two 
utilities as prescribed by the governing boards. This reflects the conclusion of Option 3 of the 
legal analysis for integration found in Attachment A. 
 
The defeasance of a portion of the debt can be accomplished in a number of ways, either through 
competitive and negotiated sales of bonds, with or without the assistance of the Nevada State 
Bond Bank, or if desired through an as yet non-existent Washoe County Bond Bank which could 
be created. The benefit of using these bond banks is they provide general obligation (G.O.) bond 
security that an agency such as TMWA does not possess/offer, because it has no taxing 
authority. Washoe County has provided a G.O. pledge to DWR’s outstanding debt. The G.O. 
pledge involves the full faith and credit of a taxing authority and such debt obligations generally 
enjoy better terms in the bond market than revenue backed securities. In addition to better 
expected pricing and interest rate terms, more favorable debt coverage ratios and reserve 
requirements can be obtained which improve the economics of any potential bond issuance. 
DWR outstanding debt obligations have G.O., water revenue, sewer revenue and reclaim water 
revenue pledged to secure its bonds and loans regardless whether the proceeds of the debt were 
used to build water, sewer or reclaimed water facilities. If only the water operations are 
integrated, simultaneous defeasances would have to take place to segregate the pledged revenues 
streams securing the new issuances. 
 
 

   Page 2 of 2  
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Dated Final Original Amount Pledged
Agency Bond Issue Date Payment Amount Outstanding Code Support

TMWA 2001A Water Revenue Bonds 6/11/2001 7/1/2016 448,810,000$  58,105,000$    A Revenue
TMWA 2005A Water Revenue Bonds 12/6/2005 7/1/2036 40,000,000      37,920,000      A Revenue
TMWA 2006 Water Revenue Refunding Bonds 6/5/2006 7/1/2034 150,745,000    150,135,000    A Revenue
TMWA 2007 Water Revenue Refunding Bonds 2/6/2007 7/1/2030 218,975,000    217,005,000    A Revenue
DWR-callable Water and Sewer Imrpovement and Refunding Bonds 6/4/1997 2/15/2017 3,720,000        1,590,000        A GO/Revenue
DWR Water and Sewer Bonds 2005 12/21/2005 1/1/2035 65,000,000      61,680,000      A GO/Revenue

DWR Sewer Bonds-Lemmon Valley (SRF) 8/13/1997 1/1/2018 1,249,137        643,949           B GO/Revenue
DWR Sewer Bonds South Truckee Meadows (SRF) 06/30/2000A 1/1/2020 1,675,000        565,632           B GO/Revenue
DWR Sewer Bonds Horizon Hills (SRF) 06/30/2000B 1/1/2020 635,000           112,530           B GO/Revenue
DWR Sewer Bonds STMWRF (SRF) 2/2/2001 7/1/2021 21,000,000      15,580,564      B GO/Revenue
DWR Sewer Bonds Cold Springs (SRF) 6/11/2004 1/1/2024 3,000,000        2,492,208        B GO/Revenue
DWR Sewer Bonds Spanish Springs (SRF) 8/25/2006 7/1/2026 16,620,000      13,810,000      B GO/Revenue

DWR Water Bonds - Longley Lane (SRF) 6/17/2005 1/1/2025 14,463,000      12,594,028      B GO/Revenue
TMWA 2005 Water Revenue Bonds-Arsenic (SRF) 5/25/2005 7/1/2026 4,669,565        4,384,844        B Revenue

DWR Storm Sewer Bonds (stormwater) 11/1/2006 1/1/2026 4,600,000        4,055,106        C GO/Revenue

DWR-not callable Medium Term Bonds Water and Streets 12/01/2001B 11/1/2011 7,590,000        2,610,000        D GO

TMWA Tax Exempt Commercial Paper 2006 8/14/2006 Open 68,000,000      68,000,000      E Revenue

Total 651,283,861$  

A) Publically sold  bonds
B) Nevada State Revolving Loan subject to renegotiation of terms and pledged revenue support
C) Private Placement with Bank
D) No pledged revenue support and debt coverage requirements
E) Short Term Notes credit facility and subordination terms to address

GO/Revenue- General Obligation (taxing authority) and all utility revenues pledged
GO- General Obligation only no revenue pledged
Revenue- Utility revenue pledged only

TMWA/DWR Intergration/Consolidation Study
Outstanding Debt Obligations
Balances as of August 1, 2009

ATTACHMENT A

Page 1 of 1
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Western Regional Water Commission 
STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE: December 4, 2008 

TO: Chairman and Members, Western Regional Water Commission  

FROM: Rosemary Menard, Director, Washoe County Department of Water Resources 

 Mark Foree, Acting General Manager, Truckee Meadows Water Authority 

SUBJECT: Discussion and possible direction to staff on results of the bond and debt 
structure analyses performed by Swendseid & Stern and Public Finance 
Management as the initial step in an evaluation of a possible integration of 
the Washoe County Department of Water Resources and Truckee Meadows 
Water Authority, and review and discussion of the proposed process, 
schedule and stakeholder engagement process for further evaluation and 
analysis leading to  a possible integration of the Truckee Meadows Water 
Authority and the Washoe County Department of Water Resources.  

 

SUMMARY 
 
At its September 12, 2008 meeting, the Western Regional Water Commission (WRWC) asked 
staffs from the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and the Washoe County 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) to do the following: 
 

Conduct a focused financial analysis to assess the feasibility of some form of utility 
integration using their joint bond counsel and financial advisors, Swendseid & Stern and 
PFM respectively.  This focused financial analysis would: 

a) identify limitations or restrictions to utility integration resulting from existing 
debt (including bond/loan/note obligations) and applicable ordinances; 
b) suggest possibilities for addressing any existing limitations; and 
c) outline potential financial structures of an entity created by some form of 
integration, if a plan for moving forward were adopted.   

 
In addition, the WRWC directed the TMWA and DWR staffs to prepare a proposed approach to 
evaluating the opportunities and constraints of integrating resource, infrastructure, and financial 
planning and management, and utility operations and maintenance.  The proposed approach 
would include a recommended schedule for the proposed work as well as approach to 
stakeholder engagement in the process.   
 
Financial and Legal Analyses of Requirements Related to Existing Debt 
 
Swendseid & Stern (S&S) and PFM have completed their analyses.  The S&S analysis focuses 
on the legal aspects of a possible integration with respect to the existing debt obligations for the 
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two agencies (See Attachment A).  It describes three ways an operational consolidation of 
TMWA and DWR could occur given the existing debt obligations and instruments.  The first 
alternative was full consolidation1 of the two agencies. To achieve this goal one entity would 
issue new bonds to pay off the other entity’s bonds and the entity that issued new bonds could 
become the surviving entity and owner. The existing bonds of the acquired entity must be paid 
off (defeased) because of a restrictive covenant. The second alternative would leave existing debt 
in place but have an interlocal agreement making one entity the manager of the consolidated 
operations. The third alternative would be a combination of the aforementioned two alternatives: 
create an interlocal agreement that addresses management of the consolidated operations and 
only new debt can be issued by the managing entity. The managing entity would then determine 
the time when the outstanding debt of the non-managing entity would be paid off (defeased) as 
bond market conditions or other opportunities allow. These alternatives are not considered 
comprehensive and potentially other options may become available as additional 
consolidation/integration analyses are preformed. This analysis does not address partial 
integration of certain business functions which is also an option. 
 
The PFM analysis looked at the financial implications of possible defeasance of some or all of 
TMWA’s and DWR’s existing debt, a step that might be needed for some of the alternatives 
described in the S&S analysis (See Attachment B).  The key conclusion of this analysis is that 
refinancing of all or any of the outstanding bonds and loans do not provide any savings but rather 
significant economic and financial costs (dis-savings). Of particular importance are TMWA 2006 
and 2007 Refunding Bonds (valued at roughly $350,000,000) which, at this time, are only 
refundable by issuing taxable bonds. These bonds were issued to refinance certain maturities of 
the 2001-A Water Asset Acquisition Bonds on an advanced basis which Internal Revenue 
Service (IRS) Regulations allow only once.  (Note:  It may be possible to defease some of 
DWR’s debt using available resources without issuing new debt, which would eliminate or 
substantially lower the cost of defeasance.) 
 
Attachment C is a memo discussing the legal and financial analyses in more detail.  It concludes 
that, based upon current information, alternative one which discusses full consolidation under the 
legal analysis is clearly not an option without significant detrimental effects on customer water 
rates and developer fees. Alternatives two and three under the legal analysis appear to have 
opportunities to explore and analyze. Also pursuit of more limited integration alternatives not 
discussed in the legal analysis appear to be feasible. 
 
It is important to note that analysis described above did not include any operational financial 
analysis related to potential integration.  Further detailed operational financial analysis will need 
to be conducted by the TMWA/DWR Finance Team throughout the course of the evaluation 
process. 
 
TMWA and DWR are each working on multi-year funding plans for their respective entities that 
will identify the financial requirements of each entity going forward without regard to 

                                                 
1 Consolidation for purposes of this report means a full combination of all financial, business, and operating 
functions. Integration is defined as a limited combination of financial, business and operational functions or 
developing parallel financial, business and operational processes. At this time there are certain limitations/options. 
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consolidation/integration.  It will be important to complete this effort so that potential benefits 
and cost savings from any proposed form of integration can be measured against current 
financial requirements of the separate organizations.  This effort is expected to be completed by 
each agency in early 2009.    
 
Proposed Process, Schedule and Stakeholder Process for Further Work on Possible 
Integration  
 
TMWA and DWR project managers (Jack Byrom and Rosemary Menard, respectively) have 
worked to create a proposed process, schedule and stakeholder engagement process for this 
effort.  The proposed process continues the phased approach.  The goal of using a phased 
approach is that it offers an opportunity for decision-making, at the end of each phase, about 
whether to continue the investment of resources to the next phase of the work.   
 
Attachment D, TMWA-DWR Integration Working Teams, Attachment E, Draft Team Charter 
for the System Planning and Engineering Team, Attachment F, Conceptual Flow Diagram for a 
Phased Approach to Decision-Making (representing parts of the planned process), and 
Attachment G,  Preliminary Schedule provide some details of the work that staff has done to 
organize a process to further identify and evaluate potential opportunities for efficiency and cost 
effectiveness that could be achieved through some form of integration.   
 
In addition to using a phased approach to facilitate decision-making, staff recommends using a 
phased approach to engaging the functional area teams identified on Attachment D.  For 
example, looking at certain parts of the operation first will allow the process to emphasize the 
areas most likely to be the source of near or long term efficiencies.  Three utility business areas 
seem most likely to be sources of cost savings (near and/or long term) for customers and the 
community:  System Planning/Engineering, Operations and Water Resources.  The first two of 
these functional areas directly connect to the Water Resources functional area, and the planned 
approach to the work will include staff with Water Resources expertise in teams working to 
identify and evaluate potential opportunities for improving efficiency and cost effectiveness 
through integrating utility planning, operations, and water resource management.  
 
If financial or other significant community benefits are not identified through the work that is 
planned on System Planning and Engineering, Operations, or Water Resources, for example, 
there probably isn’t any reason to get the Information Technology groups together to look at how 
we could manage our GIS and SCADA systems more effectively.   
 
Attachment H presents preliminary information on the proposed stakeholder engagement 
process.  In addition to actively engaging stakeholders who helped initiate the SCR 26 process in 
2006, staff intend to develop and implement approaches that will offer opportunities for other 
community interests and the general public to review and provide comment on analytical work, 
reports and recommendations being developed for WRWC review and action.   
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PREVIOUS ACTION 
 
At its September 12, 2008 meeting, the Western Regional Water Commission (WRWC) asked 
staff from the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and the Washoe County Department 
of Water Resources (DWR) to do the following: 
 

Conduct a focused financial analysis to assess the feasibility of some form of utility 
integration using their joint bond counsel and financial advisors, Swendseid & Stern and 
PFM respectively.  This focused financial analysis would: 
a) identify limitations or restrictions to utility integration resulting from existing debt 
(including bond/loan/note obligations) and applicable ordinances; 
b) suggest possibilities for addressing any existing limitations; and 
c) outline potential financial structures of an entity created by some form of integration, if 
a plan for moving forward were adopted.   

 
In addition, the WRWC directed the TMWA and DWR staff to prepare a proposed approach to 
evaluating the opportunities and constraints of integrating resource, infrastructure, and financial 
planning and management, and utility operations and maintenance.  The proposed approach 
would include a recommended schedule for the proposed work as well as approach to 
stakeholder engagement in the process.   
 
BACKGROUND 
 
As a first step in studying utility integration as required by the Western Regional Water 
Commission Act (Chapter 531, Nevada Revised Statutes), an initial study is being undertaken to 
look at some kind of phased integration of the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and 
the Washoe County Department of Water Resources (DWR).  Staff recommends concentrating 
this analysis on TMWA and DWR because these two agencies own or control the significant 
majority of potable water system infrastructure and water resources in the region. If the initial 
study demonstrates the potential benefits of integration, the Sun Valley GID and the South 
Truckee Meadows GID could consider similar steps, as required by Chapter 531, at some point 
in the future. 
 
The first phase of the study includes work by TMWA’s and DWR’s shared bond counsel, 
Swendseid & Stern, and financial advisors, PFM.  Staff believes that this approach makes more 
sense than engaging any of the teams that submitted Statements of Qualifications at this point 
because Swendseid & Stern and PFM are already familiar with the key financial policies, 
documents, and procedures in use by both agencies and will be able to complete the necessary 
feasibility analysis more quickly and inexpensively than could a new contractor.   
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
TMWA and DWR staff will be doing the proposed work for the next phase of this analysis.  At 
this time there is no direct fiscal impact to the WRWC, although future phases of this analysis 
may require outside resources. This proposed approach is to minimize a fiscal impact from using 
outside consultants. Use of outside consultants would not reduce the demand on both agencies’ 
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staff time therefore it was thought prudent to use current staff, which are the subject matter 
experts in many areas to the greatest extent possible and preserve precious financial resources.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends the WRWC authorize TMWA and DRW staff implement the proposed 
process for next steps of the TMWA-DWR Integration Evaluation as well as the proposed 
approach to stakeholder engagement, including developing additional approaches to engaging 
community interests, and to report the results of these activities at future WRWC meetings. 
 
POSSIBLE MOTION 
 
Should the Board agree with staff’s recommendation, a possible motion would be:  “Move to 
authorize TMWA and DRW staff implement the proposed process for next steps of the TMWA-
DWR Integration Evaluation as well as the proposed approach to stakeholder engagement, 
including developing additional approaches to engaging community interests, and to report the 
results of these activities at future WRWC meetings. 
 

rcm/mf 
 
Attachment A – E-mail from John Swendseid 
Attachment B – PFM’s “TMWA/WCDWR Analysis of Outstanding Debt, 

Refinancing/Defeasance Analysis” 
Attachment C – Memo from Jeff Tissier discussing results of the Swendseid & Stern and PFM 

analyses 
Attachment D – TMWA-DWR Integration Working Teams 
Attachment E – Draft Team Charter for System Planning and Engineering Team 
Attachment F – Conceptual Flow Diagram for a Phased Approach to Decision-Making 

(representing parts of the planned process) 
Attachment G – Preliminary Schedule 
Attachment H – Preliminary Approach to Stakeholder Review Process for TMWA-DWR 

Integration Evaluation 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 
From: Swendseid, John O. [mailto:jswendseid@shermanhoward.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2008 12:11 PM 
To: Tissier, Jeff 
Cc: Stern, Jennifer  
Subject: Consolidation 
 
Jeff:  I have now looked at the debt instruments of TMWA and Washoe County.  I believe there 
are three ways an operational consolidation could be effected under these instruments: 
  
1.  One entity or the other could issue bonds to pay off the other entity's bonds, and then the 
entity that issued the bonds could become the owner of the system of the other entity.  The 
existing bonds must be paid off (or defeased) before another entity acquires the System because 
the bonds of each entity have in them a covenant to the effect that “neither all nor a substantial 
part of the System shall be sold, leased, mortgaged, pledged, encumbered, alienated or otherwise 
disposed of until all the Bonds have been paid in full, or unless provision has been made 
therefore as hereinafter provided.”  Note that under this option, only one entity's bonds have to 
be retired or defeased, not both entities.   Also, if it is a cooperative venture, it is possible for GO 
bonds to be issued for this purpose by the County, whether the County or TMWA will be the 
entity that owns the consolidated system.  (The County could issue GO bonds on behalf of 
TMWA to pay off or defease the existing County Bonds under the County Bond Bank provisions 
of Chapter 244A of NRS (the County has a separate debt limit for County Bond Bank Bonds), or 
the County could issue GO bonds on behalf of itself to pay off or defease the existing TMWA 
bonds.) 
  
2.  The parties could leave the existing debt in place, but have an interlocal agreement pursuant 
to which one entity or the other is the manager of the consolidated system.  The manager would 
be responsible for running the System, and the interlocal agreement could specify how rates are 
set, how existing and future debt is handled, what if any circumstances would permit a party to 
end the interlocal agreement, etc. This is likely simpler to implement, but is also likely to lead to 
more friction in the future, as it involves debt of more than one entity, possible future 
negotiations over rates, debt, service areas for ratemaking purposes, ownership of assets by more 
than one entity, etc.  Also, the non-managing entity would have to have the right to step in and 
take over its old system if the Managing entity was not managing the system in a way that 
complied with the bond covenants of the non-managing entity. 
  
3.  A sort of combination of 1 and 2 above.  To start with, under an interlocal   agreement, one 
entity would manage the consolidated system similar to 2 above.  The Managing entity would 
agree to be responsible for paying all existing debt and complying with all existing debt 
covenants.  No new system related debt of the non-managing entity would be issued--only new 
system related debt of the Managing entity could be issued.  The Managing entity could decide 
when to pay off the debt of the non-managing entity, and once it was paid off, the assets of the 
non-managing entity would be transferred to the Managing entity.  So this starts out like 2 above, 
but if all goes well, ends up like 1 above. Like in 1, is possible for GO bonds to be issued to pay 
off debt of the non-managing entity, whether the County or TMWA will be the entity that 
manages the consolidated system (though, if this was done it may be a requirement that all of the 
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debt of the non-managing entity be paid off or defeased at one time); also, like in 2 above, prior 
to the defeasance of the non-Managing entity's debt, the non-managing entity would have to have 
the right to step in and take over its old system if the Managing entity was not managing the 
system in a way that complied with the bond covenants of the non-managing entity. 
   
I would be glad to meet to further discuss these and any other possible ideas.  Please call with 
any questions or comments. 
 
John O. Swendseid 
(Licensed in NV & CO)  
Swendseid & Stern  
a Member in Sherman & Howard, LLC 
50 W. Liberty, Suite 1000 
Reno, NV 89501 
(775) 323-1980  
Las Vegas (702) 387-6073  
Fax: (775) 323-2339 
e-mail: jswendse@sah.com  
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Refunded Percentage
TMWA Bonds/Loans Par Nominal Present Value Savings/(Cost)

1   TMWA Water Revenue 2001-A Bonds 58,105,000$         
2   TMWA Water Revenue 2005-A Bonds 37,910,000           
3   TMWA Water Revenue 2006 Refunding Bonds (1) 147,630,000         
4   TMWA Water Revenue 2007 Refunding Bonds (1) 202,395,000         

5   Total Senior Lien Debt 446,040,000$      

6   TMWA DWSRF 2005 Loan (2) 4,384,844$           N/A N/A N/A
7   Tax-Exempt Commercial Paper (3) 68,000,000           Not Analyzed Not Analyzed Not Analyzed

8   Total Subordinated Debt 72,384,844$        

WCDWR Bonds/Loans

9   Washoe 2001 Medium Term Bonds 1,775,000$           
10 Washoe 2005 Water/Sewer Bonds 61,680,000           

11 Total Washoe County Water/Sewer Bonds 63,455,000$        

12 Washoe 2006 Water/Sewer SRF 4,055,106$           
13 Washoe Cold Springs Sewer SRF 2,492,208             
14 Washoe Horizon Hills Water SRF 112,530                
15 Washoe Valley Sewer SRF 643,949                
16 Washoe Longley Lane Water SRF 12,594,028           
17 Washoe Spanish Springs SRF 5,972,394             
18 Washoe STMWRF Sewer 2001 SRF 15,580,564           
19 Washoe South Truckee SRF 565,632                

20 Total Washoe County SRF Loans 42,016,411$        

21 Total Debt Subject to the Refunding Analysis 105,471,411$      

(1) These TMWA Bonds were issued to refinance/refund certain maturities of the 2001-A Acquisition
Bonds. Certain maturities are not refundable again on a tax-exempt basis until 90 days prior
to call dates on those maturities.

(2) This loan was not analyzed and omitted in error, most likely dis-savings

(3) The TECP was not analyzed because the weighted weighted average interest rate is approximately 1.7%
and interest rates vary constantly as notes maturie and are remarketed (resold).
No savings would be attainable by refinancing with senior lien bonds.

ATTACHMENT B
TMWA-WCDWR

Analysis of Outstanding Debt
Refinancing/Defeasance Analysis

Savings or (Cost) to Refinance

(2,833,579)$           (4,275,876)$           -7.36%
(17,893,319)           (10,984,211)           -28.97%

(202,847,073)         (90,964,038)           -60.59%
(283,442,872)         (127,617,073)         -58.81%

(507,016,843)$      (233,841,198)$       

(440,017)$              (464,870)$              -26.19%
(25,143,281)           (16,606,083)           -26.92%

(25,583,298)$        (17,070,953)$         

(965,652)$              (794,211)$              -19.59%
(963,664)                (744,227)                -29.86%
(586,349)                (410,114)                -364.45%
(557,058)                (437,458)                -67.93%

(2,974,144)             (2,605,712)             -20.69%
(1,972,504)             (1,530,123)             -25.62%
(1,797,783)             (2,069,302)             -13.28%

(590,479)                (436,478)                -77.17%

(10,407,633)$        (9,027,625)$           

(35,990,931)$        (26,098,578)$         
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ATTACHMENT C 
 
NOTE: The attachments referenced in this Attachment C are presented in Attachments A and B 
above. 
 

 
STAFF REPORT 

 
TO: Mark Foree, General Manager TMWA 
 Rosemary Menard, Director WCDWR 
FROM: Jeff Tissier 
DATE: December 1, 2008 
SUBJECT: ANALYSIS OF THE TRUCKEE MEADOWS WATER AUTHORITY’S 

AND WASHOE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES’ 
OUTSTANDING BONDS, LOANS, AND NOTES. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and the Washoe County Department of Water 
Resources (WCDWR) engaged Swendseid & Stern (S & S), bond counsel to both purveyors, and 
Public Financial Management (PFM), the common financial advisor to both purveyors, to review 
the legal and financial aspects of these agencies’ outstanding bonds, loans, and notes with respect 
to consolidation/integration. It was decided to look at the two largest agencies with respect to 
consolidation/integration since these agencies serve over 90% of water customers in the greater 
Truckee Meadows and with respect to the WCDWR a certain number of sewer and reclaim water 
customers. The legal and financial analyses were undertaken in a manner so as to not 
predetermine a conclusion for consolidation/integration of these purveyors. The intent of these 
analyses was to provide sufficient information with respect to outstanding bonds, loans and notes 
to support a decision for advancing work on consolidation/integration of these agencies’ 
functions. Also if the refinancing (defeasance) of debt for a particular or both water purveyors is 
a limiting factor, then this analysis would identify those limiting factors and assist in focusing 
resources toward other integration opportunities that may produce overall cost reduction or other 
monetary or non-monetary benefits to the region’s customers.  
 
As of June 30, 2008 TMWA had approximately over $500 million in outstanding bonds, loans, 
and notes. As of June 30, 2008 WCDWR had over $100 million in outstanding bonds, and loans. 
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DISCUSSION 

The bond analysis is comprised of two steps: a legal review, and a financial review. The legal 
review was performed to determine which covenants must to be complied with and what 
financial and operational options are available to the two agencies from the perspective of the 
bond indentures. Second, a financial review was performed to calculate what financial benefits, 
costs, and/or impediments may exist at this time. 

S & S, bond counsel to both agencies, was engaged for the legal analysis to review the bond, 
loan, and note covenants to determine compliance with certain covenants that would allow some 
form of operational consolidation/integration. Three initial alternatives were provided. Please 
refer to Attachment A. The first alternative was full consolidation2 of the two agencies. To 
achieve this goal one entity would issue new bonds to pay off the other entity’s bonds and the 
entity that issued new bonds could become the surviving entity and owner. The existing bonds of 
the acquired entity must be paid off (defeased) because of a restrictive covenant. The second 
alternative would leave existing debt in place but have an interlocal agreement making one entity 
the manager of the consolidated operations. The third alternative would be a combination of the 
aforementioned two alternatives: create an interlocal agreement that addresses management of 
the consolidated operations and only new debt can be issued by the managing entity. The 
managing entity would then determine the time when the outstanding debt of the non-managing 
entity would be paid off (defeased) as bond market conditions or other opportunities allow. 
These alternatives are not considered comprehensive and potentially other options may become 
available as additional consolidation/integration analyses are preformed. This analysis does not 
address partial integration of certain business functions which is also an option. 

PFM conducted an analysis of refinancing (defeasance) of all bonds and loans on an issue by 
issue basis, to integrate into the aforementioned legal alternatives. Again this analysis was not to 
draw any conclusions but simply perform the financial mathematics to determine the savings or 
costs (negative economic benefit) from refinancing the bonds and notes at this time. Please refer 
to Attachment B.  

As can be concluded from the table in Attachment B, refinancing of all or any of the 
outstanding bonds and loans do not provide any savings but rather significant economic 
and financial costs (dis-savings). Of particular importance are TMWA 2006 and 2007 
Refunding Bonds which at this time are only refundable by issuing taxable bonds. These bonds 
were issued to refinance certain maturities of the 2001-A Water Asset Acquisition Bonds on an 
advanced basis which Internal Revenue Service (IRS) Regulations allow only once. The 
refinancing of these bonds is only achievable under favorable market conditions and only within 
90 days before the call date of July 1, 2016 on certain maturities. Based upon current 
information, alternative one which discusses full consolidation under the legal analysis is clearly 
not an option without significant detrimental effects on customer water rates and developer fees. 
Alternatives two and three under the legal analysis appear to have opportunities to explore and 
analyze. Also pursuit of more limited integration alternatives not discussed in the legal analysis 
appear feasible. 
                                                 
2 Consolidation for purposes of this report means a full combination of all financial, business, and operating 
functions. Integration is defined as a limited combination of financial, business and operational functions or 
developing parallel financial, business and operational processes. At this time there are certain limitations/options. 
 

  Page 10 of 17 

8-14-09 WRWC Item 7 Page 20 of 155



8-6-09 WRWC Integration Subcommittee Agenda Item 06 Attachment B 
Western Regional Water Commission Meeting of December 12, 2008 

 

ATTACHMENT D 
 

WORKING DRAFT 
 

TMWA-DWR Integration Working Teams 
  

Team 
 
 

Scope DWR Participants TMWA 
Participants 

Project Managers  Rosemary Menard Jack Byrom 

1. Water Resources • Rules regarding 
Water Rights 

• Conservation 
• Resource Planning 
• TROA 
• Land & Easements 

• Rosemary Menard 
(lead) 

 

• John Erwin              
( Lead ) 

 

 •  •  •  
2. Operations 
 
 
 

• Operational 
Optimization 

• Distribution 
• Treatment 
• Water Quality 

• Joe Howard (lead) 
 

• Paul Miller              
( Lead ) 

 

    
3. System Planning 

and Engineering 
• Infrastructure 

utilization and 
optimization 

• CIP Planning 
• New Business 

Processes & Rules 
(eg, development 
services) 

• Facility Charges 

• Rick Warner (lead) 
 

• Scott Estes              
( Lead ) 

 

    
4. Customer Service 

Processes 
• Customer Service 
• Meter Reading and 

Utility Billing 
• Collections 
• Rules related to the 

above 

• Ben Hutchins (lead) 
 

• Andy Gebhardt        
( Lead ) 
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5. Finance • Financial Planning 

• Accounting 
• Debt Management 
• Purchasing & 

Contracts 
• Budgeting 
• Revenue Analysis 

• Ben Hutchins (lead) 
 

• Jeff Tissier              
( Lead ) 

 

    
6. Human Resources • Workforce Planning 

• Labor Contracts 
• Organizational 

Planning and 
Development  

• Comp. & Benefits 

• Rosemary Menard 
(lead) 

 

• Nanette Quitt      
     ( Lead ) 

    
7. Communications • Internal 

Communications 
• External 

Communications 
• Community 

Outreach and 
Engagement  

• Rosemary Menard 
(lead) 

  

• Kim Mazeres 
      ( Lead ) 
 

    
8. Information 
Technology 
 
 
 

• Telecom.  
• GIS 
• DP Hardware & 

Software 
Applications 

• Brent Thomas 
(lead) 

 

• Yugandhar Narala  
     ( Lead ) 
 

    
9. Legal Liaison 
 
 

 • Pete Simeoni • Mike Pagni 
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ATTACHMENT E 
 

Draft Team Charter for System Planning and Engineering Team 
 
Team Name:  System Planning and Engineering 
 
Team Members: TMWA    DWR 
   Scott Estes (lead)   Rick Warner (lead) 
   Scott Benedict    Alan Jones   
   Juan Esparza    John Buzzone 
   Tiffany Bowling   Joe Howard 
   John Erwin    Scott Smilley 
        Vahid Behmaram 
 
Sponsors:   TMWA    DWR 
   Jack Byrom    Rosemary Menard 
 
 
Integration Study Purpose and Mission: To explore opportunities whereby TMWA and 
WCDWR may, through joint operation of water system facilities and management of water 
resources, produce quantifiable benefits for TMWA and WCDWR customers and the community 
as a whole. 
 
System Planning and Engineering Team Purpose and Scope: The System Planning and 
Engineering Team will identify and evaluate the opportunities to achieve improved service 
levels; reduce system operating costs; reduce facility capital costs; eliminate unnecessary or 
redundant facilities; increase system reliability; increase water quality; and maximize 
conjunctive use of limited groundwater and surface water resources through implementation of 
operating and capital planning strategies based on thinking of the DWR and TMWA water 
facilities and systems as one rather than two separate system.   
 
Approach, Deliverables and Schedule: The sponsoring agencies recommend a phased 
approach to the work.  The goal of using a phased approach is that it offers an opportunity for 
decision-making, at the end of each phase, about whether to continue the investment of resources 
to the next phase of the work.   
 
The suggested first phase of the work would produce a Preliminary Assessment Report which 
would include identification and preliminary evaluation of opportunities for increasing efficiency 
and/or cost effectiveness through integrated operation of and capital planning for TMWA and 
DWR water system facilities.  The most appropriate level of evaluation would use broad 
application of staff knowledge and experience and might result, for example, in a matrix of 
opportunities for improvement rated high, medium, or low against common evaluation criteria.  
The Preliminary Assessment Report should contain a recommendation from the team as to 
whether the opportunities identified, if any, are, in the team’s judgment, beneficial enough to 
warrant investing in further development and a more detailed evaluation.   
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The requested completion date for the preliminary assessment report is January 9, 2009.  The 
System Planning and Engineering Team is requested to prepare and present its work and 
recommendations to a joint meeting of the senior management teams of the sponsoring agencies.  
Additional presentations to other boards or agencies may also be requested. 
 
Following completion of the Preliminary Assessment Report, the Sponsoring Agencies request 
the System Planning and Engineering Team to begin work to review and develop 
recommendations for aligning agency business processes and rules for new development.  The 
goal would be to evaluate the opportunities for creating a “one stop shop” for developers that 
would facilitate and streamline their working with water agencies in the region.  The requested 
completion date for the Development Services Business Process and Rules evaluation is 
February 20, 2009.  The System Planning and Engineering Team is requested to prepare and 
present its work and recommendations to a joint meeting of the senior management teams of the 
sponsoring agencies. Additional presentations to other boards or agencies may also be requested. 
 
Resources: The sponsoring agencies are authorizing staff time for team members assigned to 
this task.  Should the team leaders determine that additional resources are necessary for the team 
to accomplish its work (e.g. technical or administrative support) they should immediately consult 
with the sponsors to discuss their needs.  
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ATTACHMENT F 
Conceptual Flow Diagram for a Phased Approach to Decision-Making 

(representing parts of the planned process) 
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 ATTACHMENT G 
Preliminary Schedule 
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ATTACHMENT H 
 
 

Preliminary Approach to Stakeholder Review Process 
for TMWA-DWR Integration Evaluation 

 
 
Mission: To encourage and provide opportunity for customers and stakeholders of TMWA and 
DWR and other potentially affected community interests to actively participate in the TMWA-
DWR Integration Evaluation and as well as to review and provide comments on study findings. 
 
As an initial effort, TMWA and WCDWR staff will regularly present status updates to 
stakeholder groups which, at a minimum, will include: 
 - TMWA Standing Advisory Committee (SAC) 
 - Chambers, Northern Nevada Network, etc 
 - BANN, AGC, and Developer Groups 
  
As key findings are developed, TMWA and DWR staff will present these findings to 
stakeholders and customer groups identified above.  Comments, recommendations, and issues 
raised during these presentations will be compiled and submitted the WRWC, TMWA Board, 
and Board of County Commissioners as part of staff reports prepared for these policy making 
bodies so that they may be considered during deliberations on this subject.   
 
When appropriate, TMWA and DWR staff will consider using approaches such as website 
articles, bill stuffers, community workshops and open houses, and similar approaches to reaching 
out to members of the public and offering them opportunities to provide input.   
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8-06-09 WRWC Integration Subcommittee Agenda Item 5 
  

Western Regional Water Commission 
Subcommittee on Possible Integration of TMWA & DWR 

 Staff Report 
 
DATE: August 6, 2009 
TO:  Chairman and Members, WRWC Subcommittee on Consolidation / Integration 
FROM: Nanette Quitt, HR Manager, Truckee Meadows Water Authority 
  Rosemary Menard, Director, Washoe County Department of Water Resources 
SUBJECT: Presentation of TMWA and DWR job classifications and related information 
 
 
Summary 
Enclosed is a summary of job classifications, certification requirements, dates of hire and years 
of service for the represented positions at TMWA (91 FTEs total) and the water positions at the 
Washoe County Department of Water Resources (DWR) (30 FTEs) that we anticipate would be 
considered represented positions in a consolidated entity. 
 
This information, along with the detailed job descriptions for each position, has been shared with 
the respective IBEW Local #1245 and the Washoe County Employee Association (WCEA) labor 
representatives. 
 
Background 
The request at the July 23, 2009 WRWC Subcommittee was to develop and distribute a 
comprehensive list of potentially represented water positions both to the Subcommittee and the 
respective labor representatives. 
 
This request stemmed from discussion by IBEW Local #1245 and WCEA labor representatives 
who expressed concerns over wages, benefits, occupational seniority, years of service and 
bidding rights in a consolidated entity. 
 
Additionally, the Subcommittee invited labor representatives to attend the August 14, 2009 
WRWC meeting to share concerns expressed by represented employees.  
 
Attachment A:  Job Classification Matrix 
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Attachment A: Job Classification Matrix - DWR/TMWA Water Only

DWR Anticipated Represented Positions

Job Title Certification Requirements
for Position

Apprenticeship
Requirements
for Position*

FTE
Value Date of Hire

Years of
Service

Account Clerk I No No 1.00 02/06/06 3 years, 6 months, and 0 days
Account Clerk I No No 1.00 01/14/02 7 years, 6 months, and 23 days
Account Clerk I No No 1.00 06/23/97 12 years, 1 months, and 14 days
Account Clerk I No No 1.00 08/08/05 3 years, 11 months, and 29 days
Office Assistant III No No 1.00 11/28/05 3 years, 8 months, and 9 days
Office Assistant III No No 1.00 01/07/04 5 years, 6 months, and 30 days
Office Assistant III No No 1.00 04/01/02 7 years, 4 months, and 5 days
Office Assistant III No No 1.00 10/18/99 9 years, 9 months, and 19 days
Principal Account Clerk No No 1.00 03/05/90 19 years, 5 months, and 1 days
Utility Worker, Sr. CDL with Hazardous Material Endorsement

Distribution 2 (D2) and Distribution 3 (D3) w/in 1 year
No 1.00 11/24/03 5 years, 8 months, and 13 days

Utility Worker, Sr. CDL with Hazardous Material Endorsement
Distribution 2 (D2) and Distribution 3 (D3) w/in 1 year

No 1.00 11/30/99 9 years, 8 months, and 7 days

Utility Systems Control Specialist No 1.00 03/10/08 1 years, 4 months, and 27 days
Utility Worker I CDL with Hazardous Material Endorsement w/in 6 months

Distribution 1 (D1) w/in 1 year
No 1.00 11/26/07 1 years, 8 months, and 11 days

Utility Worker I CDL with Hazardous Material Endorsement w/in 6 months
Distribution 1 (D1) w/in 1 year

No 1.00 01/02/08 1 years, 7 months, and 4 days

Utility Worker II CDL with Hazardous Material Endorsement w/in 6 months
Distribution 2 (D2)

No 1.00 02/12/01 8 years, 5 months, and 25 days

Utility Worker II CDL with Hazardous Material Endorsement w/in 6 months
Distribution 2 (D2)

No 1.00 06/08/98 11 years, 1 months, and 29 days

Utility Worker II CDL with Hazardous Material Endorsement w/in 6 months
Distribution 2 (D2)

No 1.00 09/27/04 4 years, 10 months, and 10 days

Utility Worker II CDL with Hazardous Material Endorsement w/in 6 months
Distribution 2 (D2)

No 1.00 05/29/07 2 years, 2 months, and 8 days

Utility Worker II CDL with Hazardous Material Endorsement w/in 6 months
Distribution 2 (D2)

No 1.00 05/21/07 2 years, 2 months, and 16 days

Utility Worker II CDL with Hazardous Material Endorsement w/in 6 months
Distribution 2 (D2)

No 1.00 11/30/99 9 years, 8 months, and 7 days

Utility Worker II CDL with Hazardous Material Endorsement w/in 6 months
Distribution 2 (D2)

No 1.00 04/27/87 22 years, 3 months, and 10 days

Water and Sewer Project Inspector Driver's license No 1.00 07/22/96 13 years, 0 months, and 15 days
Water and Sewer Project Inspector Driver's license No 1.00 03/19/07 2 years, 4 months, and 18 days
Water and Sewer Project Inspector Driver's license No 1.00 11/24/97 11 years, 8 months, and 13 days
Water and Sewer Project Inspector Driver's license No 1.00 09/29/97 11 years, 10 months, and 8 days
Technican, Water Meter II Driver's license

Distribution 2 (D2)
No 1.00 08/20/01 7 years, 11 months, and 17 days

Technican, Water Meter II Driver's license
Distribution 2 (D2)

No 1.00 03/01/99 10 years, 5 months, and 5 days

Technican, Water Meter II Driver's license
Distribution 2 (D2)

No 1.00 04/20/98 11 years, 3 months, and 17 days

Operator, Water Treatment Plant Driver's license
Treatment 4 (T4) w/in 1 year
Treatment 3 (T-3) or eligibility for reciprocity by the State of Nevada, Division of 
Environmental Protection at time of application
Treatment 2 (D-2) or eligibility for reciprocity by the State of Nevada, Division of 
Environmental Protection at time of application

No 1.00 04/28/08 1 years, 3 months, and 9 days

DWR Anticipated Represented Positions

* Apprenticeship Column : Some TMWA represented positions can be filled through either a State of Nevada approved apprenticeship program or equivalent. These positions are noted with a "potentially" remark.
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Attachment A: Job Classification Matrix - DWR/TMWA Water Only

Job Title Certification Requirements
for Position

Apprenticeship
Requirements
for Position*

FTE
Value Date of Hire

Years of
Service

Operator, Water Treatment Plant Driver's license
Treatment 4 (T4) w/in 1 year
Treatment 3 (T-3) or eligibility for reciprocity by the State of Nevada, Division of 
Environmental Protection at time of application
Treatment 2 (D-2) or eligibility for reciprocity by the State of Nevada, Division of 
Environmental Protection at time of application

No 1.00 10/17/05 3 years, 9 months, and 20 days

FTE Total 30.00
TMWA Represented Positions
Facilities & Ground Maintenance Man Pesticide Applicator license

Backflow Tester
CDL w/in 1 year

No 1.00 8/7/2006 2 years, 11 months, and 30 days

Facilities Locator, Water Driver's license, CPR & First Aid No 1.00 5/2/1977 32 years, 3 months, and 4 days
Fitter CDL, CPR & First Aid

Distribution 2 (D2) or equivalent
Yes, Fitter 1.00 10/10/2005 3 years, 9 months, and 27 days

Fitter CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2) or equivalent

Yes, Fitter 1.00 10/11/2004 4 years, 9 months, and 26 days

Fitter CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2) or equivalent

Yes, Fitter 1.00 1/26/2006 3 years, 6 months, and 11 days

Fitter CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2) or equivalent

Yes, Fitter 1.00 6/25/2002 7 years, 1 months, and 12 days

Fitter CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2) or equivalent

Yes, Fitter 1.00 11/13/1995 13 years, 8 months, and 24 days

Fitter, Apprentice CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 1 (D1) w/in 1 year
Distribution 2 (D2) w/in 2 years
(See State of Nevada approved curriculm and certification deadlines)

N/A 1.00 4/17/2006 3 years, 3 months, and 20 days

Fitter, Apprentice CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 1 (D1) w/in 1 year
Distribution 2 (D2) w/in 2 years
(See State of Nevada approved curriculm and certification deadlines)

N/A 1.00 11/7/2006 2 years, 8 months, and 30 days

Fitter, Apprentice CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 1 (D1) w/in 1 year
Distribution 2 (D2) w/in 2 years
(See State of Nevada approved curriculm and certification deadlines)

N/A 1.00 6/18/2007 2 years, 1 months, and 19 days

Fitter, Apprentice CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 1 (D1) w/in 1 year
Distribution 2 (D2) w/in 2 years
(See State of Nevada approved curriculm and certification deadlines)

N/A 1.00 6/25/2007 2 years, 1 months, and 12 days

Fitter, Apprentice CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 1 (D1) w/in 1 year
Distribution 2 (D2) w/in 2 years
(See State of Nevada approved curriculm and certification deadlines)

N/A 1.00 5/31/2005 4 years, 2 months, and 6 days

Fitter, Apprentice CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 1 (D1) w/in 1 year
Distribution 2 (D2) w/in 2 years
(See State of Nevada approved curriculm and certification deadlines)

N/A 1.00 10/31/2006 2 years, 9 months, and 6 days

Fitter/Welder CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2) or equivalent
Fitter Apprenticeship

Yes, Fitter 1.00 6/23/2003 6 years, 1 months, and 14 days

Foreman, Working Heavy Water CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3) or equivalent

Yes, Fitter 1.00 12/15/1980 28 years, 7 months, and 22 days

* Apprenticeship Column : Some TMWA represented positions can be filled through either a State of Nevada approved apprenticeship program or equivalent. These positions are noted with a "potentially" remark.
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Attachment A: Job Classification Matrix - DWR/TMWA Water Only

Job Title Certification Requirements
for Position

Apprenticeship
Requirements
for Position*

FTE
Value Date of Hire

Years of
Service

Foreman, Working Heavy Water CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3) or equivalent

Yes, Fitter 1.00 12/15/1983 25 years, 7 months, and 22 days

Foreman, Working Heavy Water CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3) or equivalent

Yes, Fitter 1.00 12/29/1981 27 years, 7 months, and 8 days

Foreman, Working Hydro/Generation Driver's license, CPR & First Aid Potentially, Hydro Operator 1.00 10/5/1971 37 years, 10 months, and 1 days
Foreman, Working Light Water CDL, CPR & First Aid

Distribution 3 (D3)
Yes, Fitter 1.00 9/24/2001 7 years, 10 months, and 13 days

Foreman, Working Light Water CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)

Yes, Fitter 1.00 5/4/1981 28 years, 3 months, and 2 days

Foreman, Working Light Water CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)

Yes, Fitter 1.00 3/24/1980 29 years, 4 months, and 13 days

Foreman, Working Light Water CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)

Yes, Fitter 1.00 6/24/1985 24 years, 1 months, and 13 days

Foreman, Working Water Treatment Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)
Treatment 3 (T3)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 9/3/1996 12 years, 11 months, and 3 days

Foreman, Working Water Treatment Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)
Treatment 3 (T3)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 8/25/1997 11 years, 11 months, and 12 days

Foreman, Working Water Treatment Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)
Treatment 3 (T3)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 4/1/1996 13 years, 4 months, and 5 days

Foreman, Working Water Treatment Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)
Treatment 3 (T3)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 4/21/1986 23 years, 3 months, and 16 days

Helper Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
CDL w/in 6 months

No 1.00 10/27/2008 0 years, 9 months, and 10 days

Helper, Facilities & Grounds CDL, CPR & First Aid
Must work toward Pesticide Applicator
Must work toward Backflow tester

No 1.00 10/1/2008 0 years, 10 months, and 5 days

Inspector Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)

Yes, Fitter 1.00 12/12/1977 31 years, 7 months, and 25 days

Inspector Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)

Yes, Fitter 1.00 6/11/1973 36 years, 1 months, and 26 days

Inspector Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)

Yes, Fitter 1.00 10/2/2001 7 years, 10 months, and 4 days

Inspector Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)

Yes, Fitter 1.00 9/13/1978 30 years, 10 months, and 24 days

Inspector Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)

Yes, Fitter 1.00 9/18/2001 7 years, 10 months, and 19 days

Inspector Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)

Yes, Fitter 1.00 10/7/1985 23 years, 9 months, and 30 days

Inspector Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)

Yes, Fitter 1.00 8/27/1984 24 years, 11 months, and 10 days

Mechanic, Apprentice Water Plant Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 1 (D1) w/in 1 year
Distribution 2 (D2) w/in 2 years
(See State of Nevada approved curriculm and certification deadlines)

N/A 1.00 5/31/2000 9 years, 2 months, and 6 days

Mechanic, Apprentice Water Plant Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 1 (D1) w/in 1 year
Distribution 2 (D2) w/in 2 years
(See State of Nevada approved curriculm and certification deadlines)

N/A 1.00 10/21/2002 6 years, 9 months, and 16 days

* Apprenticeship Column : Some TMWA represented positions can be filled through either a State of Nevada approved apprenticeship program or equivalent. These positions are noted with a "potentially" remark.
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Attachment A: Job Classification Matrix - DWR/TMWA Water Only

Job Title Certification Requirements
for Position

Apprenticeship
Requirements
for Position*

FTE
Value Date of Hire

Years of
Service

Mechanic, Hydro/Generation Driver's license, CPR & First Aid Potentially, Mechanic 1.00 4/7/1980 29 years, 3 months, and 30 days
Mechanic, Specialist Water Plant Driver's license

CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)

Potentially, Mechanic 1.00 7/2/1990 19 years, 1 months, and 4 days

Mechanic, Specialist Water Plant Driver's license
CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)

Potentially, Mechanic 1.00 11/2/1982 26 years, 9 months, and 4 days

Mechanic, Specialist Water Plant Driver's license
CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)

Potentially, Mechanic 1.00 9/19/1983 25 years, 10 months, and 18 days

Mechanic, Specialist Water Plant Driver's license
CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)

Potentially, Mechanic 1.00 5/4/1998 11 years, 3 months, and 2 days

Mechanic, Specialist Water Plant Driver's license
CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)

Potentially, Mechanic 1.00 12/17/1984 24 years, 7 months, and 20 days

Operator, Apprentice Water Treatment Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 1 (D1) and Treatment 1 (T1) w/in 1 year
Distribution 2 (D2)  and Treatment 2 (T2) w/in 2 years
(See State of Nevada approved curriculm and certification deadlines)

N/A 1.00 7/23/2007 2 years, 0 months, and 14 days

Operator, Equipment II CDL, CPR & First Aid Yes, Fitter 1.00 7/28/2003 6 years, 0 months, and 9 days
Operator, Equipment II CDL, CPR & First Aid Yes, Fitter 1.00 11/6/2006 2 years, 9 months, and 0 days
Operator, Equipment III CDL, CPR & First Aid

Distribution 2 (D2)
Fitter or equivalent

Yes, Fitter 1.00 9/17/2001 7 years, 10 months, and 20 days

Operator, Equipment III CDL, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)
Fitter or equivalent

Yes, Fitter 1.00 8/11/2003 5 years, 11 months, and 26 days

Operator, Hyrdo/Generation Driver's license, CPR & First Aid Potentially, Hydro 1.00 12/31/2000 8 years, 7 months, and 6 days
Operator, Hyrdo/Generation Driver's license, CPR & First Aid Potentially, Hydro 1.00 6/23/1972 37 years, 1 months, and 14 days
Operator, Hyrdo/Generation Driver's license, CPR & First Aid Potentially, Hydro 1.00 1/5/1981 28 years, 7 months, and 1 days
Operator, Water Treatment II Driver's license, CPR & First Aid

Distribution 2 (D2)
Treatment 2 (T2)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 6/18/2003 6 years, 1 months, and 19 days

Operator, Water Treatment III Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)
Treatment 3 (T3)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 1/29/2001 8 years, 6 months, and 8 days

Operator, Water Treatment III Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)
Treatment 3 (T3)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 1/15/2001 8 years, 6 months, and 22 days

Operator, Water Treatment III Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)
Treatment 3 (T3)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 8/26/1985 23 years, 11 months, and 11 days

Operator, Water Treatment III Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)
Treatment 3 (T3)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 7/17/2002 7 years, 0 months, and 20 days

Operator, Water Treatment III Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)
Treatment 3 (T3)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 8/1/1998 11 years, 0 months, and 5 days

* Apprenticeship Column : Some TMWA represented positions can be filled through either a State of Nevada approved apprenticeship program or equivalent. These positions are noted with a "potentially" remark.
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Job Title Certification Requirements
for Position

Apprenticeship
Requirements
for Position*

FTE
Value Date of Hire

Years of
Service

Operator, Water Treatment III Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)
Treatment 3 (T3)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 7/6/1992 17 years, 1 months, and 0 days

Operator, Water Treatment III Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)
Treatment 3 (T3)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 10/1/1997 11 years, 10 months, and 5 days

Operator, Water Treatment III Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)
Treatment 3 (T3)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 1/28/2002 7 years, 6 months, and 9 days

Operator, Water Treatment III Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)
Treatment 3 (T3)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 11/3/2003 5 years, 9 months, and 3 days

Operator, Water Treatment III Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)
Treatment 3 (T3)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 8/18/2003 5 years, 11 months, and 19 days

Operator, Water Treatment III Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 3 (D3)
Treatment 3 (T3)

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator

1.00 12/9/1996 12 years, 7 months, and 28 days

Representative, Customer Service None No 1.00 5/20/2002 7 years, 2 months, and 17 days
Representative, Customer Service None No 1.00 3/28/2006 3 years, 4 months, and 9 days
Representative, Customer Service None No 1.00 8/25/1987 21 years, 11 months, and 12 days
Representative, Customer Service None No 1.00 6/2/2008 1 years, 2 months, and 4 days
Representative, Customer Service None No 1.00 5/20/2002 7 years, 2 months, and 17 days
Representative, Sr. Customer Service None No 1.00 7/15/2002 7 years, 0 months, and 22 days
Serviceman II, Water Driver's license, CPR & First Aid

Distribution 2 (D2)
Backflow certification or Water Meter Technician school

No 1.00 8/30/1971 37 years, 11 months, and 7 days

Serviceman II, Water Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)
Backflow certification or Water Meter Technician school

No 1.00 6/26/1978 31 years, 1 months, and 11 days

Serviceman, Water Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)
Backflow Prevention Assembly General Tester w/in 90 days

Yes, Fitter or equivalent 1.00 6/7/1977 32 years, 1 months, and 30 days

Serviceman, Water Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)
Backflow Prevention Assembly General Tester w/in 90 days

Yes, Fitter or equivalent 1.00 8/23/1982 26 years, 11 months, and 14 days

Serviceman, Water Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)
Backflow Prevention Assembly General Tester w/in 90 days

Yes, Fitter or equivalent 1.00 7/20/1978 31 years, 0 months, and 17 days

Serviceman, Water Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)
Backflow Prevention Assembly General Tester w/in 90 days

Yes, Fitter or equivalent 1.00 8/1/1998 11 years, 0 months, and 5 days

Serviceman, Water Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)
Backflow Prevention Assembly General Tester w/in 90 days

Yes, Fitter or equivalent 1.00 4/17/1972 37 years, 3 months, and 20 days

Specialist, Equipment Water Treatment Driver's license with Hazardous Material Endorsement
CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)
Treatment 3 (T3)
Backflow Specialist w/in 1 year

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator or Mechanic

1.00 11/26/1979 29 years, 8 months, and 11 days

* Apprenticeship Column : Some TMWA represented positions can be filled through either a State of Nevada approved apprenticeship program or equivalent. These positions are noted with a "potentially" remark.
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Job Title Certification Requirements
for Position

Apprenticeship
Requirements
for Position*

FTE
Value Date of Hire

Years of
Service

Specialist, Equipment Water Treatment Driver's license with Hazardous Material Endorsement
CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)
Treatment 3 (T3)
Backflow Specialist w/in 1 year

Potentially, Water Treatment 
Operator or Mechanic

1.00 3/18/1996 13 years, 4 months, and 19 days

Specialist, Water Supply Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2) w/in 1 year

No 1.00 4/5/2004 5 years, 4 months, and 1 days

Technician, Apprentice SCADA Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2) w/in 4 years
(See State of Nevada approved curriculm and certification deadlines)

N/A 1.00 5/18/1987 22 years, 2 months, and 19 days

Technician, Electrical Plant Hydro/Generation Driver's license, CPR & First Aid Yes, Electrician 1.00 6/3/1985 24 years, 2 months, and 3 days
Technician, Power Generation Driver's license, CPR & First Aid No 1.00 1/14/2008 1 years, 6 months, and 23 days
Technician, SCADA Driver's license, CPR & First Aid

Distribution 2 (D2)
Potentially, SCADA 1.00 6/1/2004 5 years, 2 months, and 5 days

Technician, SCADA Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)

Potentially, SCADA 1.00 8/9/1982 26 years, 11 months, and 28 days

Technician, SCADA Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)

Potentially, SCADA 1.00 9/25/2002 6 years, 10 months, and 12 days

Technician, SCADA Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)

Potentially, SCADA 1.00 2/22/2005 4 years, 5 months, and 15 days

Technician, SCADA Driver's license, CPR & First Aid
Distribution 2 (D2)

Potentially, SCADA 1.00 12/24/1990 18 years, 7 months, and 13 days

Utilityman, Service Driver's license, CPR & First Aid No 1.00 12/10/1984 24 years, 7 months, and 27 days
Utilityman, Service Driver's license, CPR & First Aid No 1.00 10/13/2003 5 years, 9 months, and 24 days
Utilityman, Service Driver's license, CPR & First Aid No 1.00 12/18/2006 2 years, 7 months, and 19 days
Utilityman, Service Driver's license, CPR & First Aid No 1.00 11/18/2002 6 years, 8 months, and 19 days

FTE Total 91.00

* Apprenticeship Column : Some TMWA represented positions can be filled through either a State of Nevada approved apprenticeship program or equivalent. These positions are noted with a "potentially" remark.
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 8-6-09 WRWC Integration Subcommittee Agenda Item 7 
 

Western Regional Water Commission’s 

 

Subcommittee on Possible Integration of TMWA & DWR 
Staff Report 

 
DATE: August 3, 2009 
TO:  Chairman and Members, Western Regional Water Commission  
FROM: Rosemary Menard, Director, Washoe County Department of Water Resources 
SUBJECT: Report on the Department of Water Resources’ scope of services and 

facilities and possible direction to staff. 
 
 
This Staff Report provides an informational overview of the Washoe County Department of 
Water Resources’ (DWR) current scope of services, staff resources used in providing these 
services and information about services provided inside and outside of the Regional Planning 
Governing Board’s Truckee Meadows Service Area (TMSA)   
 
SCOPE OF DWR’S SERVICES 
 
Water, Wastewater and Reclaimed Water Utility Services:  DWR is a full service water 
resources agency, providing water, wastewater, reclaimed water services to customers in areas 
north and south of the Truckee Meadows Water Authority service area.  Customers served 
include residents of incorporated areas of Reno and Sparks as well as customers in 
unincorporated areas of the County.  Attachment A provides a map of areas served and includes 
the current TMSA boundary.   
 
Utility services are supported entirely by user charges and, in the case of new development, by 
capital facility charges.  The County has established and maintained an enterprise fund for 
DWR’s utility functions and County General Fund resources are not used to subsidize utility 
operations.  Utility business support functions including accounting, financial planning, 
management and rate making, billing and customer services, and legal support are provided by 
DWR staff, staff from the Washoe County Treasurer’s Office (for billing), staff from the Washoe 
County’s District Attorney’s Office and, in the case of production of bills, through contracted 
service providers.    
 
Long Range Water Planning:  For many years DWR has used Washoe County General Fund 
financial support to develop and implement a program focused on data gathering and analysis of 
groundwater and surface water resources within Washoe County.  Over the years, key products 
of this effort have included: 
• General ground water monitoring throughout metropolitan area in support of operational 

decision making on aquifer management.  
• Basin studies and assessments of water resource that might be available for future 

development.  
• Development of and support for the Domestic well mitigation support with the initial 

meetings that resulted in the Groundwater Data Center and Well Mitigation Hearing Board to 
address domestic well issues.  

• Wadsworth-Fernley ground water study. 

  
  Page 1 of 11  
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• Non-point source trading analysis as part of regional storm water planning.  
• Active participation in the development of the Truckee River Watershed Assessment.  
 
Western Regional Water Commission:  Under the provisions of NRS 540A, which was 
adopted by the Legislature in the mid 1990s, and until the Western Regional Water Commission 
Act was adopted by the Legislature in 2007, DWR was responsible for developing and updating 
the Regional Water Plan and for the operation and staffing of the Water Planning Commission.  
Since the Western Regional Water Commission Act became effective in April of 2008, DWR 
has provided staff services on a contract basis to the Western Regional Water Commission 
(WRWC) and the Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission.  Through its in-kind service 
agreement with the WRWC, DWR provides accounting and management services for the 1.5% 
Water Management Fund, which funds regional water planning activities.  The Water 
Management Fund has been established is a stand alone fund within DWR’s financial 
management structure.  
 
Central Truckee Meadows Remediation District:  The Central Truckee Meadows 
Remediation District, established under the provisions of NRS 540A.250-285, generates its own 
revenue through fees charged pursuant to the act, and is also operated as a stand alone fund 
within DWR’s financial management structure.   The Truckee Meadows Water Authority, which 
has water rights and facilities to pump some 16,000 acre feet of water from the central Truckee 
Meadows aquifer annually, is a significant beneficiary of the efforts of the Remediation District 
to identify and address sources of PCE contamination in this aquifer.   
 
STAFF RESOURCES SUPPORTING DWR’S ACTIVITIES 
 
Attachment B is a list of DWR’s current authorized positions organized by functional areas and 
including DWR’s list of vacant and frozen positions as a separate category.  For filled positions, 
the incumbent’s years of service are included.   
 
Attachment C breaks down DWR’s current staffing into full time equivalents (FTEs) being 
funded by each component of DWR’s business.  It is important to note that an FTE is not 
equivalent to an individual or a position, but is a person year of labor based on 1767 hours per 
year of productive capacity being equal to one person year of labor.   
 
Attachment D breaks down the 36.03 FTEs for the Water Utility into the functional areas that 
comprise the Water Utility’s staff.   
 
DWR’S AREAS OF SERVICE 
 
DWR provides water, wastewater, and reclaimed water utility services both within the Truckee 
Meadows Service Area (TMSA) and in areas outside that boundary.  Attachment A provides a 
map showing DWR’s systems and the TMSA boundary.   
 
The vast majority of DWR’s customers are within the TMSA.  However, four small systems are 
located outside the TMSA:  Lightning W and Old Washoe Estates, both located in Washoe 

 Page 2 of 11 
 

8-14-09 WRWC Item 7 Page 39 of 155



 8-6-09 WRWC Integration Subcommittee Agenda Item 7 

 Page 3 of 11 
 

Valley, and Stampmill and Wadsworth, both located in the far southeastern corner of Washoe 
County.     
 
It is probably worthy of note, that in many cases, especially before the early 2000s, the water and 
wastewater systems that made up DWR’s service territory, were small private or community 
systems that had “failed” and were given to DWR to ensure that essential services for water and 
wastewater customers would continue to be provided.  A number of such systems remain in 
operation in the populated areas of Washoe County, and may at some point in the future need to 
be dealt with.   
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ATTACHMENT B 
 
 
Work Area Job Class 

Years of 
Service    
(as of 
8/3/09) 

Administration/Finance (Cust Svc/Billing) ACCOUNT CLERK 3.50
Administration/Finance (Cust Svc/Billing) ACCOUNT CLERK 7.58
Administration/Finance (Cust Svc/Billing) ACCOUNT CLERK 12.17
Administration/Finance (Cust Svc/Billing) ACCOUNT CLERK 4.00
Administration/Finance (Cust Svc/Billing) PRINCIPAL ACCOUNT CLERK 19.42
Administration/Finance (Payroll) ACCOUNT CLERK II 14.50
Administration/Finance ACCOUNTANT II 6.67
Administration/Finance ACCOUNTANT II 11.42
Administration/Finance OFFICE ASSISTANT I 3.83
Administration/Finance (AP & Water Rights) OFFICE ASSISTANT III 9.83
Administration/Finance FINANCE & CUSTOMER SERVICE MANAGER 1.67
Administration/Finance FISCAL COMPLIANCE OFFICER 17.67
Administration/Finance ADMINISTRATIVE SECRETARY 13.92
Administration/Finance ADMINISTRATIVE SECRETARY SUPERVISOR 9.50
Administration/Finance PUBLIC INFORMATION OFFICER 3.50
Administration/Finance DIRECTOR OF WATER RESOURCES 2.50
Inspection/Light Construction CHIEF OF CONSTRUCTION & INSPECTION 24.83
Inspection/Light Construction WATER & SEWER PROJECT INSPECTOR 15.42
Inspection/Light Construction WATER & SEWER PROJECT INSPECTOR 13.08
Inspection/Light Construction WATER & SEWER PROJECT INSPECTOR 2.42
Inspection/Light Construction WATER & SEWER PROJECT INSPECTOR 11.75
Inspection/Light Construction WATER & SEWER PROJECT INSPECTOR 11.92
Operations & Maintenance DEPARTMENT SYSTEMS SUPPORT SPECIALIST 21.00
Operations & Maintenance OFFICE ASSISTANT III 3.75
Operations & Maintenance OFFICE ASSISTANT III 5.58
Operations & Maintenance OFFICE ASSISTANT III 7.33
Operations & Maintenance LABORER - Temporary through October 2009 0.17
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
 
 
Work Area Job Class 

Years of 
Service    
(as of 
8/3/09) 

Operations & Maintenance LABORER - Temporary through October 2009 0.17
Operations & Maintenance SEWER SYSTEMS WORKER II 1.58
Operations & Maintenance SEWER SYSTEMS WORKER II 2.42
Operations & Maintenance SEWER SYSTEMS WORKER II 1.50
Operations & Maintenance  SEWER SYSTEMS WORKER II 7.33
Operations & Maintenance WASTEWATER COLLECTIONS SYSTEMS SUPERVISOR 17.00
Operations & Maintenance UTILITY WORKER I 1.58
Operations & Maintenance UTILITY WORKER I 1.75
Operations & Maintenance UTILITY WORKER II 4.92
Operations & Maintenance UTILITY WORKER II 9.75
Operations & Maintenance UTILITY WORKER II 2.25
Operations & Maintenance UTILITY WORKER II 6.83
Operations & Maintenance UTILITY WORKER II 2.25
Operations & Maintenance UTILITY WORKER II 22.33
Operations & Maintenance UTILITY WORKER II 8.50
Operations & Maintenance UTILITY WORKER II 11.17
Operations & Maintenance SR. UTILITY WORKER 5.75
Operations & Maintenance SR. UTILITY WORKER 9.75
Operations & Maintenance SUPERVISOR UTILITY WORKER 12.08
Operations & Maintenance SUPERVISOR UTILITY WORKER 22.33
Operations & Maintenance (SCADA) UTILITY SYSTEMS CONTROL SPECIALIST 1.42
Operations & Maintenance UTILITY OPERATIONS SUPERVISOR 17.67
Operations & Maintenance WATER METER TECHNICIAN II 8.00
Operations & Maintenance WATER METER TECHNICIAN II 10.42
Operations & Maintenance WATER METER TECHNICIAN II 11.33
Operations & Maintenance WATER TREATMENT PLANT OPERATOR 1.33
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
 
 
Work Area Job Class 

Years of 
Service    
(as of 
8/3/09) 

Operations & Maintenance WATER TREATMENT PLANT OPERATOR 3.83
Resources Planning and Management  GIS SPECIALIST 2.67
Resources Planning and Management  GIS SPECIALIST 3.92
Resources Planning and Management  GIS SPECIALIST 12.67
Resources Planning and Management  DEPARTMENT PROGRAMMER ANALYST 10.42
Resources Planning and Management  TECHNOLOGY SYSTEMS DEVELOPER II 14.25
Resources Planning and Management  ENGINEERING TECHNICIAN 3.50
Resources Planning and Management  ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEER II 11.75
Resources Planning and Management  ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEER II 23.42
Resources Planning and Management  ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEER II 3.25
Resources Planning and Management  LICENSED ENGINEER 12.50
Resources Planning and Management  LICENSED ENGINEER 4.50
Resources Planning and Management  LICENSED ENGINEER 4.58
Resources Planning and Management  LICENSED ENGINEER 3.17
Resources Planning and Management  LICENSED ENGINEER 6.92
Resources Planning and Management  SR. LICENSED ENGINEER 12.42
Resources Planning and Management  SR. LICENSED ENGINEER 4.67
Resources Planning and Management  SR. LICENSED ENGINEER 3.17
Resources Planning and Management  SR. LICENSED ENGINEER 12.42
Resources Planning and Management  OFFICE SUPPORT SPECIALIST 4.42
Resources Planning and Management  PUBLIC SERVICE INTERN - Intermittent hourly 2.17
Resources Planning and Management  PUBLIC SERVICE INTERN - Intermittent hourly 3.75
Resources Planning and Management  PUBLIC SERVICE INTERN - Intermittent hourly 2.25
Resources Planning and Management  SR. HYDROGEOLOGIST 20.33
Resources Planning and Management  SR. HYDROGEOLOGIST 7.08
Resources Planning and Management  SR. HYDROGEOLOGIST 13.83
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ATTACHMENT B (continued) 
 
 
Work Area Job Class 

Years of 
Service    
(as of 
8/3/09) 

Resources Planning and Management  SR. HYDROGEOLOGIST 27.25
Resources Planning and Management  WATER RIGHTS MANAGER 16.83
Resources Planning and Management  WATER RIGHTS TECHNICIAN 5.83
Central Truckee Meadows Remediation District HYDROGEOLOGIST II 3.08
Central Truckee Meadows Remediation District HYDROGEOLOGIST II 5.58
Central Truckee Meadows Remediation District SR. HYDROGEOLOGIST 15.67
Central Truckee Meadows Remediation District WATER MANAGEMENT PLANNER 4.92
Central Truckee Meadows Remediation District WATER RESOURCES PROGRAM MANAGER 5.83
Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission ADMINISTRATIVE SECRETARY 11.83
Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission WATER MANAGEMENT PLANNER 3.00
Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission WATER RESOURCES PROGRAM MANAGER 8.33

AUTHORIZED POSITIONS VACANT/FROZEN  
ADMINISTRATION/FINANCE ACCOUNT CLERK II 
ADMINISTRATION/FINANCE BUSINESS ANALYST 
ADMINISTRATION/FINANCE DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
Inspection/Light Construction WATER & SEWER PROJECT INSPECTOR 
Resources Planning and Management  ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEER II 
Resources Planning and Management  ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEER II 
Resources Planning and Management  GIS SPECIALIST (Part Time) 
Resources Planning and Management  HYDROGEOLOGIST II 
Resources Planning and Management  LICENSED ENGINEER 
Resources Planning and Management  LICENSED ENGINEER 
Resources Planning and Management  OFFICE ASSISTANT III 
Resources Planning and Management  PUBLIC SERVICE INTERN - Intermittent hourly 
Resources Planning and Management  PUBLIC SERVICE INTERN - Intermittent hourly 
Resources Planning and Management  PUBLIC SERVICE INTERN - Intermittent hourly 
Resources Planning and Management  PUBLIC SERVICE INTERN - Intermittent hourly 
Resources Planning and Management  UTILITY DIVISION ENGINEERING MANAGER 
Resources Planning and Management  WATER RESOURCES PLANNING MANAGER 
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Resources Planning and Management  WATER RESOURCES PROGRAM MANAGER 
Operations & Maintenance WATER TREATMENT PLANT OPERATOR 
Operations & Maintenance SAFTEY COMPLIANCE OFFICER 

AUTHORIZED POSITIONS VACANT/FROZEN  
Operations & Maintenance SEWER SYSTEMS WORKER II 
Operations & Maintenance UTILITY OPERATIONS MANAGER 
Operations & Maintenance UTILITY WORKER II 
Operations & Maintenance UTILITY WORKER II 
Operations & Maintenance WATER METER TECHNICIAN II 
Central Truckee Meadows Remediation District TECHNOLOGY SYSTEMS DEVELOPER II 
Central Truckee Meadows Remediation District PUBLIC SERVICE INTERN - Intermittent hourly 
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Attachment C   

Full Time Equivalents Supporting Each Activity or Function
 FY 2010 
Staffing 

Hours 

FY 2010 
FTEs (not 
positions) 

FTEs as a  
Per Cent of 

Total

Water Operations (user rate funded)   
58,119.85 32.89 36.15%

Water Capital - Rehabilitation and Replacement (user rate funded)  
1,324.00 0.75 0.82%

Water Capital - New Growth (developer fee funded)  
4,213.00 2.38 2.62%

Water Utility as Per Cent of Total  
63,656.85 36.03 39.60%

Wastewater Operations (user rate funded) (does not include cost of 
contracted operation of 3 wastewater treatment plants) 

 
31,940.75 18.08 19.87%

Wastewater Capital - Rehabilitation and Replacement (user rate funded)  
1,708.00 0.97 1.06%

Wastewater Capital - New Development (developer fee funded)  
3,860.00 2.18 2.40%

Wastewater Utility as a Percent of Total  
37,508.75 21.23 23.33%

Reclaimed Water Operations (user rate funded)  
7,487.00 4.24 4.66%

Reclaimed Water Capital - Rehabilitation and Replacement (user rate 
funded) 

 
435.00 0.25 0.27%

Reclaimed Water Capital - New Development (developer fee funded)  
975.00 0.55 0.61%

Reclaimed Water Utility as a Per Cent of Total   
8,897.00 5.04 5.53%

Golden Valley Recharge Program   
695.00 0.39 0.43%

Billable Development Review/Inspection  
2,590.01 1.47 1.61%

STMGID Operating Contract   
8,583.00 4.86 5.34%

STMGID Capital Improvement Program   
781.00 0.44 0.49%

STMGID Contract as a Percent of Total  
9,364.00 5.30 5.83%

Storm Water Utility  
488.99   0.00%

Central Truckee Meadows Remediation District   
13,296.68 7.53 8.27%

Western Regional Water Commission/Northern Nevada Water 
Planning Commission  

 
5,235.50 3.00 3.30%

Water Planning (General Fund funded)  
4,323.47 2.45 2.69%

DWR Finance and Administration  
17,711.45 10.02 11.02%

Grand Total ===>  
161,177.69 

  
90.98  

<== includes OT 
and Callback 

 Page 10 of 11 
 

8-14-09 WRWC Item 7 Page 47 of 155



 8-6-09 WRWC Integration Subcommittee Agenda Item 7 Attachment D 

 

Hydrogeology, 0.84, 2%

O&M Admin Support, 2.1, 6%

Customer Service/Billing, 2.9, 
8%

Fiscal Compliance, 0.47, 1%

Water Rights, 1.66, 5%

GIS, 1.72, 5%

Construction Inspection/Light 
Construction Crew, 3.1, 9%

Engineering , 3.42, 10%

O&M , 18.9, 52%

Water Quality, 0.89, 2%

Attachment D
Total = 36.03 with FTE totals for 

each functional area and % of totals 

 

 Page 11 of 11  
 

8-14-09 WRWC Item 7 Page 48 of 155



 7-23-09 WRWC Integration Subcommittee Agenda Item 6 
 

 

 

Western Regional Water Commission 
STAFF REPORT 

  
   
DATE: July 20, 2009 

TO: Chairman and Members, Western Regional Water Commission’s Subcommittee 
on Consolidation/ Integration 

THRU: Mark Foree, General Manager, Truckee Meadows Water Authority 

 Rosemary Menard, Director, Washoe County Department of Water Resources 

FROM: Jeff Tissier, TMWA CFO and Project Manager 

 John Sherman, Washoe County Director of Finance 

SUBJECT: Phase Two Financial Analysis and Business Risk Assessment  

 

Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends that a plan to integrate Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and 
Washoe County Department of Water Resources, Division of Water Operations (DWR) move 
forward as justified through analyses leading to further refinement of specific plans addressing 
the necessary operating costs savings and debt defeasance requirements. This plan is expected to 
achieve the goal of full consolidation within two to three years which at this time appears to be 
viable if certain business risks attendant to full consolidation are addressed. Although a 
significant portion of cost savings must come from operational changes within DWR and 
defeasance of a significant portion of DWR senior lien debt, it is recognized that potential 
opportunities exist within TMWA to meaningfully contribute to overall combined savings of a 
consolidated entity through attrition of staff as a result of retirements. Staff recommends 
proceeding with the integration project by preparing a draft interlocal agreement between the 
entities, which includes an implementation plan that maps the processes and steps necessary to 
accomplish consolidation of DWR and TMWA operations.   
 
Background 
 
At its September 12, 2008 meeting, the Western Regional Water Commission (WRWC) asked 
staff from the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and the Washoe County Department 
of Water Resources (DWR) to do the following: 
 

“Conduct a focused financial analysis to assess the feasibility of some form of utility 
integration using their joint bond counsel and financial advisors, Swendseid & Stern and 
PFM respectively.  This focused financial analysis would: 
 

a) identify limitations or restrictions to utility integration resulting from existing 
debt (including bond/loan/note obligations) and applicable ordinances [Item 
completed in December 2008]; 
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b) suggest possibilities for addressing any existing limitations; and 

  
c) outline potential financial structures of an entity created by some form of 
integration, if a plan for moving forward were adopted. “  

 
At the December 2008 WRWC meeting the Phase One Financial Report was presented which 
consisted of a Bond Analysis addressing certain limitations and restrictions resulting from 
existing debt and what opportunities were available.  The conclusion of this analysis pointed out 
significant increases in costs to water customers if TMWA was not the surviving entity, 
however, the possibility of consolidating the Department of Water Resources (DWR) into 
TMWA exists, although there would also be costs associated with defeasing DWR’s debt. In lieu 
of full consolidation in the near-term there are opportunities to integrating certain functional 
areas of TMWA and DWR with a goal to fully consolidate at a later date after certain conditions 
are met.  For purposes of this report “consolidation” means full and complete consolidation of 
entities’ facilities and their operation while “integration” is defined as combining certain 
operating or financial functions of both utilities.  
 
 
Summary of Phase Two Financial Analysis  
 
Significant business risks have been identified related to each entity, in regard to full 
consolidation at the present time, which translate to risks to all water customers of the region. To 
combine the water utilities without consideration to these identified business risks could be 
costly to all water customers.  These risks should either be mitigated or a mitigation plan 
developed before full consolidation in order to manage those costs.  
 
A high-level financial analysis of full consolidation has been completed for both revenues and 
expenditures.  The following table presents the findings of that analysis for the Fiscal Year 
2009/2010. 
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Final Budget Projections WCDWR TMWA Combined Eliminations Adjusted
Total Additions Combined Totals

Water Sales (1,2) 13,242,385$       75,339,744$              88,582,129$         (1,800,846)$            86,781,283$                 
Hydroelectric -                          2,208,589                  2,208,589             -                              2,208,589                     
Other (includes GVR) 751,117              2,067,089                  2,818,206             -                              2,818,206                     
Total Operating Revenues 13,993,502         79,615,422                93,608,924           (1,800,846)              91,808,078                   

Wages Salaries & Benefits (3) 3,676,944           17,241,897                20,918,841           358,897                  21,277,738                   
Professional/Contract Services (4) 737,421              8,207,084                  8,944,505             703,477                  9,647,982                     
Supplies 1,980,853           2,934,256                  4,915,109             -                              4,915,109                     
Utilities 1,729,196           6,954,436                  8,683,632             -                              8,683,632                     
Purchased Water (5) 2,332,848           -                                2,332,848             (2,332,848)              -                                   
Overhead and Other (6) 1,058,651           4,687,363                  5,746,014             (750,971)                 4,995,044                     
Total Cash Operating Expenses 11,515,913         40,025,036                51,540,949           (2,021,444)              49,519,505                   
Depreciation Expense 7,046,737           21,468,108                28,514,845           -                              28,514,845                   
Total Operating Expenses 18,562,650         61,493,144                80,055,794           (2,021,444)              78,034,350                   
Operating Income (Loss) (4,569,149)$        18,122,278$             13,553,130$        220,598$               13,773,728$                

Principal 2,564,135$         9,335,000$                11,899,135$         
Interest 3,129,215           21,840,105                24,969,320           

5,693,349$         31,175,105$             36,868,454$        

Projected water rate increase 106.0% 104.5%

NOTES:
(1)  The revenue elimination reflects reduction of wholesale revenue received from WCDWR
(2)  The DWR water sales budget is virtually the same as DWR customer demand calculated with TMWA rates
(3)  Personnel transfer cost change estimates, assumes all WCDWR personnel, includes deferred comp match impact 
(4)  DWR only not STIMGID Water Customers to Vertex + Mailing which includes past due mailings. Vertex contract extends to Feb 25, 2013
(5)  Eliminate DWR wholesale water purchases from TMWA
(6)  Refer to adjustments below

TMWA/WCDWR Integration Analysis
Projected Combination of Water Divisions Operating Revenues and Expenses

 
 
 
Additional cost reductions need exploration as a result of defining additional operational 
efficiencies as well as infrastructure investment savings that may be achieved by an integrated 
utility.  The financial impact of those opportunities will need to be included in forward looking 
financial analysis over at least a five year period in order to fully map out the impact of 
consolidation.  In addition, certain significant financial risks that have been identified at this time 
include: 
   

• DWR Water Division’s cost of service and proposed rate increases include only 20% of 
the approximately $5.7 million in annual debt obligations with an expectation that 
developer fees or certain cash reserves will fund the other 80%. This is a significant 
business risk because of the reliance on growth conditions to fund this obligation in light 
of current economic. Without growth, DWR customer rates will have to increase above 
the current rate increases to cover this debt payment. Defeasance of a significant portion 
of the total DWR senior lien debt would mitigate this issue. TMWA has refinanced a 
large portion of its 2001A debt so there are limited future opportunities for garnering 
additional savings. 
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• The General Fund of Washoe County still pays slightly over $1.0 million for certain 
water planning functions for DWR for fiscal year 2010 (Note: FY 2008 General Fund 
support was nearly $2.0 million). If this funding support disappears, other funding 
mechanisms will be required or some form of cost containment to compensate for this 
reduced funding must occur under the framework of a consolidated entity. 

 
• The Water Division of DWR has borrowed over $5.2 million from other financial 

resources within DWR with an uncertain plan for repayment.  It is expected that certain 
pre-payments from customers and bond proceeds associated with Special Assessment 
District 39 will mitigate a portion of this borrowing (approximately $1.5 million). In 
addition, DWR is exploring the use of certain existing unspent bond proceeds to further 
reduce the balance of the aforementioned borrowings. Further use of existing unspent 
2005 A senior lien proceeds (approximately $1.5 million) will offset some potential 
benefits of defeasing the remaining balance of existing senior lien debt. 

 
• If the entities were consolidated as they currently operate with their respective levels of 

staff it is estimated that a minimum of $2.1 to $3.0 million in operating expenses, on a 
combined basis, would have to be eliminated to be able to meet TMWA’s projected 
financial goals. This assumes that there is a sufficient reduction in senior lien debt 
obligations otherwise more operational costs savings will have to be developed. The high 
end of this estimate reflects the loss of funding from the Washoe County General Fund 
for DWR water planning. 

 
• TMWA’s primary business risk is renewing its letter of credit that supports its tax-

exempt commercial paper program. This can be accomplished but debt pricing will be 
challenging. TMWA will embark on the renewal process late calendar year 2009 and 
early 2010 which can provide sufficient lead time before the August 15, 2010 renewal 
date. TMWA has few demands on commitments to growth with adequate water rights 
and water system capacity. Activities related to consolidation efforts must consider and 
protect TMWA’s ability to maintain its financial integrity and achieve its financial 
strategic goals. It is important to note that it appears a consolidated entity has a better 
opportunity to meet future TMWA and DWR-related infrastructure commitments to meet 
the demands of new and expanded water services than two separate water entities. 

 
 
The following table highlights high-level financial performance under a consolidation framework 
and the potential, dilutive, accretive effects on senior lien bond coverage ratios of a fully 
consolidated entity. This is an important financial optic because a consolidated water entity will 
need to fund cost effectively a number of very significant water infrastructure commitments in 
the North Valleys, Verdi and the South Truckee Meadows in order to meet the needs of new and 
expanded services related to growth as well as meaningful rehabilitation of older portions of the 
consolidated water system. If all business risks are addressed meaningfully then a consolidated 
entity can position itself to be able to fund a number of infrastructure commitments in the future. 
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---------a--------- ---------b--------- ---------c---------
Water Sales 86,781,283$       86,781,283$              86,781,283$         
Hydroelectric 2,208,589           2,208,589                  2,208,589             
Other Misc Sales 2,818,206           2,818,206                  2,818,206             
Investment Income 4,729,722           3,593,454                  3,593,454             
Total Gross Revenues  96,537,800$       95,401,532$              95,401,532$         
Total Consolidated  Cash Operating Expenses 49,519,505         49,519,505                47,419,505           
Net Revenues 47,018,295         45,882,027                47,982,027           
Sr Lien Debt 35,860,580         33,575,261                33,575,261           
Sr Lien Coverage 1.31                  1.37                          1.43                     

NOTES:
a)  All debt excluding DWSRF loan has a first lien, no issue is defeased, no operating cost reductions.
b)  The DWSRF loan for the Longley Plant is subordinate and $40.0 million of $65.0 million  2005 bond
issue is "defeased", no operating cost reductions.
c)  Longley debt subordinated, $40.0 of $65.0 million defeased, $2.1million in reduced O & M expenses
on a combined basis exclude water planning.

Scenarios of Combined Sr Lien Coverage w/o Developer Fees

 
 
 
Because most of the DWR’s debt is not covered by customer water rates, DWR must “defease” a 
significant portion of its first lien debt by using the remaining cash proceeds (approximately $35 
million principal + $5 million accrued interest) of the $65.0 million bond issue (issued in 2005). 
It is imperative that a plan be developed for reducing combined operating expenses. These 
aforementioned issues highlight the most significant current challenges facing full consolidation.  
Staff believes that if the agencies and their governing boards are committed to full consolidation, 
these measures could be successfully addressed over the next two to three years. 
 
In addition to the financial analysis, a preliminary, detailed list of contingencies and 
commitments is being developed that highlights future business challenges and risks that must be 
identified, addressed, and/or mitigated under a consolidation framework. This process is typical 
and necessary when undertaking merger analyses because of the various stakeholder interests 
and the requirement to undercover all potential and significant future risks to the consolidated 
entity. 
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 WESTERN REGIONAL WATER COMMISSION 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON POSSIBLE INTEGRATION of the 

TRUCKEE MEADOWS WATER AUTHORITY (TMWA) and the 
WASHOE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

(DWR) 
MINUTES 

 
Thursday, July 23, 2009 

 
The first meeting of the Western Regional Water Commission Subcommittee on Possible Integration of 
the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and the Washoe County Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) (Integration Subcommittee) was held on Thursday, July 23, 2009, at Washoe County’s 
Community Development Conference Room, 1001 E. Ninth Street, Reno, Nevada. 
 
1. Roll Call and Determination of presence of a Quorum – Mike Carrigan called the meeting to order 

at 9:08 a.m.  There was a quorum present.     
 
Commissioners Present: 
Mike Carrigan, Chair  
Dave Aiazzi, Vice-Chair  
Steve Cohen   
Bob Larkin  
 

Representing: 
Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) 
City of Reno  
South Truckee Meadows General Improvement District (STMGID) 
Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) 
 

Commissioners Absent: 
None 
 

Representing: 
 

 
2. Approval of Agenda 
 
Dave Aiazzi made a motion to approve the July 23, 2009 Integration Subcommittee agenda as posted.  
Steve Cohen seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
3. Public Comment 
 
Mr. Carrigan called for public comments and hearing none, closed the public comment period.   
 
4. Election of Chair and Vice Chair. 
 
Mr. Cohen made a motion to appoint Mike Carrigan as Chair and Dave Aiazzi as Vice Chair.  Mr. Aiazzi 
seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
5. Report on recent meeting with TMWA and Washoe County labor representatives, and possible 

direction to staff. 
 
Rosemary Menard introduced Pat Waite, TMWA’s IBEW representative and Carla Fells, Executive 
Director of the Washoe County Employee’s Association (WCEA).  Ms. Menard stated that staff met with 
the labor representatives last week to bring them up to speed on the possible TMWA/DWR Integration 
proposal and to discuss some of the broad concerns and issues.   
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Mark Foree reported that Mr. Waite has been involved in TMWA’s monthly labor/management meetings 
where the integration evaluation project has been discussed. 
 
Ms. Fells stated that the WCEA’s major issues are working conditions, wages, seniority and employee 
benefits.  She added that in speaking with Ms. Menard, it is probably too early in the process to involve 
the entire membership.  She stated that she hopes TMWA and the DWR are performing comparisons of 
wages and position classifications as required under the contract in relation to any proposed 
consolidation.  Vice Chairman Aiazzi asked if there is a time limit by which the associations must be 
notified of such action, to which Ms. Fells stated there is not. 
 
Ms. Menard asked which employee positions at DWR are represented by the WCEA.  Ms. Fells stated 
she did not have the contract with her but knows it includes engineers, field personnel, utility workers, 
and others.  Ms. Menard summarized that most DWR employees belong to the WCEA. 
 
Chairman Carrigan asked how many County employees are represented by the WCEA.  Ms. Fells stated 
that the association represents approximately 1,400 total employees and approximately 75 of 85 DWR 
employees.   
 
Commissioner Cohen asked how many positions would be eliminated.  Ms. Menard stated that is not 
known at this time.  She added that by combining staff of TMWA and DWR, there are some opportunities 
for cost savings due to attrition as employees retire.  She stated that a detailed staffing plan has not been 
evaluated yet because the first phase consisted of examination of opportunities associated with increased 
service levels, better use of existing resources, etc.  Ms. Fells stated that the WCEA has not yet been 
approached with the concept so at this time it is unknown how many employees might be planning to 
retire or what their concerns might be.  She added that the plan was to attend today’s meeting to learn 
more before approaching the membership.  Ms. Menard reported that DWR employees are aware of what 
is being discussed and that they have been involved in meetings for the past year.   
 
Commissioner Cohen mentioned the proposed reduction in operating expenses and asked if staffing 
comprises the majority.  Ms. Menard stated that staffing is not necessarily the majority; and added that for 
instance the lease payment on DWR’s building is approximately $450,000 per year so if DWR moved 
into a building that was not leased but perhaps paid by capitalized projects, savings could be up to 90%.   
She added that there are also potential energy and other operational costs that could be reduced.  She 
reiterated that staff costs could be reduced as employees retire. 
 
Mr. Waite stated that he has attended meetings with Mr. Foree and Jeff Tissier; however, he has not yet 
approached the subject with the union membership pending information learned at today’s meeting.  He 
stated he is seeking direction from this subcommittee regarding the proposed timeframe and the ratio of 
wages and expenses to revenues (which he stated seems higher for DWR).  He reported that TMWA 
employees are concerned about bidding seniority.  He stated that the union represents 88 of the 170 
TMWA employees.   
 
Mr. Waite stated that he is also concerned over how many DWR employees might be coming over to 
TMWA and how their qualifications, classifications and bidding seniority match with TMWA’s.  
Chairman Carrigan agreed it will take much consideration and work on how to mesh the two companies. 
 
Vice Chairman Aiazzi reiterated that TMWA is not looking to eliminate positions but rather to not fill 
vacated positions through attrition.  He suggested letting the membership know that the integration is not 
looking at firing employees.  He also mentioned the comment about DWR employees coming over to 
TMWA and clarified that issue has not been determined at this point and it could be a contracted service 
agreement, such as fire service has done.   He stated that input from union representatives will be solicited 
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as to how the integration should be implemented.   
 
Ms. Fells reported that she was involved in the consolidation of fire services.  She stated one of her 
concerns is how to best merge the two entities and their philosophies.  She reported that she and Mr. 
Waite briefly discussed after last week’s meeting that they need to see what this Subcommittee is 
proposing as far as a model for the integration.   
 
Chairman Carrigan stated that some of the DWR’s WCEA members might possibly be absorbed into 
other positions within the County.  Ms. Fells stated that it would take time and be difficult to match 
employees with new positions.  She stated she was happy that the direction is to reduce the work force by 
attrition rather than layoffs.  Chairman Carrigan stated the integration would probably take approximately 
two years, which provides time to figure out the staffing issues.   
 
Vice Chairman Aiazzi mentioned the possibility of leaving positions of retiring staff vacant in the 
meantime, which will force other staff to pick up the slack until the staffs are merged.  He cautioned that 
perhaps not all the staffing changes should occur ahead of time.  Ms. Menard stated that DWR currently 
has 106 authorized positions; however, based on retirements and vacated positions, there will only be 83 
employees at the end of January.   
 
Ms. Menard stated that the demographics of TMWA and DWR are very different, which provides 
opportunities.  She clarified that DWR’s work force is younger overall than TMWA’s.  She added that 
many of TMWA’s employees came over when TMWA was formed to take over the water side of Sierra 
Pacific Power Company.  She reiterated that during the analysis of the planning and engineering, 
opportunities for non-labor related efficiencies were identified and therefore the assumption should not be 
made that labor costs only will have to be reduced by $2 million.  She added that by implementing a 
phased strategy, there will be an opportunity to explore other efficiencies.   
 
Commissioner Cohen referred to the cost savings and stated he did not think it should be “sugar coated”.  
He stated the reality is that TMWA (including Sun Valley) serves approximately 100,000 customers and 
DWR (including South Truckee Meadows General Improvement District) serves approximately 20,000 
customers.  He stated that the reality is that the two agencies combined would be over-staffed for 
customer service.  He added that whether positions are eliminated by retirements or whatever, it will 
probably result in half the staff. 
 
Ms. Menard stated that DWR services different types of utilities, i.e. water, sewer collection, remediation, 
and reclaimed water.  Chairman Carrigan stated that we need to decide whether or not to go forward with 
integration and determine which company would make out better on its own.  He stated that he does not 
expect the sewer or remediation staff to come over to TMWA.   
 
Mr. Waite stated he would like for this group to decide how work conditions would look before he and 
Ms. Fells get too involved.  He added that he does not have a lot of time and resources to spend if the 
proposal is not going to move forward.  Ms. Fells agreed and stated she would like to know whether the 
sewer staff is being considered in the integration because that represents approximately 10 WCEA 
members.   
 
Commissioner Larkin stated that the discussion and direction has always been focused on water only, 
with which Chairman Carrigan agreed.  He added that sewer was never mentioned but suggested that 
perhaps the legislative direction should be clarified. 
 
Vice Chairman Aiazzi suggested that the process could begin with combining billing for example, rather 
than trying to do everything all at one time.  Chairman Carrigan disagreed and stated he thinks it should 
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move forward or not.  Commissioner Larkin stated that the integration could be done in a phased process 
under a public policy decision.  Discussion ensued over whether TMWA is a government-type entity or a 
private business-type entity.   
 
Chairman Carrigan reiterated that the subcommittee needs to decide whether or not to move forward with 
the integration.  Commissioner Larkin and Vice Chairman Aiazzi agreed that the process needs to move 
forward.  Chairman Carrigan summarized that members all agree to move forward with the merger; 
however, the number one concern is the people.  He added that if that part can be worked out, everything 
else should be okay.  He stated that based on the financial analysis completed by Mr. Tissier, it is doable.   
 
Commissioner Larkin stated that his intention is to develop a timetable in the next sixty days to 
implement the integration within the next two years.   
 
Commissioner Cohen stated that perhaps he is looking at the proposal from a business point of view and 
added that if the integration saves money, then he is all for it.  He stated that having merged businesses in 
the past, you have to have an idea of what you want to be and then start placing the people into the 
business.  He added that from a business point of view, people are a commodity and you need to check 
your inventory.  Chairman Carrigan stated that is easy to say from a private business standpoint but not 
from a public entity.  Commissioner Larkin and Vice Chairman Aiazzi agreed it is public policy.  Vice 
Chairman Aiazzi added it is about the customers.  Commissioner Larkin reminded members that last 
August when the concept of selling TMWA was introduced, it became obvious that TMWA is more than 
just a business; it is a culture of our society.   
 
Commissioner Cohen stated that the bottom line is that the customer wants their water to remain 
available, high quality, and at a low cost.  He reiterated that if the merger would result in cost savings, he 
is all for it; however, if it is only happening because the legislature said it has to but it would cost the 
customer more money, then he is opposed.  Chairman Carrigan agreed that integration would not move 
forward if it would cost customers more money.  Mr. Foree stated that it could be engineered in a way to 
protect customer rates.   
 
Mr. Foree referred to Mr. Waite’s comment about wanting to avoid spending time on the issue until more 
information is available.  He stated that a commitment from the governments is needed.  He asked if 
August is a good time to meet with the labor groups again.  Chairman Carrigan stated that decisions need 
to be made on items 6 and 7 before providing such direction to the labor groups.  Mr. Waite agreed and 
stated he still wishes to be involved in the meeting.  
 
Mr. Rhodes suggested that action could be delayed on this item until items 6 and 7 are heard. 
 
Vice Chairman Aiazzi asked if a wage classification and compensation study is underway.  Ms. Menard 
stated that yes it is ongoing.  She added that comparisons are being made of TMWA and DWR’s salaries, 
benefits and classifications.  She stated that included in the financial analysis were some assumptions 
about how many people are in the water business within DWR.  She reported that wages for WCEA-
represented employees are slightly lower than TMWA.  Nanette Quitt, TMWA Human Resources, stated 
that the salary differences were less than $1 per hour.  She added that some positions are the same across 
the board but some vary by position.  Commissioner Larkin summarized that the difference is within 5%, 
with which Ms. Quitt agreed.   
 
Vice Chairman Aiazzi asked if the benefits were comparable between the two entities, which Ms. Quitt 
and Ms. Menard confirmed is correct.   
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Commissioner Larkin asked Mr. Waite and Ms. Fells if at this point there are any “game stopping” issues.  
Ms. Fells stated that she does not see any at this point and agreed that the salaries and benefits appear 
comparable.  She reiterated that she has not spoken with the employees yet so that could change.  Mr. 
Waite stated that at this point he does not see any issues that could not be worked out. 
 
Chairman Carrigan stated that he appreciates and encourages participation by Ms. Fells and Mr. Waite 
and agreed to keep them apprised of changes or progress.   
 
Vice Chairman Aiazzi asked if there are legal “game stoppers”.  He asked if the merger moves forward, if 
the union would be required to vote on the issue.  He asked if the employees could stop such a merger.  
Mr. Waite stated that TMWA’s contract runs for a couple of years.  He added that a determination would 
have to be made as to which organization would represent employees.  Ms. Fells agreed and stated that 
legal would need to make that determination.  Mr. Rhodes stated that generally mergers are subject to 
existing labor agreements, which could be modified (with consent of the parties to the agreements).  Ms. 
Fells stated that the WCEA contract is in effect until June 2010.    
 
6. Presentation of Phase II Financial Analysis and Business Risk Assessment for the ongoing 

evaluation of possible TMWA/DWR integration; discussion and possible direction to staff. 
 
Chairman Carrigan invited Mr. Tissier and John Sherman to speak on this item.   
 
Mr. Tissier reported Mr. Sherman and Ben Hutchins provided essential information and comments with 
respect to the financial report.  He stated that the report is being presented in the context of consolidated 
entities.  He stated that critical to the report is to identify any type of major finance issues.  He added that 
it is a very viable opportunity that could be a win for the community. 
 
Mr. Tissier stated that it was identified that certain debt has to be defeased on the DWR side.  He stated 
that with respect to debt on the TMWA side, the letter of credit needs to be preserved, which was integral 
to the purchase of a significant amount of water rights which support the future issuance of will-serve 
commitments to new and expended services.  He reported that it was identified in the study that only 20% 
DWR annual debt service of the DWR’s debt is in customer rates, with the other 80% expected to be paid 
with developer fees.  This presents a significant business risk because of the condition of the economy 
and uncertainty with respect to collection of adequate developer fees. 
 
Commissioner Larkin asked if the numbers include the recent Board of County Commissioner (BCC)-
approved increases.  Mr. Tissier stated that it does include the increase.   
 
Chairman Carrigan asked how the debt would be defeased.  Mr. Sherman stated that several years ago 
approximately $65 million was issued for projects, the largest being the South Truckee Meadows Water 
Treatment Plant.  He stated that the plant was put in abeyance and therefore approximately $35 million of 
principal of that debt is still in hand.  He stated that the BCC and bond counsel have discussed using those 
proceeds and interest to defease the debt.  He explained that the money would be put into a trust account 
so the principal and interest would then go to pay off the debt.  Mr. Sherman stated that even though 
interest earning potential is low at this time, the debt could be taken off DWR’s books eliminating the 
need for approximately $2 million in yearly cash flow to pay that portion of the debt.  He reiterated that a 
significant portion of the debt was foreseen to be paid with developer fees because the purpose of the 
project was to increase capacity.   
 
Mr. Tissier stated that moving forward there are potential opportunities to mitigate some of the debt 
burden, on which he and Mr. Sherman are working closely.  He added that TMWA and DWR have the 
same financial adviser.   
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Mr. Tissier reported that another business risk that was that approximately $5 million had to be borrowed 
from other financial resources within DWR to pay for certain expenses in the water division including 
water quality issues at Lightning W and supply issues at the Heppner Subdivision.  Commissioner Larkin 
clarified that the BCC would have to address those issues, with which Mr. Tissier agreed.  Commissioner 
Larkin stated that those issues need to be clearly separated from the financial analysis because they are 
stand-alone water systems.  Mr. Sherman agreed and stated that as part of the due diligence the items 
needed to be addressed.   
 
Mr. Tissier referred to Commissioner Cohen’s concerns and stated that his primary job while working in 
the private industry sector was mergers and acquisitions and corporate turn-arounds and therefore a very 
factual approach is being taken in identifying issues.  He stated that the analysis includes full disclosure of 
all the issues.  He stated that the $2 to $3 million in projected operating cost savings, on a combined basis, 
amounts to 4% to 6% of the combined operating expenses, which appears to be achievable.  He stated that 
at this juncture in the integration/consolidation analysis significant money will need to be spent on legal 
counsel, continuing due diligence and assigning additional personnel to the project.  He referred to Mr. 
Foree’s comment that a binding agreement among the governing bodies is essential.   
 
Mr. Tissier referred to a table in the staff report, which projects a combination of TWMA and DWR’s 
operating expenses.  He stated that the analysis identified that TMWA receives wholesale water revenue 
and DWR has wholesale water expense, which in a consolidated environment both would not exist.  He 
stated they also identified as a stress-test that if all the represented people who are field personnel moved 
to the IBEW contract, there would be a slight increase in overall wages, which appeared manageable.  He 
stated it was also identified that TMWA currently has a deferred compensation match that would be 
available to assist people who would come over to TMWA’s benefit scheme, which could be used to 
offset longevity pay losses.  
 
Mr. Tissier referred to professional services and contracts, which is an estimate of what it would cost to 
transfer 18,900 service accounts to the Vertex billing system.  He stated that the “overhead and other” 
includes taking on certain additional administrative expenses as a consolidated entity offset by payments 
made by DWR to the Washoe County General Fund that would cease to exist.   
 
Mr. Tissier stated that an assumption was made that the Washoe County General Fund may not transfer 
funds to DWR for water planning efforts.  He added that issue would be discussed in the future.   
 
Mr. Tissier summarized that there is a viable opportunity that could be beneficial to the community and 
that the next step is to have a definitive agreement among the governing bodies (TMWA, the County and 
possibly the Reno and Sparks Councils) to agree to move forward.  He stated that it will take 2 to 3 years 
due to the sensitivity toward personnel.  He added that there are also a significant number of employees 
that may retire within the next 2 or 3 years.   
 
Mr. Tissier stated that a major analysis will be consideration of how to best use the combined 
infrastructure, by maximizing the use of, surface water in the winter, spring and fall whereby power costs 
on the wells can be reduced, and also implementation of a power management plan within the DWR 
water system 
 
Mr. Sherman clarified that the analysis presented is a one-year snapshot with some fairly straightforward 
integration and consolidation adjustments.  He added that going forward the issues will have to be 
mapped out in detail.  He stated part of the detail will include reviewing financial statements as the 
project moves forward.  He reiterated that detailed due diligence has to be done for a full consolidation 
plan, part of which will include detailed forward-looking financial statements.  He stated that one of the 
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major issues will be reviewing the capital plans of the two agencies, with the expectation that total capital 
spending may be reduced will by working together.   
 
Vice Chairman Aiazzi asked if those financial documents had been prepared three years ago, how 
accurate they would be today.  Mr. Tissier stated that TMWA’s projected operating expenses developed 
in the 2005 Funding Plan (FP) were very close to what was actually experienced; however, operating 
revenues namely water sales measurably less.  He added that financial forecasting will be as exacting as 
possible.    
 
Mr. Sherman stated that without a financial target, you would not know for which goals to shoot.  
Commissioner Larkin summarized that in reviewing the financial statement with bond counsel, they will 
price their risk through bond performance.  Mr. Tissier stated that is an excellent point.   
 
Commissioner Larkin referred to the table in the staff report and the earlier comment that the total 
adjusted combined total operating expense savings includes an additional $2 to $3 million, which is 
approximately 2.5% of the combined total.  He summarized that the cost savings would save the 
ratepayers money. 
 
Mr. Sherman added that in addition to cost savings, is the availability of water and having the ability to 
serve it to customers.  Commissioner Cohen stated that the savings would not be realized in the first 
couple of years so the public might have to pay more initially.  Vice Chairman Aiazzi disagreed that 
customers would have to pay more and added that increases could be avoided. 
 
Vice Chairman Aiazzi asked what the rate increases are for the entities.  Mr. Tissier stated that for DWR 
for five years, it is proposed at 6%, 6%, 5%, 5%, and 5%.  He added that TMWA’s rate adjustment 
proposal is similar but somewhat lower.  Mr. Sherman stated that when the rate proposals were examined, 
TMWA’s were used for comparison and were very close.   
 
Chairman Carrigan asked what problems are foreseen from a financial standpoint.  Mr. Tissier stated that 
the issue will be to defease the debt, which will be dependent on market conditions.  He reiterated that 
attrition would be the focus for cost savings based on staffing.  He stated that staff needs to be invited to 
participate and establish a new operating culture.  Ms. Menard stated that the transition plan is a key to 
the success of the project to the organizations and the community they serve. 
 
Chairman Carrigan asked about the possibility of DWR purchasing TMWA bonds.  Mr. Tissier stated that 
it would require some statutory examination and fiscal analysis.  Mr. Sherman stated there are different 
ways to structure defeasance that will be studied.   
 
Mr. Sherman stated that from a cash-flow standpoint, even if interest earnings of the investment in the 
trust (the proceeds of which are made to make debt service) are less, the cash flow requirement is still 
being eliminated.  He added that in a business sense that works.   
 
Mr. Tissier referred Table 5, which shows the “Scenarios of Combined Sr. Lien Coverage w/o Developer 
Fees”.  He reviewed the different scenarios, which result in Sr. Lien Coverages of 1.31, 1.37 and 1.43 so 
the market should price a consolidated entity favorably.  Mr. Sherman stated that investments in 
infrastructure will have to be made, most likely under debt finance.   
 
Commissioner Larkin stated that the Western Regional Water Commission (WRWC) assumed water 
leadership planning and asked about the plan for water under DWR.  Ms. Menard stated that in looking at 
the planning portion of DWR’s budget, they have acknowledged that many of the items require 
hydrogeology or other disciplines, for which they receive General Fund support.  She stated that much of 

  

8-14-09 WRWC Item 7 Page 60 of 155



Minutes of Integration Subcommittee Meeting of July 23, 2009                             Page 8 of 11 
 
 

the facility planning is funded out of the utilities to support decision making related to the supply and 
demand balance and supply of water resources.  She added that a groundwater management plan will also 
be required in support of Assembly Bill (AB) 54, which allows DWR to assist some property owners with 
connecting to the municipal system.  She summarized that fundamentally the work has been shifted in 
support of utility decision making and planning work in the utility.   
 
Commissioner Larkin asked for clarification that planning work (for instance in North Valleys) would 
continue to be funded via the General Fund.  Ms. Menard stated that is a policy question that needs to be 
determined by the BCC and other entities.  Commissioner Larkin mentioned that only planning areas in 
the Truckee Meadows Service Area (TMSA) and Future Service Area (FSA) are funded by the General 
Fund.   
 
Members discussed planning and the associated funding mechanisms.  Ms. Menard summarized that the 
real question relates to the role of what is to be accomplished and how it fits in with the long-term 
development of water resources.  She gave an example of Smoke Creek Desert, which was studied in-
depth by Sempra ($3 million for data collection) to examine the ability of development of water 
resources.  She stated that money was invested by private entities, which the BCC (General Fund rate 
payers) could not match on that level of detail.  She summarized that a definition needs to be determined 
on the role of the water entity on how water resources might be developed and deployed.  Vice Chairman 
Aiazzi asked if that type of situation might be funded by future development fees, rather than the General 
Fund.  Commissioners agreed that type of situation should be funded by developer fees.   
 
Mr. Tissier summarized that this is an opportunity, to which significant resources will be committed to 
keep the integration/consolidation process moving forward.  He also summarized that the integration of 
the two entities would better manage future commitments.   
 
Mr. Sherman referred to the staff report, which states, “Staff recommends proceeding with the integration 
project by preparing a draft interlocal agreement between the entities, which includes an implementation 
plan that maps the processes and steps necessary to accomplish consolidation of DWR and TWMA 
operations.”   
 
Vice Chairman Aiazzi asked about the timeframe for the recommendation.  Ms. Menard stated that the 
idea is to take the results of this subcommittee’s work to the WRWC on August 14, 2009.  If the Board 
agrees to go forward at that time, the following implementation schedule is proposed: 

• Staff will work to develop the interlocal agreement and its associated implementation plan. 
o The preliminary drafts will be brought back to the WRWC on September 11, 2009 for 

review. 
o Based on action at the September meeting, a joint meeting of the Governing Boards 

(BCC, TMWA Board, WRWC, Sparks City Council and Reno City Council) would be 
scheduled in October.   

 
Chairman Carrigan asked Mr. Rhodes for information on interlocal agreements, which Mr. Rhodes 
confirmed are binding.  Chairman Carrigan asked if it would “bind” future boards, which Mr. Rhodes 
stated it would.   
 
Ms. Menard summarized that staff has the opportunity to work with the subcommittee on the items 
mentioned under the implementation schedule.  Vice Chairman Aiazzi asked about union involvement.  
Mr. Foree stated that staff will work with the unions in the meantime.   
 
Ms. Harrison stated that an interlocal agreement would need to address the conditions of the bargaining 
units.  Vice Chairman Aiazzi stated that as an employee, he would worry about the decision being made 
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in October of whether to move forward and then the 2 to 3 year process, in which employees will be “in 
limbo”.   
 
Mr. Sherman stated that under the proposed timeframe, labor issues are first in the queue.   
 
Vice Chairman Aiazzi stated that if the process moves forward, he suggests a timeframe of June 30, 2010.  
Mr. Rhodes stated that this discussion sounds like “direction to staff” and suggested making motions on 
the three agenda items (5, 6 and 7). 
 
Commissioner Larkin stated he would like to have Mr. Waite and Ms. Fells present at the August 14 
meeting with some preliminary ideas for discussion.  Chairman Carrigan agreed and clarified that the 
union representatives would be asked for direction on how to merge staffs.  He clarified that not included 
in the integration are sewer, remediation, and reclaimed water.  Mr. Waite stated he would like to know 
the timeframe.   
 
Ms. Harrison stated that staff would discuss with bond counsel the preliminary defeasance of DWR 
bonds.  Vice Chairman Aiazzi asked if it would be possible in the interim to move forward with merging 
employees and resources under a cooperative agreement, in which DWR and TMWA are separate entities 
until the defeasance is completed.  Ms. Harrison agreed to review that possibility.  She added that this 
subcommittee could be utilized very effectively in discussing such alternatives.   
 
Ms. Menard stated that if direction to staff is provided at the August 6 meeting to review the above issues, 
staff could ask the union representatives for input prior to the August 14 WRWC meeting.   
 
Commissioner Larkin invited Mr. Waite and Ms. Fells to attend the meetings on August 6 and 14, or 
whichever works best.  Commissioner Larkin made a motion on Item 5 that labor representatives work 
with staff and bring back to the August 14 meeting preliminary information from the union membership 
on consolidated efforts for DWR and TMWA.  Commissioner Cohen seconded the motion.   Vice 
Chairman Aiazzi requested that the issues be presented with possible solutions or recommendations, i.e. 
seniority or other issues.   
 
Ms. Fells asked if members are examining contracted services or full consolidation.  Chairman Carrigan 
and Vice Chairman Aiazzi directed focusing on true consolidation, although there might be a contract in 
the interim.  Mr. Waite asked if the true consolidation refers to DWR into TMWA.  Ms. Menard stated 
that is the most likely scenario at the moment.  Commissioner Larkin reiterated there are three scenarios.  
Ms. Menard clarified those are DWR, TMWA or some new entity.   
 
Chairman Carrigan called for a vote on the motion, which carried unanimously.   
 
Chairman Carrigan thanked Mr. Tissier and Mr. Sherman for their financial presentations and welcomed 
direction from members.  Mr. Tissier stated that the desired motion would be to accept the report, and 
identify the critical element, which is the development of an interlocal agreement.  Chairman Carrigan 
asked for a motion to accept the report.  Commissioner Cohen made a motion to accept the report 
presented under Item 6.  Commissioner Larkin seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
7. Discussion and possible direction to staff on developing a scope of activities and schedule for the 

next phase of the ongoing evaluation of possible TMWA/DWR integration. 
 
Commissioner Larkin made a motion to proceed with the integration project and direct staff by preparing 
a draft interlocal agreement between the entities, which includes an implementation plan that maps the 
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processes and steps necessary to accomplish consolidation of DWR and TMWA operations.  Vice 
Chairman Aiazzi seconded the motion.   
 
John Erwin, TMWA Water Resources, referred to Commissioner Larkin’s comment about how the model 
might look, and asked if it would just merge the water utilities that adjoin one another.  Commissioner 
Larkin stated that it covers only the areas covered by the TMSA.  Mr. Erwin stated he was questioning the 
issues with Lightning W or Heppner Subdivision.  Chairman Carrigan stated that those would be handled 
as separate issues.  Commissioner Larkin added that TMWA has no authorization to work outside the 
TMSA.   
 
Chairman Carrigan clarified that the integration covers all areas served by DWR and TMWA, except 
those outside the TMSA.  Commissioner Larkin stated that Lightning W and Heppner are BCC issues.   
 
Mr. Erwin suggested that if sewer and other personnel will not be affected, the scope should be adjusted 
to account for that number.  Ms. Harrison agreed that the question of how many DWR employees would 
be affected needs to be answered.  She added that logistical questions also need to be answered as to how 
the satellite systems would be addressed.  She suggested adding those issues to the next agenda for 
discussion.   
 
Ms. Menard stated that from a practical standpoint, the Truckee Canyon, Verdi, or Washoe Valley water 
systems outside the TMSA would not survive on its own.  She agreed the items warrant further discussion 
at the next meeting.  Commissioner Cohen asked if that would change some of the DWR cost estimates.  
Chairman Carrigan reiterated that those issues need to be further discussed at the next meeting.   
 
Chairman Carrigan called for a vote on the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
8. Discussion and possible direction to staff regarding the dates of future meetings and agenda 

items for future meetings. 
 
Ms. Menard stated that one issue would be to discuss DWR’s service area and what would be included in 
the integration.  Mr. Tissier stated that Lightning W and similar systems are very small with a small 
number of connections and he does not see them having a material impact on the analysis.  Chairman 
Carrigan agreed the issue would be discussed at the August 6 meeting and will include discussion of 
personnel associated with the small systems. 
 
Mr. Erwin stated there are a series of policy questions, such as sewer, effluent, STMGID, SVGID, or 
other policy decisions.  Commissioner Larkin clarified that the WRWC was charged with a specific task, 
which is potable water.  Chairman Carrigan agreed this group should focus on water only at this time.   
 
Ms. Menard reiterated that the next meeting would be Thursday, August 6 from 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m.  
Corinne Cassell reported the meeting would be held in the Washoe County Caucus Room.  Ms. Menard 
asked for direction on scheduling the August 14 WRWC meeting at DWR’s Community Meeting Room 
to enable an opportunity for a work session with better conversation.  Chairman Carrigan agreed. 
 
Ms. Menard reviewed the potential agenda items for the next meeting: 

• Discussion of DWR’s service area issues 
• Broad outline of the draft interlocal agreement 

 
Vice Chairman Aiazzi suggested a standing item to allow the unions to speak if desired.  Members 
agreed.   
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Ms. Menard asked if members would like further information on the staffs of the various agencies.  
Chairman Carrigan stated that would be a great idea and requested a matrix for the next meeting.  Mr. 
Waite asked if it could include years of service, certifications, etc.  Ms. Menard agreed to include 
classification, years of service, and certifications. 
 
9. Committee Comments 
 
Commissioner Cohen stated that if STMGID is not losing money, they would not want to change how 
they operate.   
 
Commissioner Larkin thanked staff, especially finance and Ms. Menard and Mr. Foree, for all their hard 
work. 
 
Vice Chairman Aiazzi clarified that the WRWC began this process before it was mandated by the 
legislature.   
 
10. Staff Comments 
 
None 
 
11. Public Comment 
 
Chairman Carrigan called for public comments and hearing none, closed the public comment period. 
 
12. Adjournment 
 
With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 11:00 a.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Niki Linn, Recording Secretary 
 
 
 
Approved by the Committee in session on August 6, 2009. 
 
 
____________________________ 
Mike Carrigan, Chairman 
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WESTERN REGIONAL WATER COMMISSION 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON POSSIBLE INTEGRATION of 
the TRUCKEE MEADOWS WATER AUTHORITY 

(TMWA) and the WASHOE COUNTY DEPARTMENT 
OF WATER RESOURCES (DWR) 

DRAFT MINUTES 
 

Thursday, August 6, 2009 
 
The regular meeting of the Western Regional Water Commission Subcommittee on Possible Integration 
of the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and the Washoe County Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) (Integration Subcommittee) was held on Thursday, August 6, 2009, at Washoe 
County’s Caucus Room, 1001 E. Ninth Street, Reno, Nevada. 
 
1. Roll Call and Determination of presence of a Quorum – Chairman Carrigan called the meeting to 

order at 9:00 a.m.  There was a quorum present.     
 
Commissioners Present: 
Mike Carrigan, Chair  
Dave Aiazzi, Vice-Chair (arrived at 9:05 a.m.) 
Steve Cohen   
Bob Larkin  
 

Representing: 
Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) 
City of Reno  
South Truckee Meadows General Improvement District (STMGID) 
Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) 
 

Commissioners Absent: 
None 
 

Representing: 
 

 
2. Approval of Agenda 
 
Commissioner Cohen made a motion to approve the August 6, 2009 Integration Subcommittee agenda as 
posted.  Commissioner Larkin seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
3. Public Comment 
 
Chairman Carrigan called for public comments. 
 
Marilyn Brainard commended the subcommittee for their efforts to merge TMWA and DWR.  She 
suggested that if the companies are merged, that the watering requirements for TMWA be adopted, such 
as twice per week watering or other conservation measures.  She stated that conservation is very 
important to the region. 
 
Chairman Carrigan thanked Ms. Brainard for her comments and called for additional public comments 
and hearing none, closed the public comment period.   
 
John Rhodes, Legal Counsel, presented a brief review of the role and duties of the Western Regional 
Water Commission (WRWC), related to Section 42 of the Water Act.  He stated that in considering 
consolidation, the WRWC has the charge of evaluating consolidation of public water purveyors including 
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general improvement districts but TMWA and the Board of County Commissioners have the authority to 
include utility services other than just water if they so choose.  He reviewed other aspects of the Act. 
 
Sylvia Harrison, TMWA Legal Counsel, stated that the decisions are ultimately up to the Board of 
County Commissioners (BCC) and the TMWA Board.  She commended the WRWC for kick-starting the 
effort. 
 
Pete Simeoni, Washoe County Legal Counsel, stated that Mr. Rhodes did a good job on identifying the 
WRWC’s role as it relates to the integration process. 
 
Commissioner Larkin asked if there is an Interim Legislative Oversight Committee for the Western 
Regional Water Commission to whom the WRWC is expected to provide reports.  Rosemary Menard 
stated that an Interim Commission on the WRWC (membership for which has not been established to 
date) would begin meeting in the fall.  Mr. Rhodes stated that there is a statutory requirement for the 
subcommittee to review the programs and activities of the WRWC, which must include an analysis of 
consolidation.   
 
Chairman Carrigan summarized that the WRWC needs no one’s permission to initiate integration other 
than the local entities, with which Mr. Rhodes agreed. 
 
4. Approval of the minutes of the July 23, 2009 meeting.   
 
Commissioner Cohen made a motion to approve the minutes of the July 23, 2009 Subcommittee meeting 
as submitted.  Commissioner Aiazzi seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
5. Discussion on labor issues related to possible integration of TMWA and DWR, including 

presentation of TWMA and DWR job classifications and related information, and possible 
direction to staff. 

 
Chairman Carrigan invited Nanette Quitt, TMWA Human Resources, to speak on this item.  Ms. Quitt 
referred to the staff report and stated that there are approximately 30 employees from DWR that might be 
brought into the IBEW Local 1245 contract based on integration of water operations.  She added that Pat 
Waite, IBEW representative and Carla Fells, Washoe County Employee’s Association (WCEA) 
representative, will be asked to review the report.  She added that hopefully both would be present at the 
August 14, 2009 WRWC meeting to discuss the issue.   
 
Commissioner Aiazzi asked about the apprentice requirement noted in the report.  Ms. Quitt stated that 
some TMWA positions include the word “potentially” because the job classification can be filled through 
the state-approved apprenticeship program affiliated with the job classification or from a journeyman-
level candidate.   
 
Mr. Waite reported that he met with employees and heard concerns over what the financial stability of a 
consolidated entity would look like because TMWA seems to be fairly stable while DWR might not be 
quite as stable.  He stated that employees are also still concerned over seniority to bidding, training 
differences, etc.  He summarized that if DWR was to be moved to TMWA, it could be worked out.  
Commissioner Aiazzi asked about the journeyman requirement and stated that it appears that TMWA 
DWR has a lot of apprentices/apprenticeship programs.  Ms. Quitt stated that in most cases TMWA 
apprenticeships have a 2 to 1 ratio of journeymen to apprentice.  
 
Commissioner Aiazzi stated he was happy to see that the labor force could potentially be lowered by 
attrition (based on the years of service) as opposed to layoffs.  Chairman Carrigan asked if buy-outs are 
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being discussed.  Mr. Waite stated that in classifications that are over-staffed, IBEW would prefer a buy-
out option for staff.  Ms. Menard reported that Ms. Fells would meet with DWR staff this afternoon in a 
unit meeting so she will be ready to provide a report at the next WRWC meeting.   
 
Commissioner Aiazzi stated that the report is a great start and asked if consideration has been given to 
where DWR classifications would fit into TWMA.  Ms. Quitt stated that a cursory review of the detailed 
job descriptions was conducted in order to “slot” them into TMWA’s represented positions.  She added 
that Mr. Waite expressed his concern over whether certifications and skill sets are similar.  Ms. Menard 
reported that much groundwork has been conducted; however, much greater detail and contract 
negotiations would be necessary with employee feedback.  Ms. Quitt stated that she would seek direction 
from the TMWA Board on potentially forming a labor subcommittee to further address the labor issues.   
 
Chairman Carrigan mentioned that DWR’s workforce includes approximately ten employees who have 
over ten years of service.  Ms. Quitt explained that the years of service numbers reflect County service, 
not necessarily occupational years of service and in order to determine actual years of DWR occupational 
seniority a manual audit would be necessary.  Chairman Carrigan asked if years of service or occupational 
seniority would be the determining factor, to which Ms. Menard stated would require a decision.   
 
Commissioner Larkin asked Mr. Waite if he foresees any “game stoppers” at this point.  Mr. Waite stated 
that he believes the process is doable.  He mentioned that he and Ms. Fells have issues to be addressed. 
 
Commissioner Aiazzi made a motion to accept the report.  Commissioner Larkin seconded the motion, 
which carried unanimously.  Commissioner Aiazzi clarified that this issue would be further discussed at 
the August 14, 2009 WRWC meeting.  
 
6. Discussion on implications of major bond covenants and pledged revenues to bonds on the 

TWMA/DWR integration/consolidation process, and possible direction to staff. 
 
Chairman Carrigan invited Jeff Tissier to present this item.  Mr. Tissier reported that Ben Hutchins, Ms. 
Menard and Mark Foree contributed to the staff report.  He stated that Jennifer Stern, Swendseid & Stern, 
was present to discuss any legal aspects with respect to the bonds.  He reported that John Bonow, Public 
Financial Management, was also present via telephone to discuss bond market and holder perceptions.   
 
Mr. Tissier referred to a list of all the bonds that would be obligated to the consolidated entity.  He 
reported that one key covenant to the bonds is that before any assets can transfer, the bonds must be 
defeased.  He reported that there is a pledged revenue aspect, in which TMWA pledges its operating 
revenues (water sales, hydroelectric, other investment income and development fees) to the payment of 
the bonds.  He stated that DWR must pledge all revenues to the bonds.  He explained that if there were a 
defeasance, it would take a different approach.  He stated that TMWA bonds could not be economically 
defeased because they were already refinanced and are not callable until 2016.   
 
Commissioner Larkin stated that under a joint powers agreement (JPA) or interlocal agreement (ILA) to 
merge into one entity would require defeasance; however, if two entities were operating under a JPA or 
ILA the same practices could continue.  Mr. Tissier agreed and stated that currently the process is moving 
forward under an integration scenario, which could be accelerated into a consolidation process.   
 
Commissioner Larkin asked what other models have been explored for similar integrations.  Ms. Menard 
reported that a similar joint management agreement (or operational consolidation) have occurred, an 
example of which is the fire services agreement.  She stated that under the fire integration, two sets of 
books and budgets are kept.  Mr. Tissier stated that the integration process would drive out the 
inefficiencies that would be quantified to satisfy what bondholders would like to see.  He stated that under 
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the proposed models, the two budgets would be kept separate at this time but that one of the opportunities 
under the implementation plan is for employees to begin working together within the two organizations.  
He stated that he and Mr. Hutchins would review the two budgets and capital improvement project lists.   
 
Ms. Stern referred to the list of bonds and stated that not all would need to be defeased but could be 
acquired by the surviving entity.  She stated that for instance TMWA has a great deal more publicly 
offered bonds (approximately $500 million), as opposed to DWR having approximately $60 million.  She 
stated the remainder of DWR’s bonds is held by the State of Nevada where the transfer of those bonds to 
TMWA could be negotiated.  She clarified that the TMWA Board could adopt a bond resolution if the 
State Treasurer consented.  She explained the process of how the bonds could be sold.   
 
Commissioner Larkin asked how TMWA could assume DWR’s general obligation bonds.  Ms. Stern 
stated that the State Treasurer would have to agree and added that part of the State’s debt management 
policy allows the State Treasurer to waive many of the requirements.  Mr. Tissier stated that upon consent 
of the State Treasurer there is no pre-payment penalty.   
 
Commissioner Larkin asked about the timing of the cash flows.  Ms. Menard stated that bond proceeds in 
all cases but the “Water and Sewer Bonds 2005” in the amount of $65 million have been expended on the 
intended projects.  Mr. Tissier stated that staff will now need to generate five-year projections as a 
consolidated entity.   
 
Mr. Bonow stated it comes down to a credit perception.  He reported that a reserve fund in the current 
market would need to be added.  He stated that even if the interest rate was lowered, it will cost money 
because $6 to $8 million in reserve funds will need to be added.  Mr. Tissier added that Washoe County 
has the ability to set up a bond bank in parallel to integration, to facilitate future consolidation. 
 
Commissioner Aiazzi stated that a decision is needed as to whether or not to include sewer in the 
integration because many of the bonds are sewer.  He suggested possibly it might be better to contract 
sewer services with Reno or Sparks.  Ms. Stern stated that the issue is further complicated in that the 
sewer bonds pledge the water revenues as well as sewer.  She explained some of the options for defeasing 
the sewer bonds.  Ms. Menard stated that the County financial staff has been reviewing the issue.   
 
Commissioner Larkin stated that if consolidation would have been implemented previously, the $65 
million bond issue would not have happened.  Mr. Tissier stated that the commitment to new 
infrastructure in the community was huge.  Chairman Carrigan stated for the record, “We told you so.”  
Ms. Menard stated for the record, “The creek water exchange program, which is the solution for the South 
Truckee Meadows Plant, went through the State Engineer’s Notice period and came through without any 
protests.  It looks like we’re going through with an ability to write will-serves on the creek water and send 
the water down the river to be taken out at DWR’s induction well or Chalk Bluff or Glendale.”   
 
Commissioner Aiazzi asked about the number of employees on the list who are sewer employees.  Mr. 
Foree stated that thirty on the list are water only.   
 
Mr. Tissier stated that he is looking for a motion to accept the report and that contingent on the Board of 
County Commissioners and TMWA Governing Bodies, forming an Interlocal Agreement to move 
forward in greater depth.  Commissioner Aiazzi requested that staff approach the State Treasurer to see 
what the process will entail.  Mr. Tissier agreed that discussions could be initiated with the State 
Treasurer and work could begin on the County bond bank. 
 
Mr. Rhodes clarified that the actual direction to proceed will come from the Board of Trustees at the 
August 14 meeting.  Commissioner Cohen asked if potential savings would come from integration or full 
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consolidation.  Ms. Menard stated that she believes much of the savings would be realized regardless 
because if the organizations were operated as one entity, it provides the opportunity for operational 
savings and provide an opportunity to meet any targets for reducing staff through attrition rather than lay 
offs.  Mr. Tissier agreed and added that the integration phase would help solidify the savings to ease any 
concerns that the bond holders or the State Treasurer might have.   
 
Commissioner Larkin made a motion to accept the report and authorize Mr. Tissier and Mr. Sherman to 
make the recommendation to the Board of Trustees to move forward with an Interlocal Agreement.  
Commissioner Aiazzi seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  Chairman Carrigan thanked staff 
and Mr. Bonow. 
 
7. Discussion on scope of DWR services/operations to be merged with TMWA, and possible 

direction to staff. 
 
Ms. Menard referred to the staff report, in particular the map showing the areas served by DWR and the 
current Truckee Meadows Service Area (TMSA) boundary.  She reported that DWR provides water, 
wastewater and reclaimed water services.  She reported that DWR operates 21 water systems, 15 to 16 
collection systems and 3 wastewater treatment plants.  She stated that DWR provides reclaimed water in 
the South Truckee Meadows for irrigation.   
 
Ms. Menard stated that long range water planning has been funded by the General Fund.  She briefly 
reviewed some of the key products of the long range planning efforts, which include groundwater 
monitoring, basin studies, domestic well mitigation, non-point source trading analysis, and participation 
in the Truckee River Watershed Assessment. 
 
Ms. Menard stated that with regard to water, wastewater and reclaimed water, the County has a water 
enterprise fund.  She added that the individual utilities operate under separate funds so the financial 
stability of each can be evaluated.   
 
Ms. Menard reported that DWR also provides staffing for the Western Regional Water Commission.  She 
reported that the Central Truckee Meadows Remediation District (CTMRD) is operated as a stand alone 
fund within DWR’s financial management structure.  She stated that remediation fees are collected in 
property tax assessments from those served by the CTMRD.  Commissioner Aiazzi asked if the CTMRD 
is a stand alone utility and whether it should be included in consolidation.  Ms. Menard reported that 
CTMRD basically works within the central Sparks / Reno area performing remediation of contaminated 
groundwater (the user of which is TMWA).  She state that yes, the CTMRD could stand alone; however, 
functionally their job is to improve groundwater quality to be used as potable water.  
 
Chairman Carrigan asked legal counsel if the CTMRD could be legally moved under TMWA since it is 
required by Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS).  Mr. Rhodes stated initially that he believes it could.  Ms. 
Menard stated that the boundaries of the CTMRD and rates are set by the Board of County 
Commissioners annually.  Chairman Carrigan expressed his concern that this Board might not have the 
same membership in a few years and Washoe County would be setting the boundary where the entities 
working for TMWA (which is run by three entities) might experience cross-over.  Commissioner Larkin 
stated that Chris Benedict, CTMRD, gave a presentation to the TMWA Board.  Ms. Menard stated that 
Mr. Benedict is scheduled to provide a presentation to the WRWC in the fall.  Commissioner Larkin 
agreed that perhaps CTMRD should remain a stand alone fund and not be included in consolidation.  Ms. 
Harrison stated she does not see a barrier in bringing the CTMRD into TMWA. 
 
Commissioner Aiazzi stated that not everything has to be done at one time.  He suggested possibly 
beginning with billing or meter reading rather than waiting for everything to be figured out.  
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Commissioner Larkin agreed that it could be done incrementally.  Commissioner Aiazzi asked how much 
DWR receives from the General Fund.  Ms. Menard stated it receives $1 million per year.  Commissioner 
Aiazzi stated that by consolidating the entities, the General Fund would save money on items such as long 
range planning.  He added that the issue of who is saving money needs to be clarified.  Mr. Foree stated 
that one of the questions is whether the County would wish to continue to fund long range planning.  
Members discussed cost savings and who would benefit. 
 
Ms. Menard explained that of the $1 million from the General Fund, approximately $500,000 is in service 
and supplies and $150,000 covers United States Geological Survey (USGS) stream gauging.  She stated 
that a determination is needed on what roles belong to whom and who should pay.  She reported that 
another service covered by the General Fund is the Early Flood Warning System.  Commissioner Aiazzi 
stated that he and Jessica Sferrazza made the phone calls during the last flood that water in the river was 
rising.  Naomi Duerr, Truckee River Flood Project Director, stated that Commissioner Aiazzi is correct 
but the flood was expected for a five-day period prior to the flood.   
 
Ms. Menard summarized that the services need to be examined individually on a moving forward basis to 
determine what needs to continue, at what funding level and who should pay.  Commissioner Aiazzi 
stated that his point is that the General Fund should not be subsidizing certain areas.  Ms. Menard agreed 
and stated that the General Fund budget for DWR went from $2 million a couple of years ago to $1 
million.  Members agreed there are many other opportunities for which savings might be realized.   
 
Commissioner Larkin stated that the TMSA is the scope of the project with the exception of the Truckee 
Canyon because it has its own water system.  He added that Lightning W, Old Washoe Estates, Stampmill 
and Wadsworth, would be excluded from integration because they are stand alone systems outside of the 
TMSA.  He stated that Fish Springs water supply would also need to be evaluated as a special case.  
Commissioner Aiazzi asked for clarification that the areas mentioned by Commissioner Larkin would not 
be included in integration.  Discussion ensued over maintenance of the systems and who would be 
responsible.   
 
Ms. Menard stated that in the past couple of weeks Mr. Simeoni has reviewed NRS-445A, as well as the 
County Health Department’s regulatory structure to determine whether there are any constraints affecting 
the way we might want to address outlying systems during work on consolidation.  She stated that a final 
decision has not yet been made but suggested reviewing what obligations the County has as the current 
service provider to those entities.  She clarified that there are options that need to be understood and 
examined.  Discussion ensued over who should be included or excluded from consolidation.   
 
Mr. Rhodes stated he did not think that state law, county ordinances or the JPA would prevent (if it were 
a policy decision) merging those county service territories outside the TMSA into a TMWA service area 
even though they might be stand alone systems.  Ms. Harrison stated that much analysis has been 
performed by staff on different structures including how much of the service territories should be 
included.  She suggested that a review of the staff analysis might be in order.  
 
Commissioner Larkin stated that what he presented was from his perspective; not the County’s position.  
He clarified that the BCC has not taken a position. 
 
Mr. Tissier asked whether the Subcommittee’s recommendation for the WRWC meeting on August 14 is 
that staff present a report defining the options of the scope for integration in order to move forward with 
an ILA.  Ms. Harrison stated that decision would also need to be decided by the TWMA Board and the 
BCC.  Chairman Carrigan agreed it should be further reviewed and determined at the WRWC meeting as 
to which areas should be included.  Ms. Harrison agreed and suggested that staff provide a list of 
alternatives and associated consequences.   
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Ms. Menard stated that she does not envision County personnel maintaining the small stand alone 
systems.  She added that for instance possibly for the Truckee River Canyon, a contract would be 
negotiated with Fernley to maintain the system.  She stated that for other systems in the south, perhaps a 
private contractor would be hired to maintain the system.   
 
Ms. Menard explained that the TMSA boundary is currently contemplated by the Regional Planning 
Governing Board and planning decision makers.  She suggested that at a minimum under integration, the 
terms and conditions for service to be provided should be defined.  Commissioner Aiazzi asked why some 
areas should be considered as exceptions.   
 
Chairman Carrigan asked how Lightning W and Washoe Estates are treated as far as water rates.  Ms. 
Menard stated they pay the same rates as DWR customers.  Chairman Carrigan agreed that they should be 
included in the integration.  Commissioner Aiazzi reiterated that he thinks the integration or consolidation 
should include all or none.  Ms. Menard asked if those outside the TMSA should be provided with an opt-
out provision.  Commissioner Aiazzi stated not unless an opt-out provision is provided to those within the 
TMSA.  Ms. Menard asked if this issue should be placed on the next WRWC agenda for further 
discussion.  Chairman Carrigan stated it definitely needs to be further discussed and a decision made.   
 
Commissioner Larkin stated that initial discussions were based on the TMSA.  Chairman Carrigan asked 
why the four water systems mentioned that are within the TMSA should not be included.  Commissioner 
Larkin stated that the initial discussion revolved around service areas of DWR and TMWA.  He stated 
that the 4 water systems in question are not tied into the DWR water system; they are stand alone 
systems.  He added that if the County decided not to service the systems, they would go to the Health 
Department, which would go to TMWA saying DWR can not handle them so it is up to you.  He agreed 
that policy discussion is needed on the issue before any decision is made.  Chairman Carrigan agreed and 
reiterated that the issue would be further discussed as a policy decision at the WRWC meeting of August 
14.  Commissioner Aiazzi stated he would like to see the staff report in which that decision (to only 
include the TMSA) was made.  He added that he does not remember that discussion or seeing it in any 
minutes.  He stated that his understanding was that all areas served by TMWA or DWR would be 
included.   
 
Ms. Menard referred to the list of employees, their classification and years of service for all of DWR’s 
employees.  She next referred to the list of DWR full time equivalents (FTEs) and to which function or 
activity they are allocated.  She stated that 36.03 FTEs (or about 40% of the total) are allocated for water; 
21.23 FTEs (or about 23%) are allocated for wastewater; 5.04 FTEs (5.5%) are allocated for reclaimed 
water; 5.30 (5.8%) FTEs for South Truckee Meadows General Improvement District (STMGID); 7.53 
FTEs for CTMRD, 3 for WRWC and Northern Nevada Water Planning Commission (NNWPC), 2.45 for 
water planning, and 10.02 FTEs for DWR Finance and Administration.  She referred to a pie chart, which 
shows the breakdown by function under the Water Utility. 
 
Commissioner Aiazzi asked if TMWA and DWR are working together with employees that are not 
represented.  Ms. Menard stated that staff absolutely is working on that issue and added that would be a 
major issue in moving forward.  She reported that DWR currently has 83 employees, of which 
approximately half are associated with the water utility. .  Commissioner Aiazzi stated that there will be 
morale issues and suggested discussing the issue with non-represented employees, with which Ms. 
Menard agreed. 
 
Chairman Carrigan suggested making a motion to include only water utility operations in the integration.  
Commissioner Aiazzi clarified that sewer would not be included at this point, with which Chairman 
Carrigan agreed.  Commissioner Aiazzi made a motion based on Chairman Carrigan’s suggestion and 
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also suggested that the sewer portion could later be included.  Ms. Menard stated that DWR has three 
water treatment plants, which are operated by a contractor.  She stated they do have a crew that maintains 
the collection systems.  She reported that staff has discussed the issue and plans to continue discussions.  
 
Commissioner Larkin seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
8. Discussion on outline of an Interlocal Agreement to merge TMWA and DWR operations, and 

possible direction to staff. 
 
Ms. Harrison stated that this item was placed on the agenda to more clearly frame up how the ILA might 
unfold.  She added that it has not yet been presented to TWMA or the County.  She stated that it is 
predicated on a commitment by the BCC and TMWA to complete a merger of DWR into TMWA at some 
point in the future that would be subject only to the conditions and legal requirement of such a merger.  
She stated that the ILA would basically say that the entities would irrevocably go forward with the 
consolidation for a number of good reasons, such as employee morale, driving towards necessary bond 
defeasance or renegotiation of terms, and construction necessary for a facility.  She stated this model is a 
little different from the fire services model in that it is irrevocable and driving toward actual 
consolidation.   
 
Ms. Harrison reviewed the necessary conditions to achieve consolidation as follows: 

• Defeasance of DWR bonds 
o The bond covenants of the two agencies need to be protected. 

• The JPA would need to be modified. 
o The governance structure would need to reflect DWR’s customer base coming into 

TMWA. 
o All of the government bodies would need to work together to modify the JPA, which 

would ultimately require approval by the Attorney General. 
• Certain measures would need to be taken regarding integrated management during the interim 

phase, which could include transfer of personnel to TMWA and expansion of TMWA facilities 
(for which TMWA has already planned).   

 
Mr. Foree reported that it would probably take 2 to 2 ½ years for the expansion and construction of 
TMWA facilities.  Ms. Menard stated that the DWR building is leased and the lease has a termination 
clause that can be exercised with reasonable notice.  
 
Ms. Harrison reported that the parties would need to negotiate contracts with the bargaining units.  DWR 
would need to transfer its assets to TMWA after the defeasance is completed.   
 
Mr. Simeoni stated that the general conceptual agreement will need to be modified based on future 
decisions, such as boundary lines, rates, etc.   
 
Commissioner Aiazzi stated that rather than a no back-out provision, it might be better to have such a 
provision in five years if needed.  Ms. Harrison agreed that concept warrants further discussion.  
Commissioner Aiazzi stated that the TMWA Board would also need to change and he suggested that issue 
be discussed upfront.  Chairman Carrigan suggested not adding members to the TWMA Board but 
perhaps changing the membership representatives.   
 
Ms. Menard summarized that staff has a good sense of how to move forward at this point.  She suggested 
that additional direction will be provided once the full WRWC has met and discussed the matter.  She 
added that there are many issues to be worked out but cautioned against getting mired down in the details.  
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She stated that eventually Reno and Sparks Councils will need to be included for final buy-in and 
adoption of the ILA.  Commissioner Aiazzi agreed that will take time.   
 
Commissioner Aiazzi made a motion to accept the report and bring it back to the next WRWC meeting.  
Commissioner Larkin seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
9. Discussion and possible direction to staff regarding the dates of future meetings and agenda 

items for future meetings. 
 
Mr. Rhodes stated that depending on what happens at the WRWC meeting, this subcommittee could be 
dissolved or held in abeyance.  He agreed to place this item on the WRWC agenda for further discussion. 
 
Commissioner Larkin requested an update on the interim legislative committee to which the WRWC is 
supposed to report.  He suggested that staff contact Linda Eissmann.  Ms. Menard stated that the members 
of the subcommittee are to be appointed as defined by the statute, which she does not anticipate 
happening until October or November.   
 
Ms. Menard suggested adding a standing agenda item to future WRWC meeting agendas for 
informational updates on integration efforts.   
 
10. Committee Comments 
 
Commissioner Larkin thanked everyone for their hard work. 
 
11. Staff Comments 
 
None 
 
12. Public Comment 
 
Chairman Carrigan called for public comments. 
 
Robert Payne, Sun Valley General Improvement District (SVGID) commended how well this group 
works together.  He thanked the subcommittee for their efforts.   
 
Chairman Carrigan called for further public comments and hearing none, closed the public comment 
period. 
 
13. Adjournment 
 
With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:52 a.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Niki Linn, Recording Secretary 
 
Approved by Commission in session on________________ 2009. 
 
 
____________________________ 
Mike Carrigan, Chairman 
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 07-10-09: WRWC Agenda Item 9 
 

Western Regional Water Commission 

 

Staff Report 
  
   
DATE: June 26, 2009 

TO: Chairman and Members, Western Regional Water Commission  

FROM: Rosemary Menard, Director, Washoe County Department of Water Resources and  
 Mark Foree, General Manager, Truckee Meadows Water Authority 

SUBJECT: Phase 1 Preliminary Assessment Reports of integration of the Department of 
Water Resources and Truckee Meadows Water Authority Water Resources 
and Water Operations, and presentation of possible schedule of steps for 
completing phase one of the effort, and possible direction to staff. 

 

SUMMARY 
Technical staff in both Washoe County Department of Water Resources (WDWR) and the 
Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) have been working over the last ten months to 
conduct conceptual level analyses of the potential opportunities and costs of some form of 
integration of the water operations of  TMWA and WDWR.  The Western Regional Water 
Commission (WRWC) heard an update on the Phase 1 work of the System Planning and 
Engineering Group at its March 13, 2009 meeting.  Phase 1 preliminary assessments have been 
completed for two additional functional areas:  Operations and Water Resources (see 
Attachments A and B, respectively).   
 
In addition, TMWA and WDWR staff has developed a proposed plan and schedule for 
completing Phase 1, which is offered for consideration and discussion with the Western Regional 
Water Commission.   
 
BACKGROUND 
During the last ten months, TMWA and WDWR staff have been conducting a high level, 
sequential review of the potential opportunities and challenges of some form of integration 
between TMWA and WDWR.  The WRWC previously received briefings on financial analysis 
related to each organization’s debt obligations, system planning and engineering, as well as 
several general progress reports.   
 
Attachments A and B are the latest additions to the list of analyses of potential opportunities for 
improving efficiency, customer service, reliability, and reducing long term operating and/or 
capital costs.   
 
Attachment A is the Preliminary Assessment Report of the Operations Team.  The Operations 
Team identified existing functions performed by each utility.  Each of the operations functions 
was evaluated to determine if there were opportunities for improved efficiency/synergy/or other 
quantifiable benefits.   Benefits identified are in the form of improving system reliability, water 
quality, and service levels to our customers.  The following work areas were identified and 
evaluated: 

   Page 1 of 3  
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• Water Treatment Operations 
• Water Quality/Laboratory Operations 
• Treatment Operations Maintenance 
• Distribution (Field Piping) Maintenance 
• Customer (Field and Meter) Services 
• Facilities Location 
• Backflow 
• Field Inspection Services/Construction Management/Inspection 
• Hydroelectric Operations 
• Buildings and Grounds Maintenance, Fleet Maintenance, and Materials Management 
• Wastewater and Reclaimed Water Operations 

 
Following an analysis of facilities, resources, and staffing, the Operations Team concluded that 
potential operating efficiency/synergy/benefits could be gained through integration of staffs and 
joint operations in the following areas: 
 

• Water Treatment Operations 
• Distribution Maintenance 
• Water Quality/Laboratory Operations 
• Treatment Operations Maintenance 
• Customer (Field and Meter) Services 
• Facilities Location 
• Backflow 
• Field Inspection Services/Construction Management/Inspection 
• Buildings and Grounds Maintenance, Fleet Maintenance, and Materials Management 

 
Additionally, potential efficiency/synergy/benefits could be gained to some degree, but less than 
anticipated in the areas identified above, by joining staffs in the following existing work areas: 
 

• Hydroelectric Operations 
• Wastewater/Reclaimed Water Operations 

 
Attachment B is the Preliminary Assessment Review of the opportunities related to the 
management of water resources.  The Resource Planning and Development Team concluded that 
integration efforts could produce one or more of the following benefits in each of the study areas: 
improve aquifer supplies; improve aquifer water quality conditions; create resource reallocation 
opportunities; potentially reduce certain operating costs; potentially avoid certain capital costs 
and/or facility costs, and conjunctive use as described in the previous paragraphs. In general, the 
reader will find the majority of benefits of combined resource management, without clear 
delineation of financial impacts to be borne by either TMWA or WDWR customers, accrue to 
WDWR. Further clarification of certain contingencies such as potential legal obligations/ 
constraints on some of Washoe County’s water rights, financial analysis to determine the 
costs/benefits to the respective utility’s customers associated with providing the identified 
benefits, and refinement of production scheduling is required to improve upon the initial findings 
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presented in this report. Until that occurs, it is speculative that these contingencies may be 
mitigated under any individual or joint operating scenario, or that a single entity would achieve 
net cost reduction or avoidance to either utility. 
 
Attachment C provides a schematic of a potential schedule and process for working through the 
decisions that need to be made to conclude phase one of this assessment and determine whether 
to proceed to the next, more detailed level of discussion of some form of integration between 
TMWA and WDWR.  Specifically, at the WRWC’s August 14, 2009 meeting, the WRWC 
would be asked to: 
 
1. Make a determination to either continue with or suspend further work on the possible 

integration of  TMWA and WDWR; and  
2. If the decision is to continue, provide direction to staff to prepare a plan and schedule for 

further work to be considered at a joint meeting of the TMWA Board, the WRWC, and the 
Board of County Commissioners.  This meeting would tentatively be scheduled for October 
2009.   

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the WRWC accept the preliminary assessment reports on Water 
Resources and Operations prepared by interagency staff teams working on possible integration of 
the Truckee Meadows Water Authority and the Department of Water Resources, and give 
direction to staff on the schedule of steps for completing phase one of the effort and, if 
appropriate, the next steps that should be undertaken. 
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DWR-TMWA INTEGRATION STUDY 

    
 
DATE:  May 30, 2009 
   
TO:  Jack Byrom 

Rosemary Menard 
   
FROM:  Paul Miller 

Joe Howard 
   
OPERATIONS 
TEAM 
MEMBERS: 

 Geoff Daforno          John Hulett 
Dennis Dobyns         Rob Kelly 
Pat Nielson               Curt Orthel 
Keith Ristinen          Scott Smiley 

   
RE:  TMWA-DWR Integration Analysis 

Operations Team Preliminary Assessment Report – Final Draft 
 
Integration Study Purpose and Mission: 
To explore opportunities whereby TMWA and WCDWR may, through joint operation of water 
system facilities and management of water resources, produce quantifiable benefits for TMWA 
and WCDWR customers and the community as a whole. 
 
Scope: The Operations Team was charged with identifying and evaluating opportunities to 
improve service levels and reduce operating costs based on thinking of DWR and TMWA 
facilities, staff, and systems, operating as one rather than two separate systems for the water, 
hydroelectric, wastewater and reclaimed water operating areas. 
 
Methodology and Approach to the Evaluation: 
The Operations Team identified existing functions performed by each utility.   Each of the 
operations functions was evaluated to determine if there were opportunities for improved 
efficiency/synergy/or other quantifiable benefits.   Benefits identified are in the form of   
improving system reliability, water quality, and service levels to our customers.  As shown on 
Figure 1 the following work areas were identified and evaluated: 

1 
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Insert Figure 1
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• Water Treatment Operations 
• Water Quality/Laboratory Operations 
• Treatment Operations Maintenance 
• Distribution (Field Piping) Maintenance 
• Customer (Field and Meter) Services 
• Facilities Location 
• Backflow 
• Field Inspection Services/Construction Management/Inspection 
• Hydroelectric Operations 
• Buildings and Grounds Maintenance, Fleet Maintenance, and Materials Management 
• Wastewater and Reclaimed Water Operations 

 
Summary: 
The Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and Washoe County Department of Water 
Resources are the two largest water purveyors in Washoe County.  Each utility owns and 
operates water treatment and distribution facilities; serving water to approximately 122,500 
service connections combined.  In addition to drinking water, TMWA operates hydroelectric 
facilities along the Truckee River and Washoe County operates regional wastewater treatment 
plants and reclaimed water systems. 
 
Following an analysis of facilities, resources, and staffing, the Operations Team concluded 
that potential operating efficiency/synergy/benefits could be gained through integration of 
staffs and joint operations in the following areas as shown on Figure 1: 
 

• Water Treatment Operations 
• Distribution Maintenance 
• Water Quality/Laboratory Operations 
• Treatment Operations Maintenance 
• Customer (Field and Meter) Services 
• Facilities Location 
• Backflow 
• Field Inspection Services/Construction Management/Inspection 
• Buildings and Grounds Maintenance, Fleet Maintenance, and Materials Management 

 
Additionally, potential efficiency/synergy/benefits could be gained to some degree, but less 
than anticipated in the areas identified above, by joining staffs in the following existing work 
areas: 
 

• Hydroelectric Operations 
• Wastewater/Reclaimed Water Operations 

 
The following is a discussion of each of the Operations Teams’ individual functions with an 
accompanying opportunity score card. 

3 
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Water Treatment Operations 
TMWA and Washoe County drinking water treatment operations includes operating surface 
water treatment plants, groundwater treatment plants, wells, pump stations, tanks, and 
pressure regulating stations, across each entities service territories to both treat and distribute 
water to customers.   
 
The following is an overview of the drinking water treatment and supply facilities operated by 
each utility: 
 
Facility Summary 
TMWA Washoe County 
2 fully staffed surface water treatment plants 1 fully staffed surface water treatment plant 
3 satellite PCE treatment plants 2 satellite arsenic treatment plants 
 1 satellite uranium treatment plant 
34 wells 56 wells 
43 tanks 51 tanks 
2 lined and covered reservoirs  
200 pressure regulating stations 177 pressure regulating stations 
105 pump stations 16 pump stations 
92,000 water meters (99,088 services) 23,000 water meters (23,500 services) 
1,315 miles of water mains 250 miles of water mains 
 
One Treatment Operations team could be assembled to operate both utilities treatment and 
distribution facilities.  It is the Operations Team opinion that this one team could operate 
more effectively than two separate teams and provide benefits to service reliability.  
Operating costs can typically be categorized under labor, chemicals and power costs.  In 
general, if operated as one integrated team, the opportunities to operate more efficiently in 
each of these areas could be greater, than if each entity continued to be operated as an 
individual system. 
 
For much of the combined service territories during the winter (low demand period (5 to 6 
months)) water supply could be provided from just one treatment plant (Chalk Bluff).  
Utilizing surface water to a greater degree in the winter season throughout the combined 
service territories provides benefits by limiting groundwater use to summer peaking and 
emergency supply (thus conserving this resource), and allows many wells to potentially 
undergo aquifer storage and recharge (ASR) which can both augment groundwater supplies 
and improve local aquifer water quality.  This concept is more fully developed, discussed and 
assessed in the Engineering and Planning, and Water Resource Preliminary Assessment 
Reports. 
 
Treatment Operations Maintenance 
Maintenance activities at treatment plants were grouped into 8 general categories.  The 
following area identifies the categories and opportunities for improved service/increased 
system reliability: 

4 
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Opportunity to improve service or system 
reliability 

Yes Some No 

Repair pumps and motors X   
Maintain and repair pressure regulators X   
Maintain and treatment plant equipment  X   
Well equipment maintenance and repair X   
Visit sites weekly – site check all remote facilities X   
Repair pneumatic equipment X   
Preventative maintenance X   
Pressure checks X   
 
 
Control Systems 
Both utilities operate water treatment and distribution equipment from a remote location by 
high-tech control systems.  These are known as Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition 
systems (SCADA).  The two organizations utilize similar low-voltage SCADA instruments; 
however, TMWA utilizes a telephone based communication system while Washoe County 
utilizes VHF radio and internet based systems.  The main process control software programs 
are similar, but not interchangeable.   
 
These high-tech control systems require periodic repair, maintenance, calibration, and 
upgrade.  The following summarizes Control/SCADA system opportunities: 
 
Control Systems 
Opportunity to improve service or system 
reliability 

Yes Some No 

Repair high voltage motor controllers/drives X   
Repair and maintain low voltage control systems X   
Repair and maintain motor operated valves X   
Repair, maintain, calibrate sensors/gauges  X   
Write and modify all control programs X   
Repair and maintain equipment for emergency 
electrical generation 

X   

General electrical repairs X   
General communications equipment X   
 
 
Chemical Systems 
Both TMWA and Washoe County utilize water treatment chemicals.  Chemicals consist of 
coagulants, polymers, acids, bases, and carbon based adsorbents.  These chemicals are 
delivered to facilities as gasses, liquids, or solids.  Each of these products requires specialized 
storage facilities and chemical feed systems.  Chemical concentrations are closely monitored 
by treatment staff, process equipment, probes and gauges.  The following table identifies 
opportunities for utility cooperation: 

5 
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Chemical Systems 
Opportunity to improve service or system 
reliability 

Yes Some No 

Chemical Ordering X   
Repair and maintenance of all chemical systems X   
Repair and maintain sampling equipment X   
Repair and calibrate treatment instruments X   
Respond to chemical problems and alarms X   
 
 
Distribution Maintenance 
TMWA’s and Washoe County’s Distribution Maintenance groups are responsible for 
maintaining service connections, water mains, valves, lateral lines, and repairing water leaks.  
These crews respond around the clock as necessary to keep customers in water. These groups 
provide support to many other utility departments. 
 
Distribution Maintenance 
Opportunity to improve service or system 
reliability 

Yes Some No 

Water leaks (mains and services) X   
Water main taps X   
Water service line replacements X   
Flushing X   
Leak detection X   
Valve maintenance X   
Regulatory permit maintenance X   
Hydrant maintenance & repair X   
Utility location X   
Welding X   
 
 
Customer (Field and Meter) Services 
Both TMWA and Washoe County rely on water meters to account for water usage.  TMWA 
has almost completed system-wide meter retrofits and Washoe County has 97% of it’s 
customers on a water meter.   Combined, the two utilities Customer Services groups respond 
to approximately 88,000 non-routine calls for service each year.  These include final meter 
reads, turn-on/off, leak investigation, and water wasting issues. 
 
Both utilities maintain a backflow program per NAC 445A to ensure each service connection 
is protected from backflow and cross connections. 

6 
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Meter Service & Cross Connection Control 
Opportunity to improve service or system 
reliability 

Yes Some No 

Meter read routes X   
Field and bench testing meters X   
Maintain meter & parts inventory X   
Meter turn-offs & pressure complaints X   
Install/retrofit Flex-Net auto read meters X   
Inspect new meter installations X   
Field service requests X   
Tracking and testing backflow assemblies X   
Cross connection shut-down testing X   
 
 
Water Quality/Laboratory Operations 
DWR and TMWA Water Quality programs ensure compliance with all regulatory 
requirements and the safety of drinking water supply.  An essential part of the program is the 
water quality staff and water quality laboratory. 
 
Both utilities remain forward looking in terms of EPA regulations and water quality issues.  
There are more than 20 EPA existing drinking water regulations in place to protect the quality 
of drinking water.   Both utilities have water quality staff devoted to compliance with existing 
and proposed drinking water regulations.   
 
The TMWA Water Quality Laboratory is located at the Glendale Water Treatment Plant.  
Both the chemistry and microbiology sections are certified by the State of Nevada, 
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Division of Environmental Protection for 
over 56 parameters for Drinking Water Methods and Waste Water Methods.  The Laboratory 
also analyzes both treated and untreated water samples for Giardia lamblia cysts and 
Cryptosporidium parvum  oocysts and is one of less than 60 laboratories across the county 
that are certified by the EPA in this sampling and analysis method.  Maintenance of 
certifications requires semi-annual proficiency testing for renewal. 
 
Washoe County DWR operates and maintains a certified microbiology laboratory.  The lab 
processes more than 1,000 samples annually and is capable of detection of coliforms in 
drinking water.  The laboratory performs quality control tests and maintains lab certification, 
similar to TMWA.   
 
Water Quality/Laboratory Operations 
Opportunity to improve service or system 
reliability 

Yes Some No 

Regulatory planning X   
Work with regulatory agencies X   
Source water monitoring X   

7 
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Analytical  X   
Maintain lab certification X   
Resolve water quality issues X   
On-going environmental permit maintenance X   
 
 
Water Utility Facility Summary 
TMWA and Washoe County each separately own and maintain several buildings and facilities 
that comprise over 100,000 square-feet of office/warehouse space combined.  Maintenance of 
office and warehouse space has historically been a utility operations division responsibility.  
TMWA has in-house facility maintenance staff while Washoe County contracts with the 
Washoe County Facilities Management Division.  The following identifies potential 
opportunities to improve service: 
 
Water Utility Facility Summary 
Opportunity to improve service or system 
reliability 

Yes Some No 

HVAC X   
Janitorial X   
Landscaping/weed control X   
Building maintenance X   
 
Field Inspection Services/Construction Management  
Both TMWA and WCDWR employ staff members that inspect all developer and utility 
capital and O&M projects.  TMWA and Washoe County conduct both field inspection and 
construction management activities from the engineering area.  The following identifies 
potential opportunities to improve service: 
 
Field Inspection Services/Construction Management  
Opportunity to improve service or system 
reliability 

Yes Some No 

Inspect developer installed facilities X   
Inspect TMWA construction projects X   
Inspect County construction projects X   
Assist with change orders X   
Review submittals X   
Authorize payment X   
 
Hydroelectric Operations 
This area of Operations is limited to TMWA.  The Truckee Meadows Water Authority 
operates and maintains three hydroelectric plants on the Truckee River, the Fleish Hydro 
Plant, Verdi Hydro Plant and the Washoe Hydro Plant.  
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This group’s work though very specific to TMWA may be able to provide diesel maintenance 
and repair service to WCDWR standby generators located at several sites across the Truckee 
Meadows. 
 
Hydroelectric Operations 
Opportunity to improve service Yes Some No 
Operation of hydro facilities   X 
Adjusting river diversions   X 
Flume surveillance   X  
Monthly generator runs X   
Diesel generator repair X   
 
 
Wastewater and Reclaimed Water Operations 
This area of Operations is limited to WCDWR.  Washoe County DWR wastewater treatment 
service areas include portions of Reno/Sparks, South Truckee Meadows, Sun Valley, Cold 
Springs, and Lemmon Valley.  There are 3 County-owned wastewater treatment plants which 
are contract operated.   
 
Wastewater and Reclaimed Water Operations 
Opportunity to improve service Yes Some No 
Operation of wastewater plants   X 
SCADA and Controls X   
Mechanical Maintenance  X  
Facilities Maintenance  X  
Chemical Supplies X   
Maintenance of collection facilities   X 
Reclaimed water pumping stations   X  
Reclaimed water distribution system X   
 
Discussion of reclaimed water operation resulted in an observation that reclaimed water 
system operation is more closely related to water system operation than wastewater collection 
operation.  Equipment that is in contact with reclaimed water needs to be kept separate from 
water system equipment (i.e.: pressure gauges, flowmeters, sample dippers, etc.) but some 
equipment can be used in both areas (shovels, dewatering pumps, pipe wrenches, etc.).  
Therefore, it is the opinion of this Operations Team that some benefits/synergy/efficiency 
could also be gained through integration of TMWA and WCDWR staffs in this area. 
 
 
Fleet and Materials Management 
Both utilities operate a fleet of utility vehicles and subcontract vehicle maintenance.  
Although there are few opportunities to reduce vehicle maintenance costs, there are 
opportunities to improve service through vehicle and equipment sharing.  The following is a 
description of each of the utility fleets: 
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Fleet Summary 
TMWA Washoe County 

125 vehicles (including the following) 48 vehicles 
4 10-wheel dump trucks 2 10-wheel dump trucks 
4 backhoes 2 backhoes 
10 Medium size service trucks (450 – 550) 1 front end loader 
2 vacuum trucks (water) 1 vacuum truck (sewer) 
4 heavy crew trucks 1 flush truck (sewer) 
1 front end loader 600 KW mobile generator 
 
Materials Management 
The operations groups identified several other areas for improved service.  These include: 
 

• Utilization/supply of type 2 base and sand. 
• Warehousing and parts 
• Chemical/parts bidding 
 

It is the opinion of this Operations Team that efficiency/synergy/benefits can be gained 
through integration of facilities that are maintained by one Buildings and Grounds 
Maintenance, Fleet Management, and Materials Management system and personnel. 
 
Additional Opportunities 
 
Artificial Recharge 
Historically TMWA has utilized aquifer storage in winter months.  Aquifer storage and 
recovery provides benefits by limiting groundwater use to summer peaking and emergency 
supply (thus conserving this resource).  Washoe County has undertaken pilot recharge 
projects and is currently in the planning stages for full scale recharge projects.  TMWA 
operations staff could provide technical and operations support for this planned Washoe 
County project.  This concept is more fully developed, discussed and assessed in the 
Engineering and Planning, and Water Resource Preliminary Assessment Reports. 
 
Conclusion 
The Operations Team asked the question from an operational perspective “are there any 
barriers that exist that we could identify that prevent us from integrating” and the answer was 
no.  And we concluded that from a customer perspective there was a lot to be gained from 
integration. 
 
This Preliminary Assessment Report did not include consideration of the Sun Valley GID or 
South Truckee Meadows GID.  Each utility meets existing contractual requirements with 
these GID’s and a combined utility would also meet these same requirements. 
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DATE:  June 16, 2009 
   
TO:  Jack Byrom 

Rosemary Menard 
   
FROM:  Vahid Behmaram       

Chris Benedict 
Ken Briscoe 
John Erwin 
Bwire Ojiambo 
Shawn Stoddard 
Mike Widmer 

   
RE:  Preliminary Assessment Report: Integrated Water Resources of 

Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and Washoe 
County Department of Water Resources (WDWR) 

 
Integration Study Purpose and Mission 

 
To explore opportunities whereby TMWA and WCDWR may, through joint operation of 

water system facilities and management of water resources, produce quantifiable benefits for 
TMWA and WCDWR customers and the community as a whole. 
 
Resource Planning and Development Team Purpose and Scope 

 
The Resource Planning and Development Team looked to assess the potential 

opportunities that the region may derive from consolidated management of TMWA and WDWR 
water rights/resources, thereby providing opportunities to operate water production facilities in a 
manner that optimizes surface and ground water resources and facilities while seeking to 
minimize costs.  
 
Methodology and Approach to the Evaluation 

 
It was determined that the most effective approach to the evaluation would be to focus on 

the three hydrographic basins where TMWA and WDWR have adjacent facilities: Lemmon 
Valley, Spanish Springs, and Truckee Meadows (divided into Central and South Truckee 
Meadows) illustrated in Figure 1. Initial discussions were facilitated through the development of 
basin maps (Figures 2-5) to locate production facilities and capacities, water rights associated 
with production facilities, areas of water quality concerns, and geologic/hydrogeologic survey 
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information. This allowed each purveyor to determine if there were opportunities to utilize 
existing rights, contracts, and operations to potentially develop alternate operating schemes to 
enhance basin conditions. 
 

Following high level introductory discussions of each study area by the full team, it was 
decided to break into sub-teams to allow those most knowledgeable and experienced in each 
geographical study area to determine if and how the adjacent water systems and their operation 
could benefit from a combined operation. The review addressed the following: 

 
• quantify water rights held by lease or in fee and the type of obligations/commitments 

against those rights 
• quantify existing well capacities and associated permits to identify any imbalances 
• quantify historic operations of production facilities to identify potential improvements in 

management of production facilities against available water resources 
 

For purposes of this report, the use of the phrase “conjunctive use” as it applies to water 
resources implies the joint or mixed use of different water sources to generate a needed water 
supply. For the region the water sources include tributary creek rights to the Truckee, Truckee 
River mainstream water rights, ground water, storage rights, and potential imported ground 
water. By using these multiple sources, conjunctive use can take on at least two further 
delineations: operational conjunctive use (OCU) and resource development conjunctive use 
(RCU). 
 

The difference between OCU and RCU is the joint management of resources to generate 
a water supply RCU results in the ability to expand service commitments, whereas OCU relates 
to the joint management of resources to generate a water supply but does not create opportunity 
for expanding service commitments. It is assumed that both OCU and RCU result in 
management of resources to sustain or improve the long-term viability of resources within a 
hydrographic basin. 
 

RCU has greater value than OCU because it seeks to expand the current available 
resource mix in order to satisfy more commitments. Therefore, to take full advantage of RCU the 
OCU practice within a basin must be examined to determine if there is “more room” in the 
resource mix to grow commitments. Alternatively stated, are there unexercised water 
rights/permits in a basin that if other resources were available, and just by re-managing the 
resources, those unexercised rights could be used to expand service commitments.  
 

The Resource Planning and Development Team concluded that integration efforts could 
produce one or more of the following benefits in each of the study areas: improve aquifer 
supplies; improve aquifer water quality conditions; create resource reallocation opportunities; 
potentially reduce certain operating costs; potentially avoid certain capital costs and/or facility 
costs, and conjunctive use as described in the previous paragraphs. In general, the reader will 
find the majority of benefits of combined resource management, without clear delineation of 
financial impacts to be borne by either TMWA or WDWR customers, accrue to WDWR. Further 
clarification of certain contingencies such as potential legal obligations/constraints on some of 
Washoe County’s water rights, financial analysis to determine the costs/benefits to the respective 

Preliminary Assessment Report:     2 of 30   1 July 2009 
Integrated Water Resources of TMWA/WDWR 
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Preliminary Assessment Report:     3 of 30   1 July 2009 
Integrated Water Resources of TMWA/WDWR 

utility’s customers associated with providing the identified benefits, and refinement of 
production scheduling is required to improve upon the initial findings presented in this report. 
Until that occurs, it is speculative that these contingencies may be mitigated under any individual 
or joint operating scenario, or single entity which would result in net cost reduction or avoidance 
to either utility. 

 
Details of the team’s efforts are provided in the following sections identified by the 

hydrographic basin. 
 
 
Recommendations, Limitations & Additional Studies 
 

This preliminary assessment relies primarily upon the professional judgment of those 
most familiar with the respective utilities’ water resources.  The “scorecards” and brief 
explanations for each area present the potential benefits of integrated operation based on expert 
opinion without detailed or rigorous hydrologic/hydrogeologic, environmental, financial or 
economic analyses.  Some of the issues that need to be considered or that require further study 
and development include the following: 
 

• This analysis does not consider what type of integration (as opposed to full consolidation) 
may be implemented. Depending on the proposed form of integration, the outcome of 
findings in this report may need revision.  

• The Resource Team will need to quantify ground water and surface water resources and 
determine the feasibility of conjunctive use programs on an annual and ongoing basis 
including the yield of the combined resources for normal operations, emergency 
conditions, and/or during extended drought periods. 

• Pursue opportunities to balance water resource use within each hydrographic basin 
examined in this study. This implies evaluating and striking a balance between the water 
rights/resources of the utilities, the yield of the basin, and customer demands within the 
basin. 

• Implement plans that make full use of available water resources including tributary 
creeks and Vidler Project supplies for current and future demands. 

• Finalize and implement plans for new recharge projects using highly treated water 
resources. 

• Further analysis is required to determine availability of other water resources and their 
potential influence on an integrated utility operation and optimization with current water 
resources. 

• Additional study and discussion will be required to address issues associated with 
WDWR’s remote operations. 

• Explore future role of GID’s in an integrated utilities scenario. 
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FIGURE 1. Map of Study Area 

Preliminary Assessment Report:     4 of 30   1 July 2009 
Integrated Water Resources of TMWA/WDWR 
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LEMMON VALLEY 
 
Summary 

 
The Lemmon Valley hydrographic basin is challenged by over pumping and degrading 

water quality in the northeastern portion of the basin. Limited opportunities exist for successful 
integration and/or joint management of water resources. Based on very limited and cursory 
analyses, the summary opportunity scorecard for the Lemmon Valley (LV) area is presented 
here: 

 
Will TMWA/WDWR system integration… 

Improve aquifer 
volumes? 

Improve aquifer 
WQ? 

Create conjunctive 
use opportunities? 

Decrease 
operating costs? 

Eliminate or delay 
capital costs? 

 

TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR 
Potentially 
Yes  X   X X  X  X 

Probably 
Not X  X X   X  X  

 
 
Basin Conditions 
 
Water Resources 

Lemmon Valley (LV) is a topographically closed basin typical of those in the Great Basin 
and Range region (Harrill, 1973). The mountains surrounding and underlying the valley are 
complexly faulted.  Regional faulting gave the mountains their large-scale size, shape, and relief. 
The change in elevation ranges from approximately 4914 feet above mean sea level at the eastern 
sub-area playa to 8266 feet above mean sea level at highest peak on Peavine Mountain at the 
south end of the basin. The present topography of the basin is the result of erosion and smaller 
scale fault structures. 
 

The valley is a structural depression filled with unconsolidated valley-fill material and is 
surrounded by mountains comprised of igneous, volcanic, and metavolcanic rocks.  Features 
other than mountain ridges in Lemmon Valley include valley-fill deposits and playa lakes.  
Valley fill is comprised of weathered material from the surrounding mountain ridges including 
layers of clay, silt, fine- to coarse-grained sand, and gravel.  Generally, valley fill is coarser near 
the mountain ridges and becomes fine-grained in the center of the valley near the playas.  Playa 
lake deposits are mostly clay, silt, and fine-grained sand. The aquifer system was conceptualized 
as three hydrostratigraphic units: 1) playa deposits; 2) alluvium; and 3) fractured bedrock. These 
units were identified as distinct units based on differences in geologic, hydraulic, and subsequent 
water yield characteristics.  

 
LV is State Engineer designated basin number 92, but is subdivided by a fault that runs 

down the middle of the basin, essentially under Stead Boulevard: 92A in the west half and 92B 
the east half. The western segment contains Silver Lake which is surrounded by large 
commercial/ industrial properties to the east and northeast and residential properties to the 
southeast and east. North of Silver Lake are about 500 residences on domestic wells in the Silver 
Knolls area. TMWA serves the developed Silver Lake areas as wells as the historic and newly 
developed areas in Stead in the basin 92B. 
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The eastern section of LV, basin 92B, contains Swan Lake. WDWR serves customers 
from the north, the east and south of Swan Lake. WDWR also serves 152 residences in Horizon 
Hills at the south end of 92B. Golden Valley is a subarea in the southeast quadrant in 92B which 
includes over 550 properties on domestic wells.  

 
Development began in Lemmon Valley in the 1950’s with the development of the Stead 

Air Force Base and surrounding military residences. Residential development using domestic 
wells occurred in the northeast portion of the basin in the 1960’s and more so in the 1970’s. 
Utility supplied developments also began in the 1970’s in the Silver Lake, Horizon Hills, and 
east Lemmon Valley. By the 1980’s, with the commitment of existing ground water resources in 
the basin, little to no development occurred in the basin until additional Truckee River rights 
were dedicated to the valley. With the dedication of the Vidler Importation Project (“Vidler 
Water”) in 2007, WDWR can deliver from the Honey Lake area an additional 8,000 acre feet to 
meet future development projections in the basin. 

 
Natural ephemeral streams are generated from intense rainstorms or large snow melt 

episodes. Natural recharge is estimated at 800 af/yr in 92A and 500 af/yr in 92B (Harill, 1973). 
As will be seen below, well extraction exceeds recharge in both basins. Therefore, without 
augmentation of recharge in the basin, such as imported water, ground water pumping cannot be 
sustained over the long term.  
 

Highly mineralized, poor ground water quality is found around the playa areas in both 
basins, and hydrothermally altered volcanic rock with high concentrations of arsenic and 
manganese in the southern foothills of 92B. Clean-up of TCE related material since 1999 at the 
Stead Solvent Site near the southern boundary of the Stead Airport in 92A has successfully 
reduced the spread of the contaminant plume. Septic tank effluent has polluted the ground water 
with nitrate in a northern portion of 92B as well as in Golden Valley.  
 
 
Public Water Systems 

Both TMWA and WDWR have facilities and customers in the Lemmon Valley basin.1 
TMWA provides service in the Silver Lake development and the Stead area, while WDWR 
predominantly serves customers in northwest and the along the east side of 92B. Brief details of 
the utilities for the year ending 2008 are summarized in Table 1.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1  There is a minor utility in the Silver Knolls area, Silver Knolls Mutual Water, which serves about 64 connections. 
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TABLE 1. Summary Statistics for Lemmon Valley Basin (92A & 92B) 
 

 TMWA WDWR Totals  
     
A. Retail Service Connections [1] 6,074 1,354 7,428  
     
B. Basin Production Facilities     
  1. Number of wells 3 6 9  
  2. Operating capacities (MGD) 6.2 3.6 9.8  
     
  3. Surface treatment facilities na na na  
  4. Surface treatment capacity na na na  
     
C. Rights Committed to Serve Basin (acre feet)   
  1. Ground water-Basin 92 883 1,398 2,281  
  2. Ground water-importation  8,000 8,000  
  3. Surface water-retail [1] 4,241  4,241  
  4. Surface water-wholesale *     
  5. Surface water-other **     
 ------- ------- -------  
  6. Total Rights 5,124 9,398 14,522  
     
D.  2008 Water Supplied (acre feet)     
  1. Ground water-Basin 92 611 713 1,324  
  2. Ground water-importation     
  3. Surface water-retail [1] 1,984  1,984  
  4. Surface water-wholesale *     
  5. Surface water-other ** 320  168  
 ------- ------- -------  
  6. Total Water Supplied in 2008 2,915 713 3,628  
     
E. Recharge (acre feet)     
  1. Permitted wells 4 1 5  
  2. Injected volume FY08/09 320  0  
     

* Wholesale water from rights diverted, treated and delivered by TMWA to WDWR for use by its customers. 
** Includes surface rights set aside for recharge and/or extracted after recharged. 
[1] Excludes Raleigh Heights and Golden Valley services. 
 
Current Resource Management Practices-TMWA 

TMWA’s primary source of water committed to LV is Truckee River. TMWA has 3 
production wells in 92A with rights committed to serve customers in the area. The wells are used 
4-6 months a year to augment peak flows, or during emergency conditions. TMWA has injected 
over 2,400 acre feet in two of its production wells since 2000. 
 
Current Resource Management Practices-WDWR 

With the exception of Horizon Hills, demands in WDWR service area is met with well 
water pumped from WDWR’s 6 wells located in 92B. The use of Vilder Water would offset 
demands on wells resident in 92B and for recharge in 92B. However, the cost to operate the 
pump and pipeline system may influence the use of Vidler Water.  
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Since 2005, domestic well owners in Golden Valley are funding WDWR purchase of 
approximately 125 af/yr of treated surface water from TMWA to offset declining water table in 
this portion of 92B through a recharge program. 
 
 
Challenges 
 

How to bring the ground water back into balance given demand and water quality 
challenges is the primary challenge for Basins 92A and 92B. Over pumping for Basin 92 is 
estimated at 2,100 af/yr (Washoe County Comprehensive Regional Water Management Plan, 
2005) creating excessive water level declines in both the volcanic and alluvial aquifers.  
 
 
Opportunities to Solve Challenges 

 
Current demands can be met with existing resources and facilities. However, additional 

and/or alternate sources of supply are needed to mitigate the effects of over pumping that has 
occurred in the basin and to meet future demands. Options include: 
 

1. Enhanced Demand-Side Management (DSM). Both utilities encourage their respective 
customers to use water efficiently. The difference between the amount of water rights 
committed to the basin for service commitments versus the amount of water served 
indicates that DSM programs may be contributing to this difference. Rates charged by the 
respective utilities are another factor that contribute to decreasing water use. Without 
further study it cannot be determined if additional reductions in water can be achieved 
and what the revenue/rate impacts would be on the respective utilities.  
 
If permanent reductions in water use can be achieved through enhancing DSM programs, 
WDWR could retain the savings for basin recovery purposes. If ground water production 
within TMWA’s system in Lemmon Valley is reduced through reductions in customer 
demands, potential aquifer recovery may result.  

 
Implementation Constraints: (i) increased costs to expand DSM programs and (ii) cost 
recovery by the utilities for these programs.  
 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: (i) potential WDWR cost reductions if TMWA 
assumed DSM program management and (ii) cost increases to expand TMWA’s existing 
DSM, and potentially more costs to integrate DSM programs as access to billing data of 
WDWR would be required. 

 
2. Increase Truckee River Use. Increased use of Truckee River water by either utility in this 

basin would require and additional 0.5 to 1.0 acre feet of water rights be dedicated for 
Truckee River return flows for every acre foot of demand, whether that demand is for 
new development or for the offsetting use of groundwater. Increased use of Truckee 
River water provides blending of surface with groundwater which also solves water 
quality issues. 
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Implementation Constraints: (i) costs to buy additional water rights, including the return 
flow component; (ii) construction of delivery facilities and cost recovery; (iii) contracts 
for delivery of treated water; and (ii) recovery of increased costs to buy more treated 
water. 

 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: (i) use of a portion of TMWA’s unexercised 
surface rights would offset the need for WDWR to acquire more rights; (ii) reduce 
WDWR pumping costs; (iii) enhanced aquifer recovery; and (iv) enhanced for water 
quality mitigation. 

 
3. Artificial Recharge. Recharge with Truckee River water in winter months. TMWA 

currently injects about 200-300 af/yr in 3 wells in 92A. WDWR is in the process of 
implementing this option using Vidler Water in 92B. This option could also help to 
improve the water quality issues in the basin.  

 
Implementation Constraints: (i) WDWR complete permitting through State Engineer and 
NDEP to inject treated groundwater in their wells in 92B; (ii) construction of delivery 
facilities and cost recovery; and (iii) recovery by WDWR of increased costs to operate 
Vidler Water. 
 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: (i) use of a portion of TMWA’s unexercised 
surface rights could offset the need for WDWR to use Vidler Water; (ii) reduce WDWR 
pumping costs; (iii) enhanced aquifer recovery; and (iv) enhanced water quality 
mitigation. 
 

4. Import Vidler Supplies. Increase use of Vidler supplies to meet demands and/or for 
recharge. Other interbasin sources could be considered as well. 

 
Implementation Constraints: (i) design and construct distribution pumps/pipelines along 
with recovery of those costs; and (ii) recovery of ongoing operating costs. 

 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: Integration may allow more flexibility in 
utilization of this project. 

 
5. Any combination of Options 1 thru 4. 

 
Implementation Constraints: All the constraints identified above would apply should the 
options be developed in any combination. 
 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: All the benefits identified accrue to the utilities. 
 

6. Ground Water Replenishment Systems. Ground Water Replenishment Systems (GWRS) 
injects highly-treated-recovery water at the north end of the basin to offset the over 
pumping and provide supply augmentation. WDWR operates a 0.3 MGD wastewater 
treatment plant and the City of Reno operates a 2.25 MGD wastewater treatment in 92B. 
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An investigation is underway to determine the feasibility associated with a combined 
plant and GWRS.  

 
Implementation Constraints: (i) completion of feasibility testing; (ii) obtaining permits 
through State Engineer and NDEP to inject treated-recovery water; (iii) design and 
construct pumps, pipeline and wells; and (iv) recovery of increased costs to build 
facilities and purchase treated recovery-water from either a combined City of Reno or a 
smaller version developed by WDWR for its existing facility. 
 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: Without further economic analysis, benefits to 
either TMWA or WDWR individually or as an integrated utility cannot be quantified. 
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SPANISH SPRINGS 
 
Summary 

Spanish Springs Valley (SSV) is State Engineer designated basin 85. SSV is challenged 
by over pumping in the basin and degrading water quality in the northern and western portions of 
the basin. There exists some opportunities for successful integration and/or joint management of 
water resources allocated to the basin. Based on very limited and cursory analyses, the summary 
opportunity scorecard for the SSV area is presented here: 

 
Will TMWA/WDWR system integration… 

Improve aquifer 
volumes? 

Improve aquifer 
WQ? 

Create conjunctive 
use opportunities? 

Decrease 
operating costs? 

Eliminate or delay 
capital costs? 

 

TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR 
Potentially 
Yes  X  X X X  X  X 

Probably 
Not X  X    X  X  

 
 
Basin Conditions 
 
Water Resources 

Spanish Springs Valley is a basin bounded on the east by the Pah Rah range and on the 
west by the Hungry Ridge range covering an area of approximately square miles. The basin can 
be divided into two aquifer systems from which water is pumped into public water systems: (1) a 
volcanic rock aquifer located on the east side of the basin and (2) an alluvial aquifer in the 
western and central portion of the valley. A third portion of the basin, a granitic aquifer on the 
northeast basin slopes of the Pah Rah Range, is a meager aquifer that barely supports 380 
domestic wells.  
 

Natural ephemeral streams are generated from intense rainstorms or large snow melt 
episodes. The Orr ditch imports irrigation water from the Truckee River and the North Truckee 
Drain was constructed to return irrigation runoff to the Truckee Meadows. Natural groundwater 
recharge in the basin is estimated at 800AF/yr. Recharge from the Orr Ditch is estimated at 
1,200AF/yr, but this amount is diminishing due conversion of irrigable lands and their water 
rights to residential housing and overall reductions of flow in the Orr Ditch.2 Therefore, without 
augmentation of recharge in the basin, such as imported water, groundwater pumping cannot be 
sustained over the long term.  
 

Poor groundwater quality is found in the southwest quadrant of the valley due to 
hydrothermally altered volcanic rock with high concentrations of arsenic and sulfate. Septic tank 
effluent has polluted groundwater in the northwest quadrant of Spanish Springs with nitrate. 
Nitrate contamination persists over the northwest quadrant of Spanish Springs, rendering six 
production wells at risk.  

                                                 
2 The amount of irrigation water will significantly decline in the next several years from historic amounts of 
9,220AF to an expected 685AF by 2010 (Eco:Logic, 2004).  
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Public Water Systems 
Both TMWA and WDWR have facilities and customers in the Spanish Springs basin. 

Essentially, the basin is divided by La Posada Drive so that TMWA serves its retail customers 
within the City of Sparks in the southern half of the basin while WDWR serves its retail 
customers in the northern half of the basin.3 TWMA also provides wholesale water service to 
WDWR. Brief details of the utilities for the year ending are summarized in Table 2.  
 
TABLE 2. Summary Statistics for Spanish Spring Basin (85) 
 

 TMWA WDWR Totals  
     
A. Retail Service Connections 9,156 5,774 14,931  
     
B. Basin Production Facilities     
  1. Number of wells 1 11 12  
  2. Operating capacities (MGD) 4.3 11.5 15.1  
     
  3. Surface treatment facilities na na na  
  4. Surface treatment capacity na na na  
     
C. Rights Committed to Serve Basin (acre feet)   
  1. Groundwater-Basin 85 247 3,378 3,625  
  2. Groundwater-importation     
  3. Surface water-retail 5,353  5,353  
  4. Surface water-wholesale *  2,298 2,298  
  5. Surface water-other **  300 300  
 ------- ------- -------  
  6. Total Rights 5,600 5,976 11,576  
     
D.  2008 Water Supplied (acre feet)     
  1. Groundwater-Basin 85 231 2,555 2,786  
  2. Groundwater-importation     
  3. Surface water-retail 4,781  4,781  
  4. Surface water-wholesale *  872 872  
  5. Surface water-other **     
 ------- ------- -------  
  6. Total Water Supplied in 2008 5,012 3,427 8,439  
     
E. Recharge (acre feet)     
  1. Permitted wells 1  1  
  2. Injected volumes 0  0  
     

* Wholesale water from rights diverted, treated and delivered by TMWA to WDWR for use by its customers. 
** Includes surface rights set aside for recharge and/or extracted after recharged. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
3 There is a third utility, Utilities Inc, in the basin that services about 580 connections in the Sky Ranch area. This 
utility was not considered as part of this integration review process. 
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Current Resource Management Practices-TMWA 
TMWA’s primary source of water committed to the Spanish Springs basin is Truckee 

River. TMWA has 1 well in Spanish Springs with rights committed to serve customers in the 
area. The well will be used 2-4 months a year to augment summer peak flows, or during 
emergency conditions. TMWA began testing recharge at this well in 2009 and anticipates 
permits to be issued in time for recharge to begin in Fall 2009. 
 
Current Resource Management Practices-WDWR 

Non-irrigation season demands are met with well water that also includes some wholesale 
water. Wholesale water is used in the summer to meet peak day demands and water quality 
issues. Facilities were completed in 2009 that allows WDWR to ramp up the amount of 
wholesale water so that reliance on wells for winter supplies can be reduced. The waste water 
management plan for nitrate is to hook-up septic tanks to TMWRF. This is occurring at a slow 
pace with 10% of the 2,100 tanks converted to sewer. Blending with wholesale water and other 
well water is the current groundwater treatment practice for nitrate and arsenic. Increasing the 
amount of artificial recharge (ASR) at WDWR wells is a future alternative to help mitigate water 
quality issues.  
 
 
Challenges 
 

How to bring the groundwater back into balance given demand and water quality 
challenges is the primary challenge. Over pumping is estimated at 2,700AF (Eco:Logic, 2004) at 
full valley build out creating excessive water level declines in both the volcanic and alluvial 
aquifers. WDWR estimates that 4,500AF of new source water will be needed by 2030 given a 
reduction of pumping to 1,800AF/yr (ibid).  
 

WDWR production constraints are mostly limited to arsenic and nitrate contamination in 
west central production wells. WDWR’s alluvial aquifer is also subject to nitrate contamination 
from septic tanks. Even if the high density septic systems are hooked-up up to sewer, nitrate 
plumes are expected to persist. Over pumping may cause poor water quality migration from the 
southwest portion of the valley to well fields.  
 
 
Opportunities to Solve Challenges 

 
Current demands can be met with existing resources and facilities. However, additional 

and/or alternate sources of supply are needed to mitigate the effects of over pumping that has 
occurred in the basin and to meet future demands. Options include: 
 

1. Enhanced Demand-Side Management (DSM). Both utilities encourage their respective 
customers to use water efficiently. The difference between water rights committed to the 
basin for service commitments versus the amount of water served indicates that DSM 
programs may be contributing to this difference. Rate charged by the respective utilities 
are another factor that contribute to decreasing water use. Without further study it cannot 
be determined if additional reductions in water can be achieved and what the revenue/rate 
impacts would be on the respective utilities.  
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If permanent reductions in water use can be achieved through enhancing DSM programs, 
WDWR could retain the savings for basin recovery purposes. Further water reductions 
within TMWA’s system in Spanish Springs would result in less water being delivered to 
the basin which would not aid in aquifer recover.  

 
Implementation Constraints: (i) increased costs to expand DSM programs; (ii) long term 
maintenance of the groundwater resources without the ability to prove beneficial use; and 
(iii) cost recovery by the utilities for these programs.  
 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: (i) potential WDWR cost reduction if TMWA 
assumed DSM program management; (ii) WDWR provision of drought relief and/or 
peaking supply using groundwater resources; and (iii) cost increases to expand TMWA’s 
existing DSM, and potentially more costs to integrate DSM programs as access to billing 
data of WDWR would be required. 
 

2. Increase Truckee River Use. Increased use of Truckee River water by WDWR to meet 
base flow demands and using wells for peaking is apparent and can occur (a) using 
existing unexercised surface water rights committed for wholesale use or (b) by WDWR 
acquiring more Truckee River rights. Contracts are in place and sufficient rights have 
been committed to the area for wholesale water service that allow increasing current use 
from 886 acre feet (2008) to over 2,200 acre feet. With facilities in place, WDWR has 
begun to take more wholesale water. The observed consumption levels of WDWR 
customers which are below existing commitments together with full utilization of all the 
WDWR Truckee River water rights could result in reduction of groundwater pumpage by 
WDWR to a range of 1,200 to 1,500 acre-feet annually from previous level of 3000 acre-
feet.   

 
Assuming existing Truckee River commitments are maximized, more Truckee River 
rights could be acquired to displace the use of groundwater by WDWR. A mechanism 
whereby an additional 5% or some factor could be added to all Truckee river water rights 
dedications by developers as a surcharge for basin recovery could provide the necessary 
resources in the long term. 
 
Increased use of Truckee River water provides blending of surface with groundwater 
which also solves water quality issues. 
 
Implementation Constraints: (i) recovery by WDWR of costs to buy additional wholesale 
water (which may not be fully offset by reduction of pumping costs) and (ii) costs to 
acquire more water rights above current commitments and/or resistance by development 
community to pay for a surcharge. 

 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: (i) use of a portion of TMWA’s unexercised 
surface rights would offset the need for WDWR to acquire more rights; (ii) reduce 
WDWR pumping costs; (iii) enhanced aquifer recovery; and (iv) enhanced water quality 
mitigation. 
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3. Artificial Recharge. Recharge (Spring Creek wells 4, 5, 6 and 7) with Truckee River 
water in winter months. This option could also help to improve the water quality issues at 
the Desert Springs water systems, particularly at Desert Springs 4 and Spring Creek 2 
wells.  

 
Implementation Constraints: (i) WDWR complete permitting through State Engineer and 
NDEP to inject treated surface water in their wells; (ii) source/cost of surface rights; (iii) 
recovery by WDWR of increased costs to buy additional water rights; and (iv) recovery 
by WDWR of increased costs to buy additional treated water above current wholesale 
amounts. 
 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: (i) use of a portion of TMWA’s unexercised 
surface rights could offset the need for WDWR to acquire more rights for this project if 
wholesale costs are favorable; (ii) reduce WDWR pumping costs; (iii) enhanced aquifer 
recovery; and (iv) enhanced water quality mitigation. 
 

4. Ground Water Replenishment Systems. Ground Water Replenishment Systems (GWRS) 
inject highly-treated-recovery water at the north end of the basin to offset the over 
pumping and provide supply augmentation.  

 
Implementation Constraints: (i) completion of feasibility testing; (ii) WDWR obtaining 
permits through State Engineer and NDEP to inject treated-recovery water; (iii) design 
and construct pumps, pipeline and wells; and (iv) recovery by WDWR of increased costs 
to buy treated-recovery water from the City of Sparks and operate GWRS. 
 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: Integration may preclude the need for this project 
from a water supply perspective. 

 
5. Any combination of Options 1 thru 4. 

 
Implementation Constraints: All the constraints identified above would apply should the 
options be developed in any combination. 
 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: All the benefits identified accrue to the utilities. 
 

6. Import Vidler Supplies. Redirect a portion of Vidler supplies to the basin to meet 
demands and/or for recharge. Other interbasin sources could be considered as well. 

 
Implementation Constraints: (i) permitting to redirect Vidler water from Lemmon Valley 
POU to Spanish Springs; (ii) WDWR obtaining permits to inject treated ground water in 
their wells; (iii) design and construct pumps/pipeline; (iv) recovery of construction and 
ongoing operating costs; and (v) cost/benefit comparison to available interbasin sources. 

 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: Integration may allow more flexibility in 
utilization of this project. 
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TRUCKEE MEADOWS 
 

The principal source of ground water in the Truckee River basin in Nevada is the Truckee 
Meadows. Ground water occurs beneath Truckee Meadows and has been pumped from the 
ground water reservoir for over fifty years. Large quantities of ground water are available from 
that part of the reservoir containing unconsolidated rocks of alluvial origin. Ground water also is 
available from consolidated rocks, generally in the foothills surrounding Truckee Meadows. 

The ground water reservoir is essentially full in much of the Truckee Meadows. The 
water-bearing materials in the Truckee Meadows are recharged from infiltration of precipitation 
which falls in the mountains and on the land surface, seepage from streams and the Truckee 
River entering or crossing the Meadows, underflow from tributary valleys, seepage from 
irrigation ditches, deep percolation of water applied for irrigation of pasture, row crops, lawns 
and other greenscape areas, and from waste water discharged from septic tanks, and from the 
injection of treated surface water into public supply wells used for artificial recharge. On the 
eastern slopes of the Sierra, where recharge occurs, precipitation ranges from 8 to 20 inches per 
year. The natural ground water discharge supports vegetation principally in the western portion 
of the Truckee Meadows and provides water directly to drains and creeks passing through the 
Meadows. A significant amount of recharge to the water-bearing materials in Truckee Meadows 
is due to seepage from irrigation canals and deep percolation of water applied for irrigation. In 
the past, it has been estimated that approximately 25% of water applied for irrigation percolates 
into the ground water reservoir. It has been assumed that as land is converted from irrigated 
pasture or row crops to lawns or other types of water consumptive landscaping, the recharge 
from the land would be reduced. Ground water discharge also occurs when wells are pumped to 
provide water for various uses in the Truckee Meadows. 

The basin is divided into two regions: Central Truckee Meadows (CTM) and South 
Truckee Meadows (STM). The central area extends as far south as the Holcomb Lane area and 
includes Hidden Valley. The south Truckee Meadows portion of the basin is the area south of the 
Holcomb Lane area including Double Diamond, the Mt Rose fan and foothill areas, and the 
Virginia Foothills. Although TMWA’s facilities are within the CTM, WDWR’s Hidden Valley 
resources are included as part of the CTM discussion. 

 
Truckee Meadows - Central (CTM) 
 
Summary 

 
The Central Truckee Meadows hydrographic basin primary challenge is the PCE impacts 

that are affecting or have affected 12 TMWA and 1 WDWR wells in CTM. The PCE 
contamination occurs in several plumes located along the current and historical 
commercial/industrial corridors along old US40 (Fourth Street/B Street/Prater Way), Virginia 
Street, and Kietzke Lane. Mitigation of the PCE contamination is addressed through the Washoe 
County Central Truckee Meadows Remediation District (CTMRD) program. WDWR’s Hidden 
Valley and Heron’s Landing systems are located in the east-southeast portion of CTM. WDWR 
canceled wholesale water service to Hidden Valley once WDWR began operating its 4 MGD 
Longley Treatment Plant (LTP) in 2006. Limited opportunities exist for successful integration 
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and/or joint management of water resources. Based on very limited and cursory analyses, the 
summary opportunity scorecard for CTM is presented here: 

 
Will TMWA/WDWR system integration… 

Improve aquifer 
volumes? 

Improve aquifer 
WQ? 

Create conjunctive 
use opportunities? 

Decrease 
operating costs? 

Eliminate or delay 
capital costs? 

 

TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR 
Potentially 
Yes     X X     

Probably 
Not X X X X   X X X X 

 
 
Basin Conditions 
 
Water Resources 

When compared to other basins in the Great Basin Province of Nevada, the uniqueness of 
the Truckee Meadows hydrographic basin is the presence of the Truckee River which flows west 
to east through the central Truckee Meadows (CTM) portion of the Truckee Meadows basin. The 
Sierra Nevada mountain range on the west side of the basin and underlying the valley are 
complexly faulted.  Regional faulting gave the mountains their large-scale size, shape, and relief. 
The change in elevation ranges from approximately 4914 feet above mean sea level at the eastern 
sub-area playa to 10,620 feet above mean sea level at highest peak on Mt Rose at the southwest 
end of the basin. The present topography of the basin is the result of erosion and smaller scale 
fault structures.  

Along the east side of the basin, the Virginia Range and Pah Rah Mountains are 
comprised of igneous, volcanic, and metavolcanic rocks. The resulting valley is a structural 
depression filled with unconsolidated valley-fill material comprised of weathered material from 
the surrounding mountain ridges including layers of clay, silt, fine- to coarse-grained sand, and 
gravel.  Generally, valley fill is coarser near the mountain ridges and becomes fine-grained in the 
center of the valley.  The aquifer system is conceptualized as a complex aquifer system 
comprised of: 1) alluvium; 2) partly confined alluvium; and 3) fractured bedrock. These units 
were identified as distinct units based on differences in geologic, hydraulic, and subsequent 
water yield characteristics.  

Together, CTM and STM, make up State Engineer designated Basin 87. The geologic 
and hydrogeologic characteristics of the southern portion of the basin (STM) differ from CTM 
which are described later in the report. Average annual rainfall in the basin ranges from 7.5 to 16 
inches.  

Ground water quality varies throughout the Truckee Meadows hydrographic basin. 
Highly mineralized ground water is generally found at the southeast side of the basin. Low water 
quantity areas run east-to-west to the north of the Truckee River. Geothermal areas are present in 
the west and southwest areas of CTM. 
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Public Water Systems 
Both TMWA and WDWR have facilities and customers in the Central Truckee Meadows 

basin.4 Brief details of the utilities for the year ending 2008 are summarized in Table 3.  
 
TABLE 3. Summary Statistics for Central Truckee Meadows Basin (87) 
 

 TMWA WDWR Totals  
     
A. Retail Service Connections [2] 73,167 1,750 74,917  
     
B. Basin Production Facilities     
  1. Number of wells 28 3 31  
  2. Operating capacities (MGD) 59.7 4.3 64.0  
     
  3. Surface treatment facilities 2 1 3  
  4. Surface treatment capacity (MGD) 110 4 114  
     
C. Rights Committed to Serve Basin (acre feet)   
  1. Ground water-Basin 87 [1]  14,633 805 16,855  
  2. Ground water-importation na na na  
     
  3. Surface water-retail 51,319 1,242 52,561  
  4. Surface water-wholesale *     
  5. Surface water-other **     
 ------- ------- -------  
  6. Total Rights 65,952 2,047 70,365  
     
D.  2008 Water Supplies (acre feet)     
  1. Ground water-Basin 87 *** 9,770 2,409 12,179  
  2. Ground water-importation     
     
  3. Surface water-retail [2] 49,616  49,616  
  4. Surface water-wholesale *     
  5. Surface water-other ** 1,703  1,703  
 ------- ------- -------  
  6. Total Water Supplied in 2008 61,089 2,684 63,773  
     
E. Recharge (acre feet)     
  1. Permitted wells 23  5  
  2. Injected volume FY08/09 1,703  0  
     

* Wholesale water from rights diverted, treated and delivered by TMWA to WDWR for use by its customers. 
** Excludes TMWA’s storage rights of 22,250 af used only in droughts. 
[1] TMWA’s ground water rights are limited in operation under State Engineer Order 1161 which allow increased 
pumping in drought years up to 22,000 afa. 
[2] Includes water use in Raleigh Heights, Golden Valley, Truckee Canyon and Sun Valley. 
*** Some of the WDWR production is attributed to water rights and customers in STM.  WDWR Longley Lane 
Well 1 is connected to both CTM and STM infrastructure. 
 
 

                                                 
4  WDWR operates the Hidden Valley water system which includes Heron’s Landing. 
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Current Resource Management Practices-TMWA 

The annual average amount of water that crosses the California-Nevada via the Truckee 
River is over 500,000 acre feet of which TMWA diverted 67,500 acre feet in 2008. Truckee 
River rights provide on average 85-90 percent of TMWA’s water supplies while ground water 
supplies the balance. 

Development began in CTM in the 1850’s as agricultural diversion of the Truckee River 
dominated the Truckee Meadows. Since that time, irrigated lands have given way to residential 
and commercial developments that service a population for the greater Reno/Sparks area of over 
375,000 people.  

TMWA has 28 production wells in the Truckee Meadows basin used for potable water. In 
addition there are 2 wells --Peckham and Stanford-- that are unsuitable for drinking purposes but 
are used for non-potable applications such as construction water. In 1987, testing of TMWA’s 
wells identified the presence of an organic solvent known as perchloroethylene and 
tetrachloroethylene (PCE). This solvent has been used since the 1930’s in a variety of 
commercial/industrial operations such as commercial dry cleaning, paint manufacturing, and 
auto repair. The PCE contamination occurs in several plumes located along the current and 
historical commercial/industrial corridors along old US40 (Fourth Street/B Street/Prater Way), 
Virginia Street, and Keitzke Lane. Mitigation of the PCE contamination is addressed through the 
Washoe County Central Truckee Meadows Remediation District (CTMRD) program. Mitigation 
of the PCE plumes is managed by the CTMRD program which has paid for three air-stripping-
treatment facilities that remove PCE from five of TMWA’s 28 wells: Keitzke Lane, Mill Street, 
High Street, Morrill Avenue, and Corbett School. The CTMRD program has achieved success in 
plume capture and containment resulting from the implementation of a prescriptive pumping 
schedule of the TMWA wells fitted with PCE treatment equipment. The PCE plumes do not 
appear to be moving or growing. TMWA is an active participant with the CTMRD program in 
planning for and implementing mitigation of PCE. 

Attaining allowable arsenic levels (the maximum contaminant level (MCL) for arsenic of 
10 part per billion (ppb)) from ground water sources is an issue for TMWA’s well operations. At 
10 ppb, 11 of TMWA’s 28 wells are affected. Four of the wells that exceed the 10 ppb MCL 
(Greg, Pezzi, Poplar #1, and Terminal) are piped to Glendale Treatment Plant (“GTP”) for 
treatment and/or blending with treated surface water.  Two of the five PCE (Mill and Corbett) 
are also piped to GTP. The other three PCE wells (High Street, Morrill, and Kietzke) may be 
piped to GTP in the future while two other wells (View Street and Poplar #2), though not close 
enough to a treatment plant, may require special mitigation for arsenic. Because of TMWA’s 
ability to maximize Truckee River water and minimize ground water use to the summer months, 
USEPA recognize annual running average of TMWA’s water supplies to attain drinking water 
standards. 

TMWA also has permits to inject treated surface water into 23 of its CTM wells. In 2008, 
TMWA injected 1,714 acre feet in 10 of the permitted wells. 
 
Current Resource Management Practices-WDWR 

Demands in Hidden Valley and Heron’s Landing service areas are met with a 
combination of surface water and ground water that is treated at the Longley Lane Treatment 
Plant. The well field consists of one induction well along the Truckee River and three ground 
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water production wells. Treatment consists of manganese and arsenic filtration and chlorination. 
This treated water can also be pumped via pipeline to the south Truckee Meadows. 

 
 

Challenges 
Availability of Truckee River water, TWMA’s primary water supply, is challenged 

during periods of drought. TMWA manages its reservoir and ground water supplies to meet the 
worst 8-year-drought cycle (1987-1994) of record, and is capable to meet 9 to 10-years. As the 
Truckee River Operating Agreement (TROA) moves toward implementation, managing droughts 
should be less of a burden on resources. TMWA’s greatest challenge in CTM is PCE mitigation. 
The PCE plumes are located along the historical commercial and industrial corridors that have 
developed along US40 (Fourth Street/B Street/Prater Way), Virginia Street, and Kietzke Lane.    
WDWR (through the CTMRD program), in cooperation with TMWA, uses air-stripping 
technology to remove PCE from well water. WDWR is also working with local and state 
agencies to reduce and possibly eliminate PCE discharges at their various sources. 

WDWR’s greatest challenge in CTM is to drill and construct additional water wells or 
increase diversion capacities from the Truckee River (Hidden Valley Well 4) to meet future 
demands as they occur.  

 
 
Opportunities to Solve Challenges 

 
Current demands can be met with existing resources and facilities. However, additional 

and/or alternate sources of peaking supply are needed to meet future demands. Options5 include: 
 

1. Enhanced Demand-Side Management (DSM). Both utilities encourage their respective 
customers to use water efficiently. The difference between water rights committed to the 
basin for service commitments versus the amount of water served indicates that DSM 
programs may be contributing to this difference. Rates charged by the respective utilities 
are another factor that contributes to decreasing water use. Without further study it cannot 
be determined if additional reductions in water can be achieved and what the revenue/rate 
impacts would be on the respective utilities.  
 
If permanent reductions in water use can be achieved through enhancing DSM programs, 
WDWR could retain the savings and commit the reduction to new service. Further water 
reductions within TMWA’s system in CTM would increase reservoir storage 
opportunities when TROA is implemented. 

 

                                                 
5 TMWA currently injects about 1,500-2,500 af/yr in its CTM wells. There are potentially significant WQ benefits 
(associated with the PCE challenges) that could be attained in the CTM with increased ASR activities using the 
TMWA wells which warrant further evaluation. Recharge may be possible in WDWR Hidden Valley wells using 
WDWR facilities. This option could also help to improve the water quality for the Hidden Valley area but it is 
uncertain whether the aquifer can accommodate injection. Since individually each utility can recharge using existing 
facilities and rights, it does not appear recharge benefits are gained through integration. 
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Implementation Constraints: (i) increased costs to expand DSM programs and (ii) cost 
recovery by the utilities for these programs.  
 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: (i) potential WDWR cost reduction if TMWA 
assumed DSM program management; and (ii) cost increases to expand TMWA’s existing 
DSM, and potentially more costs to integrate DSM programs as access to billing data of 
WDWR would be required. 
 

2. WDWR increase Truckee River Use. Increased use of Truckee River water by WDWR in 
this basin would require more water rights to augment use of ground water and increase 
blending of surface with ground water to improve water quality issues. Facilities are in 
place to implement this option. 
 
Implementation Constraints: (i) construction of delivery facilities and cost recovery; (ii) 
contracts/costs for delivery of treated water; and (iii) recovery of increased costs to buy 
more treated water. 

 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: (i) use of a portion of TMWA’s unexercised 
surface rights would offset the need for more rights; (ii) reduce WDWR pumping costs; 
(iii) enhanced aquifer recovery; and (iv) enhanced water quality mitigation. 
 

3. Any combination of Options 1 and 2. 
 

Implementation Constraints: All the constraints identified above would apply should the 
options be developed in any combination. 
 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: All the benefits identified accrue to the utilities. 
 

 
Truckee Meadows - South (STM) 
 
Summary 

 
The STM area is hydraulically part of the Truckee Meadows basin, but is separated for 

discussion purposes due to the hydrogeologic differences between this area and the CTM and the 
impacts on water availability in this area. Although TMWA serves Truckee River water to 
services in this area, it does not have well production facilities in the area. Based on very limited 
and cursory analyses, the summary opportunity scorecard for STM is presented here: 

 
Will TMWA/WDWR system integration… 

Improve aquifer 
volumes? 

Improve aquifer 
WQ? 

Create conjunctive 
use opportunities? 

Decrease 
operating costs? 

Eliminate or delay 
capital costs? 

 

TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR TMWA WDWR 
Potentially 
Yes  X   X X    X 

Probably 
Not X  X X   X X X  
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Basin Conditions 
 
Water Resources 

When compared to other basins in the Great Basin Province of Nevada, the uniqueness of 
the Truckee Meadows hydrographic basin is the presence of the Truckee River which flows west 
to east through the central Truckee Meadows (CTM) portion of the Truckee Meadows basin. The 
Sierra Nevada mountains on the west side of the basin and underlying the valley are complexly 
faulted.  Regional faulting gave the mountains their large-scale size, shape, and relief. The 
change in elevation ranges from approximately 4914 feet above mean sea level at the eastern 
sub-area playa to 10,620 feet above mean sea level at highest peak on Mt Rose at the southwest 
end of the basin. The present topography of the basin is the result of erosion and smaller scale 
fault structures.  

Along the east side of the basin, the Virginia Range and Pah Rah Mountains are 
comprised of igneous, volcanic, and metavolcanic rocks. The resulting valley is a structural 
depression filled with unconsolidated valley-fill material comprised of weathered material from 
the surrounding mountain ridges including layers of clay, silt, fine- to coarse-grained sand, and 
gravel.  Generally, valley fill is coarser near the mountain ridges and becomes fine-grained in the 
center of the valley. The aquifer system is conceptualized as a complex aquifer system 
comprised of: 1) alluvium; 2) partly confined alluvium; and 3) fractured bedrock. These units 
were identified as distinct units based on differences in geologic, hydraulic, and subsequent 
water yield characteristics.   

Small perennial streams flow from the Sierra eastward and are tributary to Steamboat 
Creek. These streams, Galena, Whites, and Thomas, have very good quality and can be used for 
potable purposes. These streams historically were used for irrigation, but now mostly serve 
municipal services. Consequently, this source of ground water recharge has largely been 
eliminated. 

Ground water is largely generated in the snow melt areas of the Sierra and upper alluvial 
fans. Its volume is estimated at 14,000 to 16,000 AF (Hydro-Search, Inc. 1992).   

Ground water quality varies throughout the south Truckee Meadows basin. Low TDS 
ground water is found within the alluvial fans at the base of the Sierra. The water quality 
deteriorates at the valley floor where it mixes with highly mineralized geothermal waters 
discharged from the Steamboat Springs Geothermal Area at the south end of the valley 
(Steamboat Hills). 

 
Public Water Systems 

TMWA does not have production facilities in STM, but it does serve Truckee River 
water to 1,063 services in the area. WDWR has well facilities and is the largest purveyor in 
STM.6 WDWR is also the operator of the South Truckee Meadows General Improvement 
District (STMGID) with 3,704 customers served by 9 production wells. Brief details of the 
utilities for the year ending 2008 are summarized in Table 3.  
 

                                                 
6  WDWR serves customers in Arrow Creek, Double Diamond, Mt Rose, and Thomas Creek Service Areas. 
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TABLE 3. Summary Statistics for South Truckee Meadows Basin (87) 
 

 TMWA WDWR Totals  
     
A. Retail Service Connections 1,063 7,993 9,056  
     
B. Basin Production Facilities     
  1. Number of wells  *** 11 13  
  2. Operating capacities (MGD)  11.5 13.0  
     
  3. Surface treatment facilities na na na  
  4. Surface treatment capacity (MGD) na na na  
     
C. Rights Committed to Serve Basin (acre feet)   
  1. Ground water-Basin 87 & 88  2,581 11,173  
  2. Ground water-importation     
     
  3. Surface water-retail 1,828  1,828  
  4. Surface water-wholesale *  2,610 2,610  
  5. Surface water-other **     
 ------- ------- -------  
  6. Total Rights 1,828 13,788 15,611  
     
D.  2008 Water Supplies (acre feet)     
  1. Ground water-Basin 87 & 88  1,592 1,592  
  2. Ground water-importation     
     
  3. Surface water-retail 1,404  1,404  
  4. Surface water-wholesale *  1,982 1,982  
  5. Surface water-other **     
 ------- ------- -------  
  6. Total Water Supplied in 2008 1,404 3,574 4,978  
     
E. Recharge (acre feet)     
  1. Permitted wells     
  2. Injected volume FY08/09     
     

* Wholesale water from rights diverted, treated and delivered by TMWA to WDWR for use by its customers. 
** Includes storage rights and creek rights. 
***Includes five unequipped production wells, but not STMGID wells and 2 wells in Basin 88. 
 
 
Current Resource Management Practices-TMWA 
 As noted above TMWA deliveries water to 1,063 services in this area from its pool of 
resources. Sufficient delivery capacity exists within TMWA’s system to meet customer demand 
in this area therefore development of additional ground water production facilities in this area is 
not needed and would potentially interfere with existing WDWR ground water facilities and/or 
domestic well users.  
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Current Resource Management Practices-WDWR 
Demands in STM service areas are primarily served with ground water and augmented 

with wholesale water from TMWA. The wholesale water is limited to serving the valley floor. 
Sharing of resources between STMGID and WDWR occurs throughout the year. The equipping 
of three new production wells on the valley floor will result in reduced need of wholesale water 
in the short term. During the non-irrigation months, certain wells are allowed to recover in order 
to reduce long term impacts to domestic wells.   
 
 
Challenges 

 

Water supplies to TMWA customers in STM are similar to those described previously under 
CTM Challenges WDWR’s greatest challenge in STM is meeting peaking demands at the upper 
pressure zones particularly within the STMGID system. Impacts to domestic wells from 
production pumping are becoming more prevalent. 

 
 
Opportunities to Solve Challenges 

 
Current demands can be meet with existing resources and facilities. However, additional 

and/or alternate sources of supply are needed to meet peaking demands and future demands. 
Options include: 
 

1. Enhanced Demand-Side Management (DSM). Both utilities encourage their respective 
customers to use water efficiently. The difference between water rights committed to the 
basin for service commitments versus the amount of water served indicates that DSM 
programs may be contributing to this difference. Rates charged by the respective utilities 
are another factor that contributes to decreasing water use. Without further study it cannot 
be determined if additional reductions in water can be achieved and what the revenue/rate 
impacts would be on the respective utilities.  
 
If permanent reductions in water use can be achieved through enhancing DSM programs, 
WDWR could retain the savings and reserve the reduction for basin management 
purposes. Further water reductions within TMWA’s system in STM would increase 
reservoir storage opportunities when TROA is implemented. 

 
Implementation Constraints: (i) increased costs to expand DSM programs and (ii) cost 
recovery by the utilities for these programs.  
 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: (i) potential WDWR cost reduction if TMWA 
assumed DSM program management and (ii) cost increases to expand TMWA’s existing 
DSM, and potentially more costs to integrate DSM programs as access to billing data of 
WDWR would be required. 
 

2. WDWR increase Truckee River Use. Increased use of Truckee River water by WDWR in 
this basin would require more water rights to augment use of ground water. Truckee 
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River water use in STM is also subject to return flow requirements similar to those in 
Lemmon Valley. Increased use of Truckee River water provides blending of surface with 
ground water which potentially also solves water quality issues. Facilities are in place to 
implement this option. 
 
Implementation Constraints: (i) construction of delivery facilities and cost recovery; (iii) 
contracts for delivery of treated water; and (ii) recovery of increased costs to buy more 
treated water. 

 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: (i) use of a portion of TMWA’s unexercised 
surface rights would offset the need for more rights; (ii) reduce WDWR pumping costs; 
(iii) enhanced aquifer recovery; and (iv) enhanced water quality mitigation. 

 
3. Artificial Recharge. Recharge with Truckee River water in winter months. Recharge is 

possible in several STMGID wells; this option could also help to improve the water 
quality in STM.  

 
Implementation Constraints: (i) WDWR complete feasibility analysis and permitting 
through State Engineer and NDEP to inject treated surface water in their wells; (ii) source 
of surface rights; (iii) recovery by WDWR of increased costs to buy additional water 
rights; (iv) construction of delivery facilities and cost recovery; and/or (v) recovery by 
WDWR of increased costs to buy additional treated water if purchased from TWMA. 
 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: (i) use of a portion of TMWA’s unexercised 
surface rights could offset the need for WDWR to acquire more rights for this project; (ii) 
reduce WDWR pumping costs; (iii) enhanced aquifer recovery; and (iv) enhanced water 
quality mitigation. 

  
4. Increase use of creek rights. TMWA has 1,057 acre feet of creek rights (167 af Thomas, 

141 af Evans Creek, and 749 af Steamboat Creek) and WDWR has 4,372 acre feet of 
creek rights (1,136 af Thomas, 2,846 af Whites Creek, 162 af Galena Creek, and 228 af 
Steamboat Creek). WDWR is in the process of obtaining permits to exercise its rights by 
allowing the creek waters to flow into the Truckee River and diverting equal or lesser 
amounts near or upstream of the confluence of the creeks with the river. WDWR will use 
its LTP to treat Truckee River water for delivery into STM. Use of these rights could 
serve future commitments, displace current ground water uses in STM, and/or be used for 
recharge. Under integrated scenario, TMWA’s creek rights could be used in a similar 
fashion to augment supplies to STM.   

 
Implementation Constraints: (i) obtaining permits through State Engineer and (ii) 
recovery of WDWR increased costs to operate LTP (which costs may be offset by 
avoided well pumping costs). 
 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: If successful, the use of creek rights can improve 
aquifer conditions in STM. An integrated utility would increase benefits derived from 
increase creek right use. 
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5. Ground Water Replenishment Systems. GWRS may be possible in STM using treated-

recovery water from the South Meadows Wastewater Recovery Plant. Analysis is 
required to determine availability of recovery-water supplies and feasibility of injection.  

 
Implementation Constraints: (i) completion of feasibility testing; (ii) obtaining permits 
through State Engineer and NDEP to inject treated-recovery water; (iii) design and 
construct pumps, pipeline and wells; and (iv) recovery of WDWR increased costs to 
construct and  operate GWRS. 
 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits:   At this time there are no quantifiable benefits of 
GWRS in the STM or how these benefits could be realized under an integrated utility. 
 

6. Any combination of Options 1 thru 5. 
 

Implementation Constraints: All the constraints identified above would apply should the 
options be developed in any combination. 
 
Potential Integrated Solutions/Benefits: All the benefits identified accrue to the utilities. 
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 5-2-1-09 WRWC Agenda Item 8  
 

Western Regional Water Commission 

 

STAFF REPORT 
 

DATE: May 13, 2009 

TO: Chairman and Members, Western Regional Water Commission  

FROM: Rosemary Menard, Director, Washoe County Department of Water Resources 

 Mark Foree, Interim General Manager, Truckee Meadows Water Authority 

SUBJECT: Informational Update on Status of evaluation work considering the possible 
integration of the Truckee Meadows Water Authority and the Washoe 
County Department of Water Resources 

 

Project Update  
 
Technical staff in both Washoe County Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the Truckee 
Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) have been working over the last eight months to conduct 
conceptual level analyses of the potential opportunities and costs of some form of integrating the 
operations of  TMWA and DWR.  The Western Regional Water Commission (WRWC) heard an 
update on the Phase One work of the System Planning and Engineering Group at its March 13, 
2009 meeting.   
 
The following work groups have been convened and are working in these additional areas: 
 
1. The System Planning and Engineering Team – This team is completing  the Phase 2 analysis 

reviewing the opportunities and processes to align development services business practices; 
 
2. The Operations Team – This team is reviewing how a possible agency integration could 

provide opportunities to improve productivity or increase the efficiency while conducting 
ongoing water system, treatment, and testing maintenance.  

 
3. The Water Resources Team – This team is looking at the opportunities for better utilizing the 

water resources currently owned or managed by TMWA and DWR.  The focus of this work 
is reviewing the conjunctive use opportunities identified in the Phase One System Planning 
and Engineering Team’s Preliminary Analysis Report and identifying opportunities for 
improved utilization of available resources. 

 
4. The Human Resources Team – This team has been reviewing the macro-level cost 

differential of paying DWR’s staff under a TMWA salary and benefit program.  Preliminary 
analysis indicates that benefit packages have very similar costs and, due to TMWA’s salary 
schedule, there will be some incremental additional compensation cost should DWR’s staff 
be compensated under the TMWA plan. 

 
TMWA and DWR project managers expect draft reports from the Operations, Water Resources 
and Human Resources Teams to be available for agency review in mid-June and anticipate 
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scheduling discussion with the WRWC at its August 14, 2009 meeting.  The goals of the 
WRWC’s discussion in August would be to: 
 
1. Make a determination to either continue with or suspend further work on the possible 

integration of  TMWA and DWR; and  
2. If the decision is to continue, provide direction to staff to prepare a plan and schedule for 

further work for consideration at a joint meeting of the TMWA Board, the WRWC, and the 
Board of County Commissioners to  decide on whether to proceed to the next phase of work.  
This meeting would tentatively be scheduled for October 2009.   
 

 

  Page 2 of 2 

8-14-09 WRWC Item 7 Page 119 of 155



  3-13-09 WRWC Agenda Item 9 

Western Regional Water Commission 
STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE: March 3, 2009 

TO: Chairman and Members, Western Regional Water Commission  

FROM: Mark Foree, TMWA Interim General Manager 
 Rosemary Menard, Director, Washoe County Department of Water Resources 

SUBJECT: Status Report on the activities of the Integration Project 
             

Discussion: 
The staffs of TMWA and WCDWR continue to cooperatively investigate the various options and 
scenarios that may lead to some form of the integration of functions or activities that will 
ultimately benefit the utility customers in the Truckee Meadows service area. 
 
Activities since our Last Report: 
 

1) Finance Team: Held a meeting to discus the initiation of the Phase II analysis and to 
discuss the due diligence data request submitted by TMWA. The Phase II financial 
analysis will evaluate each entity’s operating costs. This operating cost data will be used 
to populate a financial model that will compare the cost of service as stand alone entities 
and to compare various scenarios of integrated functions. 

2) System Planning and Engineering Team: This team has completed the Phase I report, 
which evaluates opportunities for making better use of currently available infrastructure 
as well as considering what planned future investments in infrastructure might be 
eliminated or deferred as a result of operating WCDWR and TMWA’s water utilities as 
one system.  The Phase I staff report is attached. 

3) Operations Team: The Operations team held their first meeting on Feb. 25th. This team 
will be reviewing and evaluating the opportunities to reduce the cost of treatment, water 
quality, distribution and maintenance activities through some form of integrated 
operation. 

4) Water Resources Team: The Team held their first meeting on March 5th. This team will 
be reviewing all the issues associated with water supply, water rights, surface water use, 
ground water use, and water planning. 

5) Human Resources Team: A strategic level meeting was held to discuss potential issues 
and timeframes for more detailed analyses.  

6) Other: Issues are now being identified that overlap with the system planning, water 
resource planning, and operations planning analysis. The issues are becoming 
interdependent and will be reviewed concurrently in the future. 
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 Next Steps:  
1) Continue the Phase II Operational Cost Analysis 

2) Continue Phase II of the System Planning and Engineering Team – Assessment of the 
New Business Processes & Rules 

3) Continue Water Resources Team activities 

4) Continue Operations Team activities 

5) Continue Human Resource activities 

 
Attachments: 

 System Planning & Engineering staff report and attachment 
 Integration Master Schedule 
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Western Regional Water Commission 
STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE: March 3, 2009 

TO: Chairman and Members, Western Regional Water Commission  

FROM: Mark Foree/Scott Estes/Jack Byrom, Truckee Meadows Water Authority 
 Rosemary Menard/Rick Warner, Washoe County Department of Water Resources 

SUBJECT: TMWA/WCDWR Integration Evaluation - Discussion and possible direction 
to staff regarding the Preliminary Assessment Report prepared by the 
System Planning & Engineering Team 

 
 
SUMMARY 
 
At its December 11, 2008 meeting, the Western Regional Water Commission (WRWC) directed 
staffs from the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and the Washoe County 
Department of Water Resources (WCDWR) to implement a phased approach for evaluating the 
opportunities and constraints of integration.  One of the initial evaluation efforts identified in the 
phased approach was an assessment of the potential benefits of integrated operation of TMWA 
and WCDWR water system facilities.  This report summarizes the conclusions contained in the 
Preliminary Assessment Report (PAR) of the Planning & Engineering Team (see Attachment A). 
 
Please refer to Attachment “A” for a definition of the purpose, scope and limitations of the 
evaluation.   
 
The Planning & Engineering Team’s preliminary assessment concludes that integrated planning 
and operation of water system facilities would produce improved reliability, water quality and 
service levels for customers; and potentially result in decreased operating and/or capital costs as 
compared to stand-alone water systems.   
 
The opportunity scorecards in the PAR are a useful method of providing an “at a glance” 
comparison of the potential benefits that may be possible in each of the study areas (South 
Truckee Meadows, Spanish Springs and North Valleys).  This comparison reveals that there are 
more opportunities for beneficial results in the South Truckee Meadows than currently exist in 
the other two study areas.  It is anticipated that the potential benefits identified in the assessment 
could be realized through something other than full consolidation or integration including some 
form of interlocal operating agreement. 
 
Savings created by the deferral of capital projects where funding has already been secured (i.e. 
bonds have been issued) may not be realized unless the debt already incurred can be reallocated 
to other projects or defeased.  If neither of these outcomes can be achieved, bond proceeds do 
produce investment income and O&M savings can result from deferring CIP projects that 
involve extensive energy use and/or chemical purchases.   
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This situation applies to the construction of WCDWR’s planned South Truckee Meadows Water 
Treatment Plant (STMWTP), for which bonds have been sold but construction has not begun.  
The annual O&M cost savings of not operating the new water treatment plant is estimated to be 
on the order of $500,000 based on a proration of actual O&M costs at TMWA’s Glendale WTP. 
 
Assuming that growth stimulates economic activity and assuming economic stimulation is good 
for the community, probably the biggest potential benefit of integrated operations would be 
implementing conjunctive use of groundwater and surface water supplies.  A conjunctive use 
plan that uses surface water as a base load supply and compresses the delivery of groundwater 
resources into the peak summer months optimizes the total water demand that can be satisfied 
from the available pool of resources.  Therefore, what resources are currently available may be 
able to support more growth than under a non-conjunctive use scenario.  At the time of writing of 
the PAR, accurate estimates of WCDWR’s build-out demands and groundwater source capacity 
by pressure zone were not available to determine the long-term viability of a conjunctive use 
plan.  The completion of WCDWR’s area facility plans with updated build-out demands should 
provide the source and demand data that the Resource and Engineering teams can use to 
determine the overall supply vs. demand and develop realistic conjunctive use scenarios for the 
integrated systems. 
 
Additional operational cost savings might be realized through a reduction in annual pumping 
costs.  Assuming that a conjunctive use program is viable, shutting down wells in the winter 
months to avoid electric demand and facility charges and energy consumption costs may produce 
cost savings that exceed the cost of additional pumping in the summer months.  Conversion of 
WCDWR’s wells to NV Energy’s Optional Time-of-Use (TOU) tariffs might also result in cost 
savings.  A cursory calculation for WCDWR’s wells in the Double Diamond area based on 
extensive assumptions and simplifications yields a maximum theoretical cost savings of perhaps 
$100,000 per year.  (WCDWR is in process of making the transition to time of use pumping at 
this time and is estimating that system-wide energy savings will be in the range of $200,000 to 
$300,000 compared to its current operating scenario.)  
 
Currently, TMWA realizes significant cost savings from shutting down its Glendale WTP during 
the winter months.  For at least the immediate future, WCDWR’s Longley treatment plant could 
also be shut down in the winter months under an integrated operational scenario.  At some point 
in the future (dictated by system demand) a seasonal shut down of the Glendale plant will not be 
possible.  Whether or not this event would be accelerated by integration (and thus increase 
operating costs earlier than anticipated) is unknown at this time. 
 
 
Phase 2 Work: 
 
The System Planning & Engineering Team has also been tasked with reviewing new business 
practices and procedures of both water purveyors and to determine the feasibility of a “one-stop-
shop” desired by area developers.  It is anticipated that this work will begin around the end of 
March 2009.   
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DATE:  February 17, 2009 
   
TO:  Jack Byrom 

Rosemary Menard 
   
FROM:  Scott Estes 

Rick Warner 
   
RE:  TMWA-DWR Integration Analysis 

Planning & Engineering Preliminary Assessment Report 
 
Integration Study Purpose and Mission: 
To explore opportunities whereby TMWA and WCDWR may, through joint operation of water 
system facilities and management of water resources, produce quantifiable benefits for 
TMWA and WCDWR customers and the community as a whole. 
 
System Planning and Engineering Team Purpose and Scope: 
The System Planning and Engineering Team was charged with identifying and evaluating the 
opportunities to achieve improved service levels; reduce system operating costs; reduce 
facility capital costs; eliminate unnecessary or redundant facilities; increase system reliability; 
increase water quality; and maximize conjunctive use of limited groundwater and surface 
water resources through implementation of operating and capital planning strategies based 
on the assumption that the DWR and TMWA water facilities and systems are one rather than 
two separate systems.   
 
Methodology and Approach to the Evaluation: 
It was determined that the most effective approach to the evaluation would be to focus on 
specific pressure zones located at the boundaries between the distribution systems in the 
South Truckee Meadows, Spanish Springs and the North Valleys.  Initial discussions were 
facilitated through an exchange of area assessment worksheets that identified system 
deficiencies and/or operational concerns/constraints along with the capital improvement 
plans (if any) to address those issues.  This allowed each purveyor to determine if there were 
opportunities to utilize existing facilities and/or excess capacity to potentially replace or delay 
expenditures planned by the other entity. 
 
Following high level introductory discussions of each study area by the full teams during the 
first two meetings, it was decided to break into sub-teams to allow those most knowledgeable 
and experienced in each geographical study area to determine if and how the adjacent water 
systems could be physically integrated and to quantify the benefits.  The sub-team analyses 
included combined water system computer model simulations when possible to analyze 
service levels and to provide a more detailed evaluation of conjunctive use scenarios with 
integrated operation. 
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Summary: 
The Planning and Engineering Team concluded that integration efforts could produce one or 
more of the following benefits in each of the study areas: improved service levels; reduced 
operating costs; reduced capital costs and/or facility charges; elimination of unnecessary 
redundant facilities; and improved water quality.  Each of the study areas is discussed in 
greater detail in the report sections to follow. 
 
 
South Truckee Meadows: 
The South Truckee Meadows (STM) area presents opportunities for successful integration 
and/or joint operation of water system facilities.  Based on very limited and cursory analyses, 
the opportunity scorecard for the STM area is presented below: 
 

Will DWR/TMWA System Integration… 
 

Improve 
Reliability? 

 
Improve 

WQ? 

Improve 
Service 
Levels? 

Decrease 
Operating 

Costs? 

Eliminate or 
Delay Capital 
Expenditures

? 

 

TMWA DWR TMWA DWR TMWA DWR TMWA DWR TMWA DWR 
Potentially 
Yes X X  X X  X X X X 

Probably 
Not   X   X     

 
Reliability:  DWR Storage would increase reliability for TMWA customers.  The radial 
configuration of TMWA’s South Virginia system would be eliminated by looping with 
DWR’s Double Diamond (DD) system, which would increase the reliability of supply to 
TMWA’s Zolezzi system.  Replacing 1-2 wholesale take points with several 
connections would increase reliability to DWR’s DD system. 
 
Water Quality:  A conjunctive use operating approach with a base load surface water 
supply would provide a more effective method to manage the potential future impacts 
from arsenic that would require either blending or treatment to meet running annual 
average (RAA) criteria in the DD area.  Conjunctive use may allow DWR to rest the 
DD aquifer in the winter months, which may possibly slow the migration of arsenic 
and/or boron into the capture zones of DWR wells. 
 
Service Levels:  TMWA could lower service pressures in the E. Huffaker area.  
Suction pressure to TMWA’s Zolezzi pumping system and the South Virginia area 
would be stabilized and increased.  Fire flow capacity would increase to TMWA’s 
South Virginia corridor. 
 
Operating Costs:  TMWA may be able to reduce operating costs by eliminating 
seasonal continuous pumping at the Longley pump station during electric on-peak 
periods and by decreasing required pump horsepower.  DWR may be able to reduce 
pumping costs by not operating DD wells in the winter/shoulder months.  DWR should 
be able to shut down the Longley GWTP in the winter months. 
 
Capital Expenditures:  TMWA could eliminate the Longley Tank project ($4.7M).  
DWR may be able to delay the STM WTP project ($38M) as well as defer expansion 
of the Longley GWTP ($4.4M). 

2 

8-14-09 WRWC Item 7 Page 125 of 155



PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT REPORT 
DWR-TMWA INTEGRATION STUDY 

 
DWR’s primary objectives in the STM area include deferring construction of their treatment 
plant and insuring compliance with arsenic standards.  TMWA’s primary objectives in the 
STM involve increasing system reliability.  TMWA’s existing facilities are capable of 
delivering up to 5400 GPM of surface water to the DD area.  Up to 7400 GPM can be 
delivered to the STM area with construction of additional TMWA facilities at a cost of about 
$2.8 Million.  Construction of those facilities might be deferred or possibly eliminated if 
additional TMWA surface water could be delivered to the STM area via DWR’s existing 16-
inch transmission main from Hidden Valley. 
 
 
Spanish Springs: 
The Spanish Springs (SS) area presents very limited opportunities for physical integration of 
water system facilities.  Based on very limited and cursory analyses, the opportunity 
scorecard for the SS area is presented below: 
 

Will DWR/TMWA System Integration… 
 

Improve 
Reliability? 

 
Improve 

WQ? 

Improve 
Service 
Levels? 

Decrease 
Operating 

Costs? 

Eliminate or 
Delay Capital 
Expenditures

? 

 

TMWA DWR TMWA DWR TMWA DWR TMWA DWR TMWA DWR 
Potentially 
Yes    X    X   

Probably 
Not X X X  X X X  X X 

 
Reliability:  DWR groundwater capacity would increase reliability for TMWA 
customers if there was a break on a major transmission main.  However, the existing 
pressure zones are too disparate to achieve completely open and integrated 
distribution systems.  The six existing interties could be utilized more effectively and 
additional interties constructed as necessary to maximize the capacity of existing 
facilities and increase system reliability and service levels. 
 
Water Quality:  A conjunctive use operating approach including providing an off-peak 
base load surface water supply would provide a more effective method to manage 
arsenic blending and meet RAA criteria in DWR’s system. 
 
Service Levels:  Because existing pressure zones and boundaries would likely 
endure, service levels should be unaffected.  Existing service levels are considered 
generally good. 
 
Operating Costs:  DWR may be able to reduce pumping costs by not operating SS 
wells in the winter months.   
 
Capital Expenditures:  DWR’s commitment to limit GW pumping to 1800 AFA 
(reflecting over-appropriation of the SS basin), prohibits sharing excess GW capacity 
with TMWA during the summer peak period.  Therefore, it is unlikely that TMWA will 
be able to delay or downsize planned capital improvements. 
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DWR’s primary objectives in the SS area include arsenic compliance and reducing annual 
groundwater pumping in the basin.  TMWA’s challenges in the SS area involve scheduling 
construction of capacity improvements as necessary to maintain service levels in the 
northern extents of the TMWA gravity zone during peak periods.  The ability of TMWA’s 
system to deliver surface water to the SS area is limited by hydraulic constraints resulting 
from the extreme distance between source of supply (Glendale WTP) and the Spanish 
Springs Valley.  The effect of distance cannot be cost effectively overcome with larger 
transmission mains; therefore, long-term facility plans to meet future peak demands include 
the development of a low-head pump zone between TMWA’s current Sparks Gravity zone 
and Spanish Springs pumping system.  Select future phases of TMWA’s Sparks Feeder Main 
project could be delayed or perhaps downsized only with development of significant new 
peaking water sources north of Satellite Hills.  Since groundwater resources in the 
hydrographic basin are apparently over appropriated now, it is likely that significant additional 
municipal well capacity can only be developed in the region with large scale conversion of 
single domestic wells to municipal supply, or possibly implementing an extensive aquifer 
storage and recovery (ASR) program.  A conjunctive use plan maximizing the current TMWA 
wholesale delivery rate of 4200 gpm (the maximum contract rate) plus 1800 AFA of DWR 
groundwater was presented in DWR’s 2007 SS water facility plan update.  The analysis 
indicates that this conjunctive use plan could supply a DWR demand of up to 6250 AFA, but 
does not result in excess on-peak groundwater capacity that could be made available to the 
TMWA system.  However, recent TMWA planning efforts reflecting revised operating plans, 
including on-peak support from its Hawkings Court well, indicate the TMWA system may be 
capable of peak period deliveries in excess of 2000 gpm at the Lazy 5 wholesale delivery 
point, depending on ultimate demand on the TMWA system. 
 
 
North Valleys: 
The North Valleys (NV) areas (Lemmon Valley, Stead and Silver Lake) present limited 
opportunities for successful integration and joint operation of water system facilities.  Based 
on limited/cursory analyses, the opportunity scorecard for the NV area is presented below: 
 

Will DWR/TMWA System Integration… 
 

Improve 
Reliability? 

 
Improve 

WQ? 

Improve 
Service 
Levels? 

Decrease 
Operating 

Costs? 

Eliminate or 
Delay Capital 
Expenditures

? 

 

TMWA DWR TMWA DWR TMWA DWR TMWA DWR TMWA DWR 
Potentially 
Yes X X  X     X X 

Probably 
Not   X  X X X X   

 
Reliability:  DWR groundwater capacity would increase reliability for TMWA 
customers if there was a break on the North Virginia-Stead transmission main.  In 
theory, Fish Springs groundwater could provide short-term drought protection for the 
TMWA system.  Strategic interties could increase overall reliability for DWR 
customers in case of main breaks or disruption of normal supply. 
 
Water Quality:  Short term use of Fish Springs water by both systems would likely 
alleviate current pH problems caused by the reduced turnover (low demand) in the 
lengthy transmission system (long term WQ issues are not anticipated).  Potential 
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issues from iron, manganese and nitrate levels in some Lemmon Valley wells could 
be minimized by limiting the use of those groundwater sources, or possibly blending 
groundwater and surface water sources. 
 
Service Levels:  No significant improvement in service levels is anticipated as a 
result of integrated operations. 
 
Operating Costs:  Short term seasonal pumping costs may be avoided in one or 
both systems if a conjunctive use operating scheme can be implemented and 
depending upon which resource is utilized for base load purposes. 
 
Capital Expenditures:  Differences in system pressures complicate matters, but it 
may be possible to avoid duplicate water main facilities in Old Virginia Road by 
ultimately converting the use of a single new pipeline from one pressure zone/entity 
to another (approx. $3.5M). 

 
DWR’s primary objectives in the NV area include construction of facilities to integrate and 
utilize the Fish Springs groundwater source and to manage the local groundwater basin.  
TMWA’s challenges in the NV area involve timely replacement of aging infrastructure and the 
management of its west Lemmon Valley groundwater sources.  Water resources allocated to 
the original Stead-Silver Lake retail water service area include 4.25 MGD of Truckee River 
rights and an additional 2-3 MGD (620 AF mid-May through mid-September) of local 
groundwater.  Surface water deliveries to the Lemmon Valley-Stead-Silver Lake area in 
excess of that original 4.25 MGD are considered to be an inter basin transfer or export.  
Therefore, any new demand served by Truckee River rights requires an additional “return 
flow” water resource dedication (equal to 50% of the consumptive demand) to replace the 
amount of water that would normally return to the river system if the resource had been used 
in the Truckee Meadows.  Obviously this is not a desirable use of limited Truckee River 
resources; therefore, TMWA has not planned to expand its existing service area beyond 
what can be supported with existing resources. 
 
The Fish Springs groundwater importation project was constructed to provide a water supply 
for future growth in the area.  Effluent disposal issues notwithstanding, long-term growth 
projections for the North Valleys indicate a water supply deficit even with full utilization of all 
available resources (Truckee River, Fish Springs and local basin groundwater).  Long term 
displacement of Truckee River rights with Fish Springs water makes sense only if the river 
rights can be resold for use elsewhere in the Truckee Meadows at a price that exceeds the 
cost of the Fish Springs resource.  However, as previously mentioned, this concept could 
also potentially limit overall growth in the North Valleys.  In the short term, the Fish Springs 
resource could provide drought protection and allow TMWA to delay use of its water stored in 
upstream reservoirs during drought conditions.  In addition, Fish Springs water could also be 
used to remediate the local groundwater basin through passive or active ASR programs. 
 
Full integration of the Fish Springs resource into DWR’s system requires the construction of 
major transmission mains from the termination of the Fish Springs project in the north to the 
North Virginia corridor in the south and ultimately to storage in DWR’s Horizon Hills system.  
TMWA must also construct a transmission main in Old North Virginia to replace the existing 
Stead main between Golden Valley Road and the Stead Tanks.  A single, appropriately sized 
pipe in Old Virginia between Lemmon Drive and the Stead Tanks would suffice if the main is 
ultimately operated as part of the Fish Springs conveyance system.  Under this scenario, 
TMWA would deliver its Stead surface water supply to DWR’s Lemmon Valley system near 
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the intersection of Lemmon Drive and North Virginia; and DWR would deliver the same 
offsetting amount of Fish Springs water to TMWA’s Stead system on Old Virginia Road west 
of Stead Boulevard.  This plan also takes advantage of the higher Fish Springs/Horizon Hills 
hydraulic grade line (HGL) which would be able to serve elevations along the Old Virginia 
corridor above those that could be served from the TMWA/Raleigh Heights HGL.  In the short 
term, the 1000 gpm TMWA wholesale capacity requested by DWR and short-term excess 
capacity inherent to TMWA’s new North Virginia-Stead pumping system could be used to 
defer construction of a portion of the Fish Springs integration facilities. 
 
TMWA’s “golf course” main provides a major transmission tie between its storage facilities at 
the south end of Stead Boulevard and the northern extents of the distribution system 
adjacent to the airport.  The existing steel pipe was originally installed in the 1940’s and is 
scheduled for replacement as part of TMWA’s CIP.  A main replacement in this particular 
corridor provides an opportunity to move significant volumes of Fish Springs water from the 
north to the south; however, TMWA also needs additional north to south capacity to fully 
utilize its local groundwater supplies.  The two uses are not compatible based on respective 
system pressures; however, additional study may identify alternate scenarios that might 
work.  In general, disparate pressure zones complicate system and facility integration.  Very 
close cooperation and joint planning between TMWA and DWR will be required to develop 
unique solutions and insure that potential benefits are ultimately realized. 
 
Recommendations, Limitations & Additional Studies: 
This preliminary assessment relies primarily upon the professional judgment of engineers 
most familiar with the water systems in each study area.  The “scorecards” and brief 
explanations for each area present the potential benefits of integrated operation based on 
expert opinion without detailed or rigorous engineering analysis.  Some of the issues that 
need to be considered or that require further study and development include the following: 
 

• This analysis does not consider what type of integration (as opposed to full 
consolidation) may be implemented.  Facility integration would be more efficient if 
existing wholesale meter facilities were physically bypassed and additional 
connections and interties constructed.  If both entities continue to control their own 
assets and revenues, accounting of “wholesale” deliveries would be problematic. 

• Additional study and discussion will be required to address issues associated with the 
current agreement between DWR and STMGID in the STM including joint use of 
facilities, water sources, joint operations and costs. 

• Based on various regional planning efforts and population projections, it is apparent 
that the long-term projected demand will exceed the existing supply at some point in 
the future.  This analysis does not consider demands beyond 2030, which may 
exceed the current pool of available resources.  It is noted that as recently as 2007, 
TMWA’s maximum day demand (MDD) in the year 2030 was estimated to be on the 
order of 195 million gallons per day (MGD).  New growth projections developed 
subsequent to the beginning of the economic slowdown predict a 169 MGD maximum 
day demand for TMWA’s system in 2030. 

• The Resource Team will need to quantify groundwater and surface water resources 
and determine the feasibility of conjunctive use programs on an annual and ongoing 
basis including the yield of the combined resources during extended drought periods. 

• Where it was possible to model integrated systems, the analysis utilized system 
“build-out” models which may contain future facilities that may not be available in the 
short-term to facilitate system integration.  Detailed engineering analysis should be 
performed to determine if additional facilities are required to implement integration 
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7 

and to estimate the cost of those facilities.  In addition, average day, peak hour, fire 
flow and operational storage utilization/recovery scenarios need to be evaluated. 

• Changes to existing operating procedures need to be established and evaluated.  For 
example, it may become necessary to operate the Glendale WTP on a year-round 
basis; or integrated operation may require pumping in electric on-peak periods, etc. 

• Potential operating and capital cost savings identified herein need to be further 
analyzed, refined and measured. 

• DWR is in the process of updating its water facility plans for the STM, SS and NV 
areas.  When available, these facility plans should be reviewed and the 
recommended improvements incorporated into this analysis.  It is anticipated that the 
updated facility plans will include revised future demand projections by individual 
pressure zone.  This information will be very helpful in developing more detailed 
potential conjunctive use operating scenarios. 

 
 
 
 
 
cc: TMWA    DWR 
 Mark Foree   Ben Hutchins 
 John Erwin 
 Jeff Tissier 
 
 
Engineering/Planning Team Members: 
 
TMWA    DWR 
Scott Estes (lead)  Rick Warner (lead) 
Scott Benedict   Alan Jones 
Holly Flores   John Buzzone 
Tiffany Bowling  Joe Howard 
Keith Ristinen   Scott Smilley 
John Erwin   Vahid Behmaram 
    Dwayne Smith 
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ID Task Name Duration Start Finish

1

2

3 Consolidation / Integration Project 1 day? Wed 11/26/08 Wed 11/26/08

4      Date : 02-25-09 1 day? Wed 11/26/08 Wed 11/26/08

5

6 Finance Team 1 day? Wed 11/26/08 Wed 11/26/08

7 Draft Financial Bond Analysis Report 19 days? Tue 11/25/08 Fri 12/19/08

8 Final Financial Bond Analysis Report 9 days? Tue 12/2/08 Fri 12/12/08

9 Report Presented to WRWC 1 day? Fri 12/12/08 Fri 12/12/08

10 Report to TMWA Board 1 day? Wed 11/26/08 Wed 11/26/08

11 Present Fidings To TMWA SAC 1 day? Tue 1/6/09 Tue 1/6/09

12 Presnt Findings To External Organizations 1 day? Mon 1/19/09 Mon 1/19/09

13 Begin Operational Financial Analysis 39 days? Wed 2/25/09 Fri 4/17/09

14 TMWA Funding Plans Prepared 41 days? Wed 1/7/09 Tue 3/3/09

15 WCDWR Funding Plans Prepared 41 days? Wed 1/7/09 Tue 3/3/09

16

17 System Planning & Engineering Team 1 day? Wed 11/26/08 Wed 11/26/08

18 Team Kickoff Meeting 1 day? Thu 12/4/08 Thu 12/4/08

19 Preliminary Assessment Report ( System ) 54 days? Tue 12/9/08 Fri 2/20/09

20 Present Findings To TMWA SAC, BANN, etc. 1 day? Sat 2/28/09 Sat 2/28/09

21 Present Findings To WRWC,TMWA SAC, BANN, etc. 1 day? Fri 3/13/09 Fri 3/13/09

22

23 Prelim. Evaluation for Development Business Process 42 days? Mon 2/2/09 Mon 3/30/09

24 Present Findings To WRWC,TMWA SAC, BANN, etc. 1 day? Tue 4/7/09 Tue 4/7/09

25

26 Human Resources Team 1 day? Wed 11/26/08 Wed 11/26/08

27 Strategy Meeting 1 day? Mon 1/5/09 Mon 1/5/09

28 Preliminary Assessment Meeting 1 day? Fri 2/27/09 Fri 2/27/09

29

30 Operations Team 1 day? Mon 2/2/09 Mon 2/2/09

31 Initial Team Meeting 1 day? Wed 2/25/09 Wed 2/25/09

32 Assessment Process 48 days? Wed 2/25/09 Thu 4/30/09

33 First Draft Assessment Report 1 day? Thu 4/30/09 Thu 4/30/09

34

35 Water Resources Team 1 day? Mon 1/12/09 Mon 1/12/09

36 Team Kickoff Meeting 1 day? Thu 3/5/09 Thu 3/5/09

37 Assessment Process 1 day? Fri 1/30/09 Fri 1/30/09

38 First Draft Assessment Report 1 day? Fri 1/30/09 Fri 1/30/09

39

40 Joint Teams Meeting ????? 1 day? Mon 5/18/09 Mon 5/18/09

41

42 Initial Preliminary Assessment Report To WRWC 1 day? Fri 5/29/09 Fri 5/29/09

43       Continue Process ???? 1 day? Fri 5/29/09 Fri 5/29/09

44

45

Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug
October January April July

2009

Task

Split

Progress

Milestone

Summary

Project Summary

External Tasks

External Milestone

Deadline

Page 1
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46

47 Customer Services Process Team 1 day? Mon 3/23/09 Mon 3/23/09

48

49

50 Communications Team 1 day? Mon 3/23/09 Mon 3/23/09

51

52

53 Information Technology Team 1 day? Mon 3/23/09 Mon 3/23/09

54

55

56 Legal Liaison Team 181 days? Mon 11/24/08 Fri 7/31/09

57

58

59 Draft Integration / Consolidation Report 1 day? Mon 4/27/09 Mon 4/27/09

60

61

62

63 Final Integration/ Consolidation Report 1 day? Mon 6/29/09 Mon 6/29/09

Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug
October January April July

2009

Task

Split

Progress

Milestone

Summary

Project Summary

External Tasks

External Milestone

Deadline

Page 2

Project: 11-27-08 - Consoliation - Integ
Date: Thu 2/26/09
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12-12-08 WRWC Agenda Item 12 

 

 

 
 

Western Regional Water Commission 
STAFF REPORT 

 
DATE: December 4, 2008 

TO: Chairman and Members, Western Regional Water Commission  

FROM: Rosemary Menard, Director, Washoe County Department of Water Resources 

 Mark Foree, Acting General Manager, Truckee Meadows Water Authority 

SUBJECT: Discussion and possible direction to staff on results of the bond and debt 
structure analyses performed by Swendseid & Stern and Public Finance 
Management as the initial step in an evaluation of a possible integration of 
the Washoe County Department of Water Resources and Truckee Meadows 
Water Authority, and review and discussion of the proposed process, 
schedule and stakeholder engagement process for further evaluation and 
analysis leading to  a possible integration of the Truckee Meadows Water 
Authority and the Washoe County Department of Water Resources.  

 

SUMMARY 
 
At its September 12, 2008 meeting, the Western Regional Water Commission (WRWC) asked 
staffs from the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and the Washoe County 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) to do the following: 
 

Conduct a focused financial analysis to assess the feasibility of some form of utility 
integration using their joint bond counsel and financial advisors, Swendseid & Stern and 
PFM respectively.  This focused financial analysis would: 

a) identify limitations or restrictions to utility integration resulting from existing 
debt (including bond/loan/note obligations) and applicable ordinances; 
b) suggest possibilities for addressing any existing limitations; and 
c) outline potential financial structures of an entity created by some form of 
integration, if a plan for moving forward were adopted.   

 
In addition, the WRWC directed the TMWA and DWR staffs to prepare a proposed approach to 
evaluating the opportunities and constraints of integrating resource, infrastructure, and financial 
planning and management, and utility operations and maintenance.  The proposed approach 
would include a recommended schedule for the proposed work as well as approach to 
stakeholder engagement in the process.   
 
Financial and Legal Analyses of Requirements Related to Existing Debt 
 
Swendseid & Stern (S&S) and PFM have completed their analyses.  The S&S analysis focuses 
on the legal aspects of a possible integration with respect to the existing debt obligations for the 
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two agencies (See Attachment A).  It describes three ways an operational consolidation of 
TMWA and DWR could occur given the existing debt obligations and instruments.  The first 
alternative was full consolidation1 of the two agencies. To achieve this goal one entity would 
issue new bonds to pay off the other entity’s bonds and the entity that issued new bonds could 
become the surviving entity and owner. The existing bonds of the acquired entity must be paid 
off (defeased) because of a restrictive covenant. The second alternative would leave existing debt 
in place but have an interlocal agreement making one entity the manager of the consolidated 
operations. The third alternative would be a combination of the aforementioned two alternatives: 
create an interlocal agreement that addresses management of the consolidated operations and 
only new debt can be issued by the managing entity. The managing entity would then determine 
the time when the outstanding debt of the non-managing entity would be paid off (defeased) as 
bond market conditions or other opportunities allow. These alternatives are not considered 
comprehensive and potentially other options may become available as additional 
consolidation/integration analyses are preformed. This analysis does not address partial 
integration of certain business functions which is also an option. 
 
The PFM analysis looked at the financial implications of possible defeasance of some or all of 
TMWA’s and DWR’s existing debt, a step that might be needed for some of the alternatives 
described in the S&S analysis (See Attachment B).  The key conclusion of this analysis is that 
refinancing of all or any of the outstanding bonds and loans do not provide any savings but rather 
significant economic and financial costs (dis-savings). Of particular importance are TMWA 2006 
and 2007 Refunding Bonds (valued at roughly $350,000,000) which, at this time, are only 
refundable by issuing taxable bonds. These bonds were issued to refinance certain maturities of 
the 2001-A Water Asset Acquisition Bonds on an advanced basis which Internal Revenue 
Service (IRS) Regulations allow only once.  (Note:  It may be possible to defease some of 
DWR’s debt using available resources without issuing new debt, which would eliminate or 
substantially lower the cost of defeasance.) 
 
Attachment C is a memo discussing the legal and financial analyses in more detail.  It concludes 
that, based upon current information, alternative one which discusses full consolidation under the 
legal analysis is clearly not an option without significant detrimental effects on customer water 
rates and developer fees. Alternatives two and three under the legal analysis appear to have 
opportunities to explore and analyze. Also pursuit of more limited integration alternatives not 
discussed in the legal analysis appear to be feasible. 
 
It is important to note that analysis described above did not include any operational financial 
analysis related to potential integration.  Further detailed operational financial analysis will need 
to be conducted by the TMWA/DWR Finance Team throughout the course of the evaluation 
process. 
 
TMWA and DWR are each working on multi-year funding plans for their respective entities that 
will identify the financial requirements of each entity going forward without regard to 

                                                 
1 Consolidation for purposes of this report means a full combination of all financial, business, and operating 
functions. Integration is defined as a limited combination of financial, business and operational functions or 
developing parallel financial, business and operational processes. At this time there are certain limitations/options. 
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consolidation/integration.  It will be important to complete this effort so that potential benefits 
and cost savings from any proposed form of integration can be measured against current 
financial requirements of the separate organizations.  This effort is expected to be completed by 
each agency in early 2009.    
 
Proposed Process, Schedule and Stakeholder Process for Further Work on Possible 
Integration  
 
TMWA and DWR project managers (Jack Byrom and Rosemary Menard, respectively) have 
worked to create a proposed process, schedule and stakeholder engagement process for this 
effort.  The proposed process continues the phased approach.  The goal of using a phased 
approach is that it offers an opportunity for decision-making, at the end of each phase, about 
whether to continue the investment of resources to the next phase of the work.   
 
Attachment D, TMWA-DWR Integration Working Teams, Attachment E, Draft Team Charter 
for the System Planning and Engineering Team, Attachment F, Conceptual Flow Diagram for a 
Phased Approach to Decision-Making (representing parts of the planned process), and 
Attachment G,  Preliminary Schedule provide some details of the work that staff has done to 
organize a process to further identify and evaluate potential opportunities for efficiency and cost 
effectiveness that could be achieved through some form of integration.   
 
In addition to using a phased approach to facilitate decision-making, staff recommends using a 
phased approach to engaging the functional area teams identified on Attachment D.  For 
example, looking at certain parts of the operation first will allow the process to emphasize the 
areas most likely to be the source of near or long term efficiencies.  Three utility business areas 
seem most likely to be sources of cost savings (near and/or long term) for customers and the 
community:  System Planning/Engineering, Operations and Water Resources.  The first two of 
these functional areas directly connect to the Water Resources functional area, and the planned 
approach to the work will include staff with Water Resources expertise in teams working to 
identify and evaluate potential opportunities for improving efficiency and cost effectiveness 
through integrating utility planning, operations, and water resource management.  
 
If financial or other significant community benefits are not identified through the work that is 
planned on System Planning and Engineering, Operations, or Water Resources, for example, 
there probably isn’t any reason to get the Information Technology groups together to look at how 
we could manage our GIS and SCADA systems more effectively.   
 
Attachment H presents preliminary information on the proposed stakeholder engagement 
process.  In addition to actively engaging stakeholders who helped initiate the SCR 26 process in 
2006, staff intend to develop and implement approaches that will offer opportunities for other 
community interests and the general public to review and provide comment on analytical work, 
reports and recommendations being developed for WRWC review and action.   
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PREVIOUS ACTION 
 
At its September 12, 2008 meeting, the Western Regional Water Commission (WRWC) asked 
staff from the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and the Washoe County Department 
of Water Resources (DWR) to do the following: 
 

Conduct a focused financial analysis to assess the feasibility of some form of utility 
integration using their joint bond counsel and financial advisors, Swendseid & Stern and 
PFM respectively.  This focused financial analysis would: 
a) identify limitations or restrictions to utility integration resulting from existing debt 
(including bond/loan/note obligations) and applicable ordinances; 
b) suggest possibilities for addressing any existing limitations; and 
c) outline potential financial structures of an entity created by some form of integration, if 
a plan for moving forward were adopted.   

 
In addition, the WRWC directed the TMWA and DWR staff to prepare a proposed approach to 
evaluating the opportunities and constraints of integrating resource, infrastructure, and financial 
planning and management, and utility operations and maintenance.  The proposed approach 
would include a recommended schedule for the proposed work as well as approach to 
stakeholder engagement in the process.   
 
BACKGROUND 
 
As a first step in studying utility integration as required by the Western Regional Water 
Commission Act (Chapter 531, Nevada Revised Statutes), an initial study is being undertaken to 
look at some kind of phased integration of the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and 
the Washoe County Department of Water Resources (DWR).  Staff recommends concentrating 
this analysis on TMWA and DWR because these two agencies own or control the significant 
majority of potable water system infrastructure and water resources in the region. If the initial 
study demonstrates the potential benefits of integration, the Sun Valley GID and the South 
Truckee Meadows GID could consider similar steps, as required by Chapter 531, at some point 
in the future. 
 
The first phase of the study includes work by TMWA’s and DWR’s shared bond counsel, 
Swendseid & Stern, and financial advisors, PFM.  Staff believes that this approach makes more 
sense than engaging any of the teams that submitted Statements of Qualifications at this point 
because Swendseid & Stern and PFM are already familiar with the key financial policies, 
documents, and procedures in use by both agencies and will be able to complete the necessary 
feasibility analysis more quickly and inexpensively than could a new contractor.   
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
TMWA and DWR staff will be doing the proposed work for the next phase of this analysis.  At 
this time there is no direct fiscal impact to the WRWC, although future phases of this analysis 
may require outside resources. This proposed approach is to minimize a fiscal impact from using 
outside consultants. Use of outside consultants would not reduce the demand on both agencies’ 
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staff time therefore it was thought prudent to use current staff, which are the subject matter 
experts in many areas to the greatest extent possible and preserve precious financial resources.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends the WRWC authorize TMWA and DRW staff implement the proposed 
process for next steps of the TMWA-DWR Integration Evaluation as well as the proposed 
approach to stakeholder engagement, including developing additional approaches to engaging 
community interests, and to report the results of these activities at future WRWC meetings. 
 
POSSIBLE MOTION 
 
Should the Board agree with staff’s recommendation, a possible motion would be:  “Move to 
authorize TMWA and DRW staff implement the proposed process for next steps of the TMWA-
DWR Integration Evaluation as well as the proposed approach to stakeholder engagement, 
including developing additional approaches to engaging community interests, and to report the 
results of these activities at future WRWC meetings. 
 

rcm/mf 
 
Attachment A – E-mail from John Swendseid 
Attachment B – PFM’s “TMWA/WCDWR Analysis of Outstanding Debt, 

Refinancing/Defeasance Analysis” 
Attachment C – Memo from Jeff Tissier discussing results of the Swendseid & Stern and PFM 

analyses 
Attachment D – TMWA-DWR Integration Working Teams 
Attachment E – Draft Team Charter for System Planning and Engineering Team 
Attachment F – Conceptual Flow Diagram for a Phased Approach to Decision-Making 

(representing parts of the planned process) 
Attachment G – Preliminary Schedule 
Attachment H – Preliminary Approach to Stakeholder Review Process for TMWA-DWR 

Integration Evaluation 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 
From: Swendseid, John O. [mailto:jswendseid@shermanhoward.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2008 12:11 PM 
To: Tissier, Jeff 
Cc: Stern, Jennifer  
Subject: Consolidation 
 
Jeff:  I have now looked at the debt instruments of TMWA and Washoe County.  I believe there 
are three ways an operational consolidation could be effected under these instruments: 
  
1.  One entity or the other could issue bonds to pay off the other entity's bonds, and then the 
entity that issued the bonds could become the owner of the system of the other entity.  The 
existing bonds must be paid off (or defeased) before another entity acquires the System because 
the bonds of each entity have in them a covenant to the effect that “neither all nor a substantial 
part of the System shall be sold, leased, mortgaged, pledged, encumbered, alienated or otherwise 
disposed of until all the Bonds have been paid in full, or unless provision has been made 
therefore as hereinafter provided.”  Note that under this option, only one entity's bonds have to 
be retired or defeased, not both entities.   Also, if it is a cooperative venture, it is possible for GO 
bonds to be issued for this purpose by the County, whether the County or TMWA will be the 
entity that owns the consolidated system.  (The County could issue GO bonds on behalf of 
TMWA to pay off or defease the existing County Bonds under the County Bond Bank provisions 
of Chapter 244A of NRS (the County has a separate debt limit for County Bond Bank Bonds), or 
the County could issue GO bonds on behalf of itself to pay off or defease the existing TMWA 
bonds.) 
  
2.  The parties could leave the existing debt in place, but have an interlocal agreement pursuant 
to which one entity or the other is the manager of the consolidated system.  The manager would 
be responsible for running the System, and the interlocal agreement could specify how rates are 
set, how existing and future debt is handled, what if any circumstances would permit a party to 
end the interlocal agreement, etc. This is likely simpler to implement, but is also likely to lead to 
more friction in the future, as it involves debt of more than one entity, possible future 
negotiations over rates, debt, service areas for ratemaking purposes, ownership of assets by more 
than one entity, etc.  Also, the non-managing entity would have to have the right to step in and 
take over its old system if the Managing entity was not managing the system in a way that 
complied with the bond covenants of the non-managing entity. 
  
3.  A sort of combination of 1 and 2 above.  To start with, under an interlocal   agreement, one 
entity would manage the consolidated system similar to 2 above.  The Managing entity would 
agree to be responsible for paying all existing debt and complying with all existing debt 
covenants.  No new system related debt of the non-managing entity would be issued--only new 
system related debt of the Managing entity could be issued.  The Managing entity could decide 
when to pay off the debt of the non-managing entity, and once it was paid off, the assets of the 
non-managing entity would be transferred to the Managing entity.  So this starts out like 2 above, 
but if all goes well, ends up like 1 above. Like in 1, is possible for GO bonds to be issued to pay 
off debt of the non-managing entity, whether the County or TMWA will be the entity that 
manages the consolidated system (though, if this was done it may be a requirement that all of the 
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debt of the non-managing entity be paid off or defeased at one time); also, like in 2 above, prior 
to the defeasance of the non-Managing entity's debt, the non-managing entity would have to have 
the right to step in and take over its old system if the Managing entity was not managing the 
system in a way that complied with the bond covenants of the non-managing entity. 
   
I would be glad to meet to further discuss these and any other possible ideas.  Please call with 
any questions or comments. 
 
John O. Swendseid 
(Licensed in NV & CO)  
Swendseid & Stern  
a Member in Sherman & Howard, LLC 
50 W. Liberty, Suite 1000 
Reno, NV 89501 
(775) 323-1980  
Las Vegas (702) 387-6073  
Fax: (775) 323-2339 
e-mail: jswendse@sah.com  
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Refunded Percentage
TMWA Bonds/Loans Par Nominal Present Value Savings/(Cost)

1   TMWA Water Revenue 2001-A Bonds 58,105,000$         
2   TMWA Water Revenue 2005-A Bonds 37,910,000           
3   TMWA Water Revenue 2006 Refunding Bonds (1) 147,630,000         
4   TMWA Water Revenue 2007 Refunding Bonds (1) 202,395,000         

5   Total Senior Lien Debt 446,040,000$      

6   TMWA DWSRF 2005 Loan (2) 4,384,844$           N/A N/A N/A
7   Tax-Exempt Commercial Paper (3) 68,000,000           Not Analyzed Not Analyzed Not Analyzed

8   Total Subordinated Debt 72,384,844$        

WCDWR Bonds/Loans

9   Washoe 2001 Medium Term Bonds 1,775,000$           
10 Washoe 2005 Water/Sewer Bonds 61,680,000           

11 Total Washoe County Water/Sewer Bonds 63,455,000$        

12 Washoe 2006 Water/Sewer SRF 4,055,106$           
13 Washoe Cold Springs Sewer SRF 2,492,208             
14 Washoe Horizon Hills Water SRF 112,530                
15 Washoe Valley Sewer SRF 643,949                
16 Washoe Longley Lane Water SRF 12,594,028           
17 Washoe Spanish Springs SRF 5,972,394             
18 Washoe STMWRF Sewer 2001 SRF 15,580,564           
19 Washoe South Truckee SRF 565,632                

20 Total Washoe County SRF Loans 42,016,411$        

21 Total Debt Subject to the Refunding Analysis 105,471,411$      

(1) These TMWA Bonds were issued to refinance/refund certain maturities of the 2001-A Acquisition
Bonds. Certain maturities are not refundable again on a tax-exempt basis until 90 days prior
to call dates on those maturities.

(2) This loan was not analyzed and omitted in error, most likely dis-savings

(3) The TECP was not analyzed because the weighted weighted average interest rate is approximately 1.7%
and interest rates vary constantly as notes maturie and are remarketed (resold).
No savings would be attainable by refinancing with senior lien bonds.

ATTACHMENT B
TMWA-WCDWR

Analysis of Outstanding Debt
Refinancing/Defeasance Analysis

Savings or (Cost) to Refinance

(2,833,579)$           (4,275,876)$           -7.36%
(17,893,319)           (10,984,211)           -28.97%

(202,847,073)         (90,964,038)           -60.59%
(283,442,872)         (127,617,073)         -58.81%

(507,016,843)$      (233,841,198)$       

(440,017)$              (464,870)$              -26.19%
(25,143,281)           (16,606,083)           -26.92%

(25,583,298)$        (17,070,953)$         

(965,652)$              (794,211)$              -19.59%
(963,664)                (744,227)                -29.86%
(586,349)                (410,114)                -364.45%
(557,058)                (437,458)                -67.93%

(2,974,144)             (2,605,712)             -20.69%
(1,972,504)             (1,530,123)             -25.62%
(1,797,783)             (2,069,302)             -13.28%

(590,479)                (436,478)                -77.17%

(10,407,633)$        (9,027,625)$           

(35,990,931)$        (26,098,578)$         
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ATTACHMENT C 
 
NOTE: The attachments referenced in this Attachment C are presented in Attachments A and B 
above. 
 

 
STAFF REPORT 

 
TO: Mark Foree, General Manager TMWA 
 Rosemary Menard, Director WCDWR 
FROM: Jeff Tissier 
DATE: December 1, 2008 
SUBJECT: ANALYSIS OF THE TRUCKEE MEADOWS WATER AUTHORITY’S 

AND WASHOE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES’ 
OUTSTANDING BONDS, LOANS, AND NOTES. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and the Washoe County Department of Water 
Resources (WCDWR) engaged Swendseid & Stern (S & S), bond counsel to both purveyors, and 
Public Financial Management (PFM), the common financial advisor to both purveyors, to review 
the legal and financial aspects of these agencies’ outstanding bonds, loans, and notes with respect 
to consolidation/integration. It was decided to look at the two largest agencies with respect to 
consolidation/integration since these agencies serve over 90% of water customers in the greater 
Truckee Meadows and with respect to the WCDWR a certain number of sewer and reclaim water 
customers. The legal and financial analyses were undertaken in a manner so as to not 
predetermine a conclusion for consolidation/integration of these purveyors. The intent of these 
analyses was to provide sufficient information with respect to outstanding bonds, loans and notes 
to support a decision for advancing work on consolidation/integration of these agencies’ 
functions. Also if the refinancing (defeasance) of debt for a particular or both water purveyors is 
a limiting factor, then this analysis would identify those limiting factors and assist in focusing 
resources toward other integration opportunities that may produce overall cost reduction or other 
monetary or non-monetary benefits to the region’s customers.  
 
As of June 30, 2008 TMWA had approximately over $500 million in outstanding bonds, loans, 
and notes. As of June 30, 2008 WCDWR had over $100 million in outstanding bonds, and loans. 
 
DISCUSSION 
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The bond analysis is comprised of two steps: a legal review, and a financial review. The legal 
review was performed to determine which covenants must to be complied with and what 
financial and operational options are available to the two agencies from the perspective of the 
bond indentures. Second, a financial review was performed to calculate what financial benefits, 
costs, and/or impediments may exist at this time. 
 
S & S, bond counsel to both agencies, was engaged for the legal analysis to review the bond, 
loan, and note covenants to determine compliance with certain covenants that would allow some 
form of operational consolidation/integration. Three initial alternatives were provided. Please 
refer to Attachment A. The first alternative was full consolidation2 of the two agencies. To 
achieve this goal one entity would issue new bonds to pay off the other entity’s bonds and the 
entity that issued new bonds could become the surviving entity and owner. The existing bonds of 
the acquired entity must be paid off (defeased) because of a restrictive covenant. The second 
alternative would leave existing debt in place but have an interlocal agreement making one entity 
the manager of the consolidated operations. The third alternative would be a combination of the 
aforementioned two alternatives: create an interlocal agreement that addresses management of 
the consolidated operations and only new debt can be issued by the managing entity. The 
managing entity would then determine the time when the outstanding debt of the non-managing 
entity would be paid off (defeased) as bond market conditions or other opportunities allow. 
These alternatives are not considered comprehensive and potentially other options may become 
available as additional consolidation/integration analyses are preformed. This analysis does not 
address partial integration of certain business functions which is also an option. 
 
PFM conducted an analysis of refinancing (defeasance) of all bonds and loans on an issue by 
issue basis, to integrate into the aforementioned legal alternatives. Again this analysis was not to 
draw any conclusions but simply perform the financial mathematics to determine the savings or 
costs (negative economic benefit) from refinancing the bonds and notes at this time. Please refer 
to Attachment B.  
 
As can be concluded from the table in Attachment B, refinancing of all or any of the 
outstanding bonds and loans do not provide any savings but rather significant economic 
and financial costs (dis-savings). Of particular importance are TMWA 2006 and 2007 
Refunding Bonds which at this time are only refundable by issuing taxable bonds. These bonds 
were issued to refinance certain maturities of the 2001-A Water Asset Acquisition Bonds on an 
advanced basis which Internal Revenue Service (IRS) Regulations allow only once. The 
refinancing of these bonds is only achievable under favorable market conditions and only within 
90 days before the call date of July 1, 2016 on certain maturities. Based upon current 
information, alternative one which discusses full consolidation under the legal analysis is clearly 
not an option without significant detrimental effects on customer water rates and developer fees. 
Alternatives two and three under the legal analysis appear to have opportunities to explore and 
analyze. Also pursuit of more limited integration alternatives not discussed in the legal analysis 
appear feasible. 

                                                 
2 Consolidation for purposes of this report means a full combination of all financial, business, and operating 
functions. Integration is defined as a limited combination of financial, business and operational functions or 
developing parallel financial, business and operational processes. At this time there are certain limitations/options. 
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ATTACHMENT D 
 

WORKING DRAFT 
 

TMWA-DWR Integration Working Teams 
  

Team 
 
 

Scope DWR Participants TMWA 
Participants 

Project Managers  Rosemary Menard Jack Byrom 

1. Water Resources • Rules regarding 
Water Rights 

• Conservation 
• Resource Planning 
• TROA 
• Land & Easements 

• Rosemary Menard 
(lead) 

 

• John Erwin              
( Lead ) 

 

 •  •  •  
2. Operations 
 
 
 

• Operational 
Optimization 

• Distribution 
• Treatment 
• Water Quality 

• Joe Howard (lead) 
 

• Paul Miller              
( Lead ) 

 

    
3. System Planning 

and Engineering 
• Infrastructure 

utilization and 
optimization 

• CIP Planning 
• New Business 

Processes & Rules 
(eg, development 
services) 

• Facility Charges 

• Rick Warner (lead) 
 

• Scott Estes              
( Lead ) 

 

    
4. Customer Service 

Processes 
• Customer Service 
• Meter Reading and 

Utility Billing 
• Collections 
• Rules related to the 

above 

• Ben Hutchins (lead) 
 

• Andy Gebhardt        
( Lead ) 
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5. Finance • Financial Planning 

• Accounting 
• Debt Management 
• Purchasing & 

Contracts 
• Budgeting 
• Revenue Analysis 

• Ben Hutchins (lead) 
 

• Jeff Tissier              
( Lead ) 

 

    
6. Human Resources • Workforce Planning 

• Labor Contracts 
• Organizational 

Planning and 
Development  

• Comp. & Benefits 

• Rosemary Menard 
(lead) 

 

• Nanette Quitt      
     ( Lead ) 

    
7. Communications • Internal 

Communications 
• External 

Communications 
• Community 

Outreach and 
Engagement  

• Rosemary Menard 
(lead) 

  

• Kim Mazeres 
      ( Lead ) 
 

    
8. Information 
Technology 
 
 
 

• Telecom.  
• GIS 
• DP Hardware & 

Software 
Applications 

• Brent Thomas 
(lead) 

 

• Yugandhar Narala  
     ( Lead ) 
 

    
9. Legal Liaison 
 
 

 • Pete Simeoni • Mike Pagni 
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ATTACHMENT E 
 

Draft Team Charter for System Planning and Engineering Team 
 
Team Name:  System Planning and Engineering 
 
Team Members: TMWA    DWR 
   Scott Estes (lead)   Rick Warner (lead) 
   Scott Benedict    Alan Jones   
   Juan Esparza    John Buzzone 
   Tiffany Bowling   Joe Howard 
   John Erwin    Scott Smilley 
        Vahid Behmaram 
 
Sponsors:   TMWA    DWR 
   Jack Byrom    Rosemary Menard 
 
 
Integration Study Purpose and Mission: To explore opportunities whereby TMWA and 
WCDWR may, through joint operation of water system facilities and management of water 
resources, produce quantifiable benefits for TMWA and WCDWR customers and the community 
as a whole. 
 
System Planning and Engineering Team Purpose and Scope: The System Planning and 
Engineering Team will identify and evaluate the opportunities to achieve improved service 
levels; reduce system operating costs; reduce facility capital costs; eliminate unnecessary or 
redundant facilities; increase system reliability; increase water quality; and maximize 
conjunctive use of limited groundwater and surface water resources through implementation of 
operating and capital planning strategies based on thinking of the DWR and TMWA water 
facilities and systems as one rather than two separate system.   
 
Approach, Deliverables and Schedule: The sponsoring agencies recommend a phased 
approach to the work.  The goal of using a phased approach is that it offers an opportunity for 
decision-making, at the end of each phase, about whether to continue the investment of resources 
to the next phase of the work.   
 
The suggested first phase of the work would produce a Preliminary Assessment Report which 
would include identification and preliminary evaluation of opportunities for increasing efficiency 
and/or cost effectiveness through integrated operation of and capital planning for TMWA and 
DWR water system facilities.  The most appropriate level of evaluation would use broad 
application of staff knowledge and experience and might result, for example, in a matrix of 
opportunities for improvement rated high, medium, or low against common evaluation criteria.  
The Preliminary Assessment Report should contain a recommendation from the team as to 
whether the opportunities identified, if any, are, in the team’s judgment, beneficial enough to 
warrant investing in further development and a more detailed evaluation.   
 

  
 

8-14-09 WRWC Item 7 Page 146 of 155



Western Regional Water Commission Meeting of December 12, 2008 
Page 15 of 18 

The requested completion date for the preliminary assessment report is January 9, 2009.  The 
System Planning and Engineering Team is requested to prepare and present its work and 
recommendations to a joint meeting of the senior management teams of the sponsoring agencies.  
Additional presentations to other boards or agencies may also be requested. 
 
Following completion of the Preliminary Assessment Report, the Sponsoring Agencies request 
the System Planning and Engineering Team to begin work to review and develop 
recommendations for aligning agency business processes and rules for new development.  The 
goal would be to evaluate the opportunities for creating a “one stop shop” for developers that 
would facilitate and streamline their working with water agencies in the region.  The requested 
completion date for the Development Services Business Process and Rules evaluation is 
February 20, 2009.  The System Planning and Engineering Team is requested to prepare and 
present its work and recommendations to a joint meeting of the senior management teams of the 
sponsoring agencies. Additional presentations to other boards or agencies may also be requested. 
 
Resources: The sponsoring agencies are authorizing staff time for team members assigned to 
this task.  Should the team leaders determine that additional resources are necessary for the team 
to accomplish its work (e.g. technical or administrative support) they should immediately consult 
with the sponsors to discuss their needs.  
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ATTACHMENT F 
Conceptual Flow Diagram for a Phased Approach to Decision-Making 

(representing parts of the planned process) 
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 ATTACHMENT G 
Preliminary Schedule 
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ATTACHMENT H 
 
 

Preliminary Approach to Stakeholder Review Process 
for TMWA-DWR Integration Evaluation 

 
 
Mission: To encourage and provide opportunity for customers and stakeholders of TMWA and 
DWR and other potentially affected community interests to actively participate in the TMWA-
DWR Integration Evaluation and as well as to review and provide comments on study findings. 
 
As an initial effort, TMWA and WCDWR staff will regularly present status updates to 
stakeholder groups which, at a minimum, will include: 
 - TMWA Standing Advisory Committee (SAC) 
 - Chambers, Northern Nevada Network, etc 
 - BANN, AGC, and Developer Groups 
  
As key findings are developed, TMWA and DWR staff will present these findings to 
stakeholders and customer groups identified above.  Comments, recommendations, and issues 
raised during these presentations will be compiled and submitted the WRWC, TMWA Board, 
and Board of County Commissioners as part of staff reports prepared for these policy making 
bodies so that they may be considered during deliberations on this subject.   
 
When appropriate, TMWA and DWR staff will consider using approaches such as website 
articles, bill stuffers, community workshops and open houses, and similar approaches to reaching 
out to members of the public and offering them opportunities to provide input.   
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Western Regional Water Commission 
STAFF REPORT 

  
   
DATE: September 4, 2008 

TO: Chairman and Members, Western Regional Water Commission  

FROM: Rosemary Menard, Director, Washoe County Department of Water Resources and  
 Mark Foree, Acting General Manager, Truckee Meadows Water Authority 

SUBJECT: Discussion and possible direction to staff on undertaking a focused financial 
analysis evaluating the potential for a phased integration of the Truckee 
Meadows Water Authority and the Washoe County Department of Water 
Resources as an initial step in conducting evaluation of public water 
purveyor consolidation as required by Chapter 531, Section 42.9, Statutes of 
Nevada 2007.  

 

SUMMARY 
 
During the year that the Western Regional Water Commission’s (WRWC) member agencies and 
staff have been working together on water resources management and planning, a number of 
potential opportunities have been identified for improving water resource management and 
making more efficient and effective use of existing infrastructure. WRWC member agency staff 
believes that the current economic climate and the rising cost of additional infrastructure and 
ongoing operations provide reasons for analyzing possible utility integration at this time.   
 
Accordingly, staff recommends that, as a first step in studying utility integration as required by  
Chapter 531, an initial study be undertaken focusing on the financial feasibility of some kind of 
phased integration of the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) and the Washoe County 
Department of Water Resources (DWR).  Staff recommends concentrating this analysis on 
TMWA and DWR because these two agencies own or control the significant majority of potable 
water system infrastructure and water resources in the region. If the initial study demonstrates 
the potential benefits of integration, the Sun Valley GID and the South Truckee Meadows GID 
could consider similar steps, as required by Chapter 531, at some point in the future. 
 
This recommendation to explore the potential integration of these two entities makes no 
assumption as to the form or structure of any combined entity, nor is it based on any specific or 
general assumptions as to the appropriate governance of any combined agency.   
 
The specific recommendation for proceeding includes the following: Request the bond counsel 
and financial advisors for TMWA and DWR (Swendseid & Stern and Public Finance 
Management (PFM), respectively) to: 

 

  
  Page 1 of 5  

8-14-09 WRWC Item 7 Page 151 of 155



9-12-08 WRWC Agenda Item 10 

a) conduct a feasibility analysis that identifies limitations or restrictions to utility 
integration resulting from existing debt (including bond/loan/note obligations) and 
applicable ordinances; and  
b) suggest possibilities for addressing any limitations identified in the feasibility analysis; 
and 

 
c) outline potential financial structures of an entity created by some form of integration, if 
a plan for moving forward were adopted.   

  
PREVIOUS ACTION 
 
None. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The issue of a potential consolidation or integration of water resources management agencies in 
the Truckee Meadows has been under discussion for many years.  During the year that the 
WRWC member agencies and staff have been working together on water resources management 
and planning issues, a number of potential opportunities have been identified for improving 
water resource management and making more efficient and effective use of existing 
infrastructure.   
 
A specific example of an opportunity for making more efficient and effective use of existing 
infrastructure would be considering a shared distribution storage system that could delay the 
need to construct additional storage facilities.  A specific example of improving resource 
management is the approach TMWA and DWR staff has developed to conjunctively use surface 
waters from the Truckee River and Whites and Thomas Creeks and groundwater resources to 
meet the needs of water customers in the South Truckee Meadows. 
 
Staff recommends proceeding with an initial study of the feasibility of integrating DWR and 
TMWA.  Staff recommends concentrating this analysis on TMWA and DWR because these two 
agencies own or control the significant majority of potable water system infrastructure and water 
resources in the region.  
 
Staff recognizes the link between its recommendation and the requirement in Chapter 531 to 
study the consolidation of public purveyors.  While working with Legislative Counsel Bureau 
staff to plan for the Legislative Oversight Committee on the Western Regional Water 
Commission (LOC) bill draft workshop, WRWC staff was asked to provide information 
regarding the possible costs of a consolidation study.  The LOC wanted to consider the 
possibility of jointly funding the consolidation study that both the WRWC (through the Northern 
Nevada Water Planning Commission’s work on the 2011 Comprehensive Water Plan Update) 
and the LOC are required to complete, pursuant to Chapter 531.  (See Attachment A for all 
relevant language from Chapter 531 regarding consolidation studies.) 
 
To meet this request, in mid-July staff developed and advertised a Request for Qualifications 
from consulting firms with experience in working on the integration or regionalization of utility 
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services. Six teams submitted Statements of Qualifications on August 6, 2008.  A key goal of 
this effort was to get a better feel for the likely cost of completing a full scale analysis, as 
described in Section 42.9, Chapter 531.  However, at the LOC’s August 11, 2008 workshop, the 
LOC chose not to pursue any funding or to engage in any efforts related to consolidation or 
utility integration at this time.     
 
Staff met on August 12, 2008 to discuss the factors driving consideration of possible integration 
of water resources planning and management in Washoe County and agreed that, regardless of 
the requirement to study potential consolidation, it makes sense to pursue analysis of this issue 
now.  This conclusion was based on the staff’s experience during the last year as they have 
worked together to support the establishment and initial operation of the WRWC.  As staff has 
worked together, we have identified a number of potential opportunities for improving water 
resource management and making more efficient and effective use of existing infrastructure.  As 
each agency has its own drivers, needs and governance, there have seemed to be few 
opportunities to go beyond the opportunity identification stage to the planning and 
implementation stage. The continuing constrained economic climate and the rising cost of both 
the infrastructure needed to meet the needs of current and future customers and ongoing 
operations provide reasons for considering possible utility integration as a means of ensuring that 
current and future customers receive the best value for their rate dollars and that our precious 
water resources are managed to meet our community’s expectation for reliability and 
sustainability.  
 
After extensive discussion, staff recommends proceeding with an initial effort focused on the 
financial feasibility of some kind of phased integration of TMWA and DWR.  Any such 
integration should be designed to maximize community benefit from existing infrastructure 
investments as well as to maximize the efficient, effective, and sustainable use of water resource.   
 
 To implement this recommendation, staff has developed a strategy to take an incremental 
approach to conducting the required consolidation study.  The first phase would include work by 
TMWA’s and DWR’s shared bond counsel, Swendseid & Stern, and financial advisors, PFM.  
Staff believes that this approach makes more sense than engaging any of the teams that 
submitted Statements of Qualifications at this point because Swendseid & Stern and PFM are 
already familiar with the key financial policies, documents, and procedures in use by both 
agencies and will be able to complete the necessary feasibility analysis more quickly and 
inexpensively than could a new contractor.   
 
The recommended focused financial analysis is a two-pronged critical first step to assess the 
feasibility of some form of utility integration.  (Swendseid & Stern and PFM should:  

a) conduct a feasibility analysis that identifies limitations or restrictions to utility 
integration resulting from existing debt (including bond/loan/note obligations) and 
applicable ordinances; and  
b) suggest possibilities for addressing any existing limitations; and 
c) outline potential financial structures of an entity created by some form of integration, if 
a plan for moving forward were adopted.   
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Possible Next Steps 
 
Based on the results of the financial analysis, and barring any conclusion that some type of utility 
integration would not be financially feasible, staff recommends the WRWC consider completing 
this initial phase of the required consolidation study by taking the following additional step:  
 

• Direct the TMWA and DWR staff to prepare a proposed approach to evaluating the 
opportunities and constraints of integrating resource, infrastructure, and financial 
planning and management, and utility operations and maintenance.  The proposed 
approach would include a recommended schedule for the proposed work as well as 
approach to stakeholder engagement in the process.   

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
No financial impact to the WRWC at this time.  Staff proposes that DWR and TMWA jointly 
fund the focused financial work on DWR and TMWA financial instruments and circumstances.  
Should the staff recommend additional analyses beyond this first phase of work, staff will 
prepare a recommended contract and process it through the Northern Nevada Water Planning 
Commission before bringing it to the WRWC for action.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the WRWC direct staff to undertake a focused financial analysis 
evaluating the potential for a phased integration of the Truckee Meadows Water Authority and 
the Washoe County Department of Water Resources as an initial step in conducting evaluation of 
public water purveyor consolidation as required by Chapter 531, Section 42.9, Statutes of 
Nevada 2007, by taking all actions recommended in the Staff Report dated September 4, 2008. 

 
POSSIBLE MOTION 
Should the Board agree with staff’s recommendation, a possible motion would be:  “Move to 
direct staff to undertake a focused financial analysis evaluating the potential for a phased 
integration of the Truckee Meadows Water Authority and the Washoe County Department of 
Water Resources as an initial step in conducting evaluation of water utility consolidation as 
required by Chapter 531, Section 42.9, Statutes of Nevada 2007, by taking all actions 
recommended in the Staff Report dated September 4, 2008.  

rcm 

 
Attachment A – Language from NRS 531 (incorporated in the document) 
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Attachment A 

 
 
Western Regional Water Commission Act (NRS 531) Language Relevant to the requirement to 
complete an evaluation of consolidation of public purveyors delivering potable water in Washoe 
County 
 
Section 42.9 of NRS 531 (the Western Regional Water Commission Act) requires that the 2011 
Comprehensive Regional Water Plan include an “evaluation and recommendations regarding the 
consolidation of public purveyors in the planning area, which must include costs and benefits of 
consolidation, the feasibility of various consolidation options, analysis of water supplies, 
operations, facilities, human resources, assets, liabilities, bond covenants, and legal and financial 
impediments to consolidation and methods, if any, for addressing any such impediments.” 
 
Section 13 of NRS 531 defines public purveyors as:  
     “1.  The Truckee Meadows Water Authority, or its successor; 
       2.  The Washoe County Department of Water Resources, or its successor; 
       3.  The South Truckee Meadows General Improvement District, or its successor; 

4. The Sun Valley General Improvement District, or its successor; or 
5. Any other governmental entity engaged in the retail delivery of potable water in the 

planning area.”  
 
Section 56.10 of NRS 531 requires that the Legislative Oversight Committee for the Western 
Regional Water Commission (LOC) “shall review the programs and activities of the Western 
Regional Water Commission. The review must include an analysis of potential consolidation of 
the retail distribution systems and facilities of all public purveyors in the planning area, which is 
described in section 22 of this act.” 
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