
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, WASHOE COUNTY, NEVADA 
 
TUESDAY  10:00 A.M. OCTOBER 13, 2009 
 
PRESENT: 

David Humke, Chairman* 
Bonnie Weber, Vice Chairperson 
John Breternitz, Commissioner 

Kitty Jung, Commissioner 
Bob Larkin, Commissioner 

 
Amy Harvey, County Clerk 

Katy Simon, County Manager 
Melanie Foster, Legal Counsel 

 
 The Board convened at 10:09 a.m. in regular session in the Commission 
Chambers of the Washoe County Administration Complex, 1001 East Ninth Street, Reno, 
Nevada. Following the Pledge of Allegiance to the flag of our Country, the Clerk called 
the roll and the Board conducted the following business: 
 
 Katy Simon, County Manager, stated the Chairman and Board of County 
Commissioners intend that their proceedings should demonstrate the highest levels of 
decorum, civic responsibility, efficiency and mutual respect between citizens and their 
government. The Board respects the right of citizens to present differing opinions and 
views, even criticism, but our democracy cannot function effectively in an environment 
of personal attacks, slander, threats of violence, and willful disruption. To that end, the 
Nevada Open Meeting Law provides the authority for the Chair of a public body to 
maintain the decorum and to declare a recess if needed to remove any person who is 
disrupting the meeting, and notice is hereby provided of the intent of this body to 
preserve the decorum and remove anyone who disrupts the proceedings. 
 
09-1023 AGENDA ITEM 3 – WATER RESOURCES 
 
Agenda Subject: “Proclamation--October 17, 2009 as “Prescription Drug Round Up 
Day”--Water Resources. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 Commissioner Larkin read and presented the Proclamation to Kevin 
Quint, Join Together Northern Nevada (JTNN) Executive Director, and to Sergeant Mac 
Venzon, Regional Street Enforcement Team of the Reno Police Department. Mr. Quint 
thanked the Board. He explained JTNN was a substance abuse prevention coalition that 
sought to create partnerships within the community to address drug issues. He explained 
how and why the prescription roundup was created. He said there would be disposal sites 
on Saturday at four Scolari’s Food and Drug Company stores and at the Truckee 
Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) office. A copy of the information regarding the 
event was placed on file with the Clerk.  
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 Commissioner Larkin asked about the proper way to dispose of unused or 
expired prescription drugs if someone could not participate in Saturday’s drop off. 
Sergeant Venzon explained one way to dispose of the drugs was to crush them, mix them 
with kitty litter or coffee grounds, and dispose of the mixture in the garbage. He 
recognized the various partners who were essential in putting together the program.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin suggested the information on how to properly 
dispose of prescription drugs should be on the County’s web site.  
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 3 be approved. The Proclamation for same is attached hereto and made a 
part of the minutes thereof. 
 
09-1024 AGENDA ITEM 4 – PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Agenda Subject: “Public Comment. Comment heard under this item will be limited 
to two minutes per person and may pertain to matters both on and off the 
Commission agenda. The Commission will also hear public comment during 
individual action items, with comment limited to two minutes per person. 
Comments are to be made to the Commission as a whole.” 
 
  Sam Dehne spoke against the decorum statement and about freedom of 
speech. 
 
 Garth Elliott suggested prior to the upcoming hearing on the Nuisance 
Ordinance, the Commissioners should hear for themselves what their constituents had to 
deal with regarding the noise made by motorcycles going out to and coming in from the 
desert.  
 
09-1025 AGENDA ITEM 5 
 
Agenda Subject: “Commissioners’/Manager’s Announcements, Requests for 
Information, Topics for Future Agendas and Statements Relating to Items Not on 
the Agenda. (No discussion among Commissioners will take place on this item.)” 
 
 Katy Simon, County Manager, stated Agenda Item 23, the Sierra Sage 
Golf Course Agreement, was being pulled because of some bond issues needing to be 
clarified. She noted Agenda Item 40, Second Amendment to the Infrastructure Tax 
Expenditure Plan from the Flood Project Coordinating Committee (FPCC), would have 
the public hearing opened and then continued until December 8, 2009. She explained this 
was necessary because the Agreement stated this Board could only hear it after the FPCC 
took action on the Agreement, which had not yet been done.  
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 Commissioner Larkin noted Commissioner Jung was awarded the “Most 
Notable Under 40” award, which he felt was quite an honor.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin said he received a note from John McDermott 
supporting the Spanish Springs Airport. 
 
 Vice Chairman Weber requested a discussion of the WC-1 monies 
regarding the Northgate Golf Course. 
 
 Ms. Simon mentioned the Local Government Summit that was being held 
in Henderson, NV on October 14, 2009. She noted the Summit was the first meeting of 
its kind where all city council and commission members from throughout the State would 
be attending. She said Vice Chairman Weber and Commissioner Jung would be 
representing Washoe County at the Summit. 
 
 A letter from Arnie Maurins, Library Director, was read into the record 
regarding how the Washoe County Friends of the Library was working together with 
Barnes and Noble to raise money for the Library by hosting a book fair from Thursday, 
October 22, 2009 through Sunday, October 25, 2009 at the Barnes and Noble store in 
Reno. Barnes and Noble would contribute to the Friends of the Library a percentage of 
every sale made using a special voucher. The vouchers were reusable and were available 
online at the Washoe County Library web site washoecountylibrary.us, at all library 
branches, and at other locations. The letter also mentioned the special events the Friends 
of the Library would hold during the book fair.  
 
 CONSENT AGENDA – ITEMS 6A THROUGH 6K(5) 
 
09-1026 AGENDA ITEM 6A 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve minutes for the Board of County Commissioners’ 
meetings of August 11 and September 8, 2009.” 
 
 Vice Chairman Weber  commented on the excellent job staff did in 
preparing the minutes. Amy Harvey, County Clerk, indicated she would pass that 
comment on to her staff. 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6A be approved.  
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09-1027 AGENDA ITEM 6B - ASSESSOR 
 
Agenda Subject: “Acknowledge receipt of change log for the 2009/2010 assessment 
roll--Assessor. (All Commission Districts.) Change Log on file in County Manager’s 
Office.” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6B be acknowledged. 
 
09-1028 AGENDA ITEM 6C – COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve State of Nevada Importer and Wholesale Dealer of 
Wine, Liquor and Beer License, with recommendations, and a Washoe County 
Importer/Wholesaler Intoxicating Liquor License, with conditions, for Adrian 
Oosthuizen Jr., dba Cubby Asset, LLC (J & D Imports); and if approved, direct 
that each Commissioner sign the original copy of the State of Nevada Application for 
License for Importer and Wholesale Dealer of Wine, Liquor, and Beer--Community 
Development. (Commission District 2.)” 
 
 In response to the call for public comment, Sam Dehne stated he was glad 
to see additional competition for the distribution of liquor. 
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6C be approved, directed, and executed. 
 
09-1029 AGENDA ITEM 6D – HUMAN RESOURCES 
 
Agenda Subject: “Accept donation [$1,500] for the Washoe County Scholarship 
Fund and update donations received for the 2008 Employee Appreciation Breakfast 
by $16 to reflect the correct total of donations received as $1,334; and if accepted, 
direct Finance to make the appropriate budget adjustments--Human Resources. (All 
Commission Districts.)” 
 
 Commissioner Jung acknowledged the donations on behalf of the Board.  
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6 be accepted and directed.  
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09-1030 AGENDA ITEM 6E – JUVENILE SERVICES 
 
Agenda Subject: “Accept American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Funds [$1,600] 
for the purchase of a proofing cabinet (kitchen equipment used to provide heat and 
moisture needed to allow bread dough to properly rise prior to baking) for the 
Wittenberg Hall kitchen; and if accepted, direct Finance to make necessary budget 
adjustments--Juvenile Services. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6E be accepted and directed. 
 
09-1031 AGENDA ITEM 6F – TRUCKEE RIVER FLOOD MANAGEMENT 

PROJECT 
 
Agenda Subject: “Authorize travel for Flood Project Coordinating Committee Vice-
Chair Ron Smith’s trip to Washington, D.C., October 20-22, 2009, [not-to-exceed 
$2,000] for the purpose of encouraging Congressional support for the Truckee River 
Flood Management Project; and if approved, authorize expenditure for same from 
the 1/8 cent sales tax dedicated to the Truckee River Flood Management Project--
Truckee River Flood Management Project. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 In response to the call for public comment, Sam Dehne spoke regarding 
this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6F be approved and authorized. 
 
09-1032 AGENDA ITEM 6G(1) – DISTRICT HEALTH 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve Permit for Disinterment of Human Remains, as allowed 
under NRS 451.050, Subsection 2; and if approved, authorize Chairman to execute 
same. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 In response to the call for public comment, Sam Dehne indicated he felt 
the Permit should be approved. 
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6G(1) be approved, authorized, and executed.  
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09-1033 AGENDA ITEM 6G(2) – DISTRICT HEALTH 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve budget amendments [increase of $26,155 in both revenue 
and expenses] to the Fiscal Year 2010 Tuberculosis Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention Grant Program (IO 10016) budget; and if approved, direct Finance to 
make appropriate budget adjustments. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6G(2) be approved and directed.  
 
09-1034 AGENDA ITEM 6G(3) – DISTRICT HEALTH 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve budget amendments [increase of $15,115.37 in both 
revenue and expenses] to the adopted Fiscal Year 2010 Comprehensive Tobacco 
Prevention Grant Program (IO 10418) budget; and if approved, direct Finance to 
make appropriate budget adjustments. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6G(3) be approved and directed.  
 
09-1035 AGENDA ITEM 6H(1) – REGIONAL PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve Agreement between the County of Washoe and the Reno 
Rodeo Foundation to hold the NV of the West special event at Bartley Ranch 
Regional Park on May 22, 2010; and if approved, authorize Chairman to execute 
the Agreement. (Commission District 2.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6H(1) be approved, authorized, and executed.  
 
09-1036 AGENDA ITEM 6H(2) – REGIONAL PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve Lease Agreement between the County of Washoe and 
Great Basin Institute to provide in-kind services to the Department of Regional 
Parks and Open Space as consideration for lease fees for use of the resident housing 
at Galena Creek Regional Park; and if approved, authorize Chairman to execute 
Agreement. (Commission District 1.)” 
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 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6H(2) be approved, authorized, and executed.  
 
09-1037 AGENDA ITEM 6I(1) – SENIOR SERVICES 
 
Agenda Subject: “Accept various Federal Title III grant awards passed through the 
Aging and Disability Services Division for Senior Services programs [$438,885 with 
$66,266 County match] retroactive October 1, 2009 through June 30, 2010; and if 
accepted; direct Finance to make appropriate budget adjustments--Senior Services. 
(All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin disclosed he sat on the Commission on Aging, but 
that would have no affect on his decision regarding these monies. 
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6I(1) be accepted and directed.  
 
09-1038 AGENDA ITEM 6I(2) – SENIOR SERVICES 
 
Agenda Subject: “Accept grant awards from Regional Transportation Commission 
for a Non-Urbanized Paratransit Program (retroactive July 1, 2009 through June 
30, 2014) to provide for the transportation of senior citizens and people with 
disabilities in Gerlach and Incline Village [not to exceed $40,000 for Gerlach and not 
to exceed $60,000 for Incline Village - no County match]; and if accepted, authorize 
Chairman to execute Agreement for same and direct Finance to make appropriate 
budget adjustments. (Commission Districts 1 and 5.) To be heard before Agenda 
Item No. 6I(3).” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6I(2) be accepted, authorized, executed, and directed. The Agreement for 
same is attached hereto and made a part of the minutes thereof. 
 
09-1039 AGENDA ITEM 6I(3) – SENIOR SERVICES 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve Interlocal Contract between the County of Washoe 
(Senior Services) and Incline Village General Improvement District retroactive July 
1, 2009 through June 30, 2014 and provide $12,000 for Fiscal Year 2010 for the 
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purpose of providing transportation services to seniors and people with disabilities 
in the Incline Village area as provided by a grant from the Regional Transportation 
Commission; and if approved, authorize Chairman to execute Interlocal Contract. 
(Commission District 1.) To be heard after Agenda Item No. 6I(2).” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
  
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6I(3) be approved, authorized, and executed. The Interlocal Contract for 
same is attached hereto and made a part of the minutes thereof. 
 
09-1040 AGENDA ITEM 6J(1) – TREASURER 
 
Agenda Subject: “Authorize Washoe County Treasurer to auction all newly 
delinquent lands held in trust with the exception of those parcels listed on Exhibit 
A; and if approved, authorize Chairman to execute Resolution authorizing the 
County Treasurer to transfer to other governmental entities, real property held in 
trust due to property tax delinquencies and other matters properly related thereto. 
(All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6J(1) be approved, authorized, and executed. The Resolution for same is 
attached hereto and made a part of the minutes thereof. 
 
09-1041 AGENDA ITEM 6J(2) – TREASURER 
 
Agenda Subject: “Acknowledge receipt of Report of Sale - September 22, 2009 
Delinquent Special Assessment Sale - sale cancelled as all delinquencies have paid. 
(Commission Districts 2, 4 and 5.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6J(2) be acknowledged. 
 
09-1042 AGENDA ITEM 6K(1) – SHERIFF 
 
Agenda Subject: “Accept Grant Award [$3,909.62 - County match $3,909.62] from 
United States Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Assistance, to assist in 
purchase of bulletproof vests; and if accepted, authorize Finance to make necessary 
budget adjustments. (All Commission Districts.)” 
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 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6K(1) be accepted and authorized.  
 
09-1043 AGENDA ITEM 6K(2) – SHERIFF 
 
Agenda Subject: “Accept Justice Assistance Grant Award [$5,000 - no cash match] 
from State of Nevada, Department of Public Safety, Office of Criminal Justice 
Assistance, through the Reno Police Department Multi-Jurisdictional Gang Unit 
Task Force, to cover overtime costs; and if accepted, direct Finance to make 
necessary budget adjustments. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6K(2) be accepted and directed.  
 
09-1044 AGENDA ITEM 6K(3) – SHERIFF 
 
Agenda Subject: “Accept Grant Award [$20,000 - no County match] from United 
States Office of National Drug Control Policy through Las Vegas Metro Police 
Department for 2009 High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area to cover overtime for 
participation in the Task Force; and if accepted, direct Finance to make necessary 
budget adjustments. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6K(3) be accepted and directed.  
 
09-1045 AGENDA ITEM 6K(4) – SHERIFF 
 
Agenda Subject: “Accept Grant #DTNH22-09-G-00004 [$59,998 - no County match] 
from the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration to be utilized to assist in 
costs associated with the Data Driven Approaches to Crime and Traffic Safety; and 
if accepted, direct Finance to make appropriate budget adjustments. (All 
Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
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 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6K(4) be accepted and directed. 
 
09-1046 AGENDA ITEM 6K(5) – SHERIFF 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve delaying implementation date to January 4, 2010 for 
Ordinance No. 1420 (an Ordinance amending the Washoe County Code by 
repealing provisions in Chapter 54 concerning Alarm Business, Alarm Systems and 
False Alarms, and by enacting new provisions relating to Alarm Businesses, Alarm 
Systems and False Alarms). (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner 
Larkin, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 6K(5) be approved.  
 
 BLOCK VOTE  
 
10:32 a.m.  The Board recessed to determine possible items to include in a block vote.  
 
10:34 a.m. The Board reconvened with Chairman Humke absent. 
 
 The following items were consolidated and voted on in a block vote:  12, 
13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 21, 22, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 34. 
 
09-1047 AGENDA ITEM 12 – DISTRICT HEALTH 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to approve amendments [increase of $585,283 
in both revenue and expenses] to the H1N1 Phase 1&2, Focus Area 1 Grant 
Program, Internal Order 10780 Fiscal Year 2010 Budget; approve amendments 
[increase of $50,000 in both revenue and expenses] to the H1N1 Phase 1&2, Focus 
Area 2 Grant Program, Internal Order 10781 Fiscal Year 2010 Budget; approve 
amendments [increase of $1,052,883 in both revenue and expenses] to the H1N1 
Phase 3 Grant Program, Internal Order 10782 Fiscal Year 2010 Budget; authorize 
creation of an on call Registered Nurse Intermittent Hourly position as evaluated by 
the Job Evaluation Committee; and if all approved, direct Finance to make 
appropriate budget adjustments--District Health. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 12 be approved, authorized, and directed. 
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09-1048 AGENDA ITEM 13 – DISTRICT HEALTH 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to authorize issuance of Invitation to Bid for 
the Washoe County Health District, Vector Borne-Diseases Program, for mosquito 
control products up to $360,000; and if approved, Washoe County Purchasing will 
administer a Bid Solicitation Package to obtain the required mosquito control 
products under the best possible financial arrangements--District Health. (All 
Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 13 be approved.  
 
09-1049 AGENDA ITEM 14 – PUBLIC WORKS 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to award bid for 911 Parr Boulevard Housing 
Unit 7 HVAC Replacement Project to the lowest responsive and responsible bidder 
(staff recommends Mt. Rose Heating and A/C, Inc. [$493,000 - funding source is 
General Fund]); and if awarded, authorize Chairman to execute contract 
documents--Public Works. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 14 be awarded, authorized and executed. 
 
09-1050 AGENDA ITEM 15 – PURCHASING 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to authorize release of Request for Proposal to 
hire a consultant to perform multi-agency Integrated Services Feasibility Study for 
Purchasing, Information Technology and Human Resources as approved by the 
Shared Services Elected Officials Group at their September 10, 2009 meeting 
[estimated cost approximately $250,000 - will be pro-rated between Washoe County 
and City of Reno, and any other local governmental agencies that may choose to 
participate in the study at a later date]--Purchasing. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 15 be authorized.  
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09-1051 AGENDA ITEM 16 – PURCHASING 
 
Agenda Subject  “Recommendation to utilize Western States Contracting Alliance 
(WSCA) contract resultant from Request For Proposal No. 1715, administered by 
the State of Nevada for Multifunctional Copiers and Related Software, awarded to 
Konica Minolta Business Solutions USA, OCE Imagistics, RICOH Americas 
Corporation, Sharp Electronics Corporation and Xerox Corporation, for the 
duration of the contract period through June 30, 2012 and any extension period(s) 
granted by WSCA (an estimated 90 copy machine rentals are set to expire during 
Fiscal Year 2009/10 and have a cumulative annual value of approximately 
$399,000)--Purchasing. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 16 approved.  
 
09-1052 AGENDA ITEM 17 – GRANTS COORDINATOR/MANAGEMENT 

SERVICES 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to accept increase [$25,000] to the 2009 
Emergency Management Performance Grant Award from State of Nevada, Division 
of Emergency Management [for a total of $280,238 - requiring 50% match of 
$140,119 (will be in-kind by applying $106,628.45 salary expense from a Washoe 
County Sheriff’s Office Search & Rescue position and $33,490.55 salary expense of 
the Washoe County’s Fire Service Coordinator position)] to include grant 
performance period extension through December 31, 2009; and if accepted, direct 
Finance to make appropriate budget adjustments--Grants Coordinator/ 
Management Services. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 17 be accepted and directed.  
 
09-1053 AGENDA ITEM 18 – RISK MANAGEMENT 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to approve payment of the Estimated Annual 
Assessment for Washoe County’s self-funded workers’ compensation program for 
Fiscal Year 2009/2010 to the State of Nevada, Division of Industrial Relations, in 
four installments of $29,550.97 each [total $118,203.88]--Risk Management. (All 
Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
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 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 18 be approved.  
 
09-1054 AGENDA ITEM 21 – REGIONAL PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to approve State Question One Truckee River 
Funding Agreement between Washoe County and The City of Reno to be used for 
the White Fir Trailhead Project (APN: 038-740-02) on a section of the Truckee 
River at White Fir Way on property owned by the City of Reno [$150,500 funded 
through the 2002 State Question 1 Bond - required match $150,500 from The City of 
Reno]; and if approved, authorize Chairman to sign Agreement and authorize 
Finance to make all appropriate financial adjustments--Regional Parks and Open 
Space. (Commission District 1.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 21 be approved, authorized, and executed.  
 
09-1055 AGENDA ITEM 22 – REGIONAL PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to approve State Question One Truckee River 
Funding Agreement between Washoe County and The Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe 
to be used for the Aleck Streambank Restoration Project on a section of the Truckee 
River within the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe Reservation [$100,000 funded through 
the 2002 State Question 1 Bond - required match $100,000 from the Pyramid Lake 
Paiute Tribe]; and if approved, authorize Chairman to sign Agreement and 
authorize Finance to make all appropriate financial adjustments--Regional Parks 
and Open Space. (Commission District 4.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 22 be approved, authorized, and executed.  
 
09-1056 AGENDA ITEM 25 – SENIOR SERVICES/SOCIAL SERVICES 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to accept Independent Living Grant Awards 
from Aging and Disability Services Division for various Senior Services Programs 
[$212,389 - County match $31,859] retroactive October 1, 2009 through September 
30, 2010; and if accepted, direct Finance to make appropriate budget adjustments--
Senior Services. (All Commission Districts.)” 
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 Commissioner Larkin disclosed he sat on the Commission on Aging, but 
doing so would have no affect on his decision regarding these monies. 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 26 be accepted and directed. 
 
09-1057 AGENDA ITEM 26 – SENIOR SERVICES 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to accept Nutrition Grant Awards from Aging 
and Disability Services Division [$324,703 - County match $57,307 for the Home 
Delivered Meals Program and $212,200 - County match $37,451 for the Congregate 
Meals Program] retroactive October 1, 2009 through September 30, 2010; and if 
accepted, direct Finance to make appropriate budget adjustments--Senior Services. 
(All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 Commissioner Larkin disclosed he sat on the Commission on Aging, but 
that would have no affect on his decision regarding these monies. 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
that Agenda Item 27 be accepted and directed. 
 
09-1058 AGENDA ITEM 28 – SHERIFF 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to accept National Institute of Justice Grant 
2009-DN-BX-K099 [$390,766 - no County match] for the DNA Backlog Reduction 
Program in the DNA Section of the Washoe County Sheriff’s Office Forensic 
Sciences Division; and if accepted, approve sole source purchase with Applied 
Biosystems for DNA Supplies, sole source purchase with Eppendorf North America 
for Eppendorf Mastercycler gradient S thermal cyclers and sole source purchase 
with Qiagen Inc for the purchase of four QIAcube automated sample 
preparation/extraction systems and direct Finance to make appropriate budget 
adjustments--Sheriff. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 28 be accepted, approved, and directed. 
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09-1059 AGENDA ITEM 29 – SHERIFF 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to accept National Institute of Justice Grant 
2009-DN-BX-K042 [$196,303 - no County match] for the Convicted Offender DNA 
Backlog Reduction Program in the DNA Section of the Washoe County Sheriff’s 
Office Forensic Sciences Division; and if accepted, authorize the Washoe County 
Acting Purchasing and Contract Administrator to sign the DNA outside laboratory 
contract on behalf of Washoe County, the Washoe County Sheriff’s Department and 
the Forensic Science Division of the Washoe County Sheriff’s Department and 
direct Finance to make appropriate budget adjustments--Sheriff. (All Commission 
Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 29 be accepted, authorized, executed, and directed. 
  
09-1060 AGENDA ITEM 30 – SHERIFF 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to accept Paul Coverdell Forensic Science 
Improvement Grant 09-PC-02 [$117,948 - no County match] for the Forensic 
Science Division for training and the purchase of a microscope image capture 
system; and if accepted, direct Finance to make appropriate budget adjustments--
Sheriff. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 30 be accepted and directed. 
 
09-1061 AGENDA ITEM 31 – SHERIFF 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to accept receipt of 2009 Justice Assistance 
Grant Funds [$106,450 - no County match] for purchase of Tiburon Mobile 
Mapping, Map Storage Server space, Key equipment, SWAT equipment and 
training funds; and if accepted, authorize Finance to make necessary budget 
adjustments--Sheriff. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 31 be accepted and authorized. 
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09-1062 AGENDA ITEM 32 – SHERIFF 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to accept Paul Coverdell Forensic Science 
Improvement Grant 2009-CD-BX-0051 [$106,307 - no County match] for the 
Firearms Section Capacity Enhancement Project in the Forensic Investigation 
Section of the Washoe County Sheriff’s Office Forensic Sciences Division; and if 
approved, authorize sole source purchase of a stereomicroscope and a Comparison 
Microscope with digital image capture, storage and printing from Leeds Forensic 
Systems and direct Finance to make appropriate budget adjustments--Sheriff. (All 
Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Agenda Item 32 be accepted, authorized, and directed. 
 
09-1063 AGENDA ITEM 34 – COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to appoint an individual to the vacant seat on 
the Washoe County Board of Adjustment from Commission District 5 for the 
remainder of the term expiring June 30, 2012--Community Development.” 
 
 Vice Chairman Weber suggested Kim Toulouse be appointed to fill the 
vacant seat. 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Kim Toulouse be appointed to the vacant seat on the Washoe County Board of 
Adjustment from Commission District 5 for the remainder of the term expiring June 30, 
2012.  
 
10:50 a.m.  The Board convened as the Board of Trustees for the South Truckee 

Meadows General Improvement District (STMGID). 
 
10:52 a.m.  The Board adjourned as the STMGID Board of Trustees and reconvened 

as the Board of County Commissioners with Chairman Humke absent. 
 
09-1064 AGENDA ITEM 8 - PROCLAMATION 
 
Agenda Subject: “Proclamation--October 2009 as International Walk to School 
Month. (All Commission Districts.) Requested by Commissioner Weber. AND 
Appearance: Melissa Krall, Director of Community Outreach, REMSA 
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Coordinator, Safe Kids Washoe County. Presentation regarding advocacy project 
with Esther Bennett Elementary School.” 
 
 Vice Chairperson Weber read and presented the Proclamation to Melissa 
Krall, Director of Community Outreach, REMSA Coordinator, Safe Kids Washoe 
County. Ms. Krall recognized Jim Gubbels, Safe Kids Washoe County Chairman; Janet 
Carthen, Safe Routes to Schools Coordinator; Theresa Krall, Esther Bennett Elementary 
School Safety Committee member and parent; Joe McCallum, Nevada Motor Transport 
Association; Tammie Stockton, Esther Bennett Elementary School Vice Principal; 
Michael Henry, Esther Bennett Elementary School Principal; and students called the 
“Bennett Safe Kids” from Esther Bennett Elementary School.  
 
 Ms. Krall explained the “Walk This Way” program in Washoe County 
noting it was celebrating its 10 year anniversary and the projects the Safe Kids Washoe 
County program had undertaken in the community. She also explained the role of the 
“Bennett Safe Kids” at school. 
 
 Ms. Krall presented the Board with 286 signed letters from students, 
parents, and staff from three local schools requesting that the Board consider pedestrian 
safety when making each and every decision. A copy of the letters was placed on file 
with the Clerk. 
 
 Students Jesse McCarthy, Stormi Seidel, William Krall, and Lissette 
Godinez presented information to the Board about pedestrian safety and what they would 
do to stay safe. 
 
 Ms. Krall thanked the County Commission for being responsive and 
receptive to the mission of the Safe Kids Washoe County Coalition to keep the 
community’s children safe from accidental injuries. She thanked Vice Chairman Weber 
for being active on the Esther Bennett Safety Committee.  
 
 There was no public comment on this item  
 
 Commissioner Jung thanked the students for their presentation. She 
acknowledged walking rather than riding to school promoted a greener approach that was 
good for the environment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner Jung, 
which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that Agenda 
Item 8 be approved. The Proclamation for same is attached hereto and made a part of the 
minutes thereof. 
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09-1065 AGENDA ITEM 9 - APPEARANCE 
 
Agenda Subject: “Appearance: Joanne Marchetta, Executive Director, Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency. Vision for Lake Tahoe. (Commission District 1.) 
Requested by Commissioner Breternitz.” 
 
 Joanne Marchetta, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Executive 
Director, introduced herself to the Board and stated how much she was looking forward 
to strengthening TRPA’s collaborative partnership with Washoe County. She recognized 
Commissioner Breternitz and his commitment to Lake Tahoe. 
 
 Ms. Marchetta said the creation of TRPA 40 years ago came about 
because of concerns regarding development in the Tahoe Basin, which left unchecked 
without some regional oversight could result in irreparable environmental harm. She 
noted that concern was based on the forests around Lake Tahoe being stripped to shore 
up the silver mines during the Comstock Lode period. She said the extensive logging 
reduced Lake Tahoe’s water clarity, which improved as the forest grew back. She noted 
the clarity today sat at 70 feet.  
 
 Ms. Marchetta said prior to the creation of TRPA in 1969, it was 
envisioned the Tahoe Basin would have a city the size of San Francisco that would be 
served by six lane highways and would have a bridge spanning Emerald Bay. She stated 
that never happened due to early efforts by TRPA.  
 
 Ms. Marchetta said in 1980 California and Nevada agreed to a revised 
TRPA compact and the first Tahoe Regional Plan was completed in 1987. She stated 10 
years into the plan it was determined a regulatory approach alone would not achieve the 
environmental net gains needed at Lake Tahoe to repair past mistakes. She said the Tahoe 
Basin entered a restoration age with the launch of the Tahoe Environmental Improvement 
Program in the mid-1990’s, which delivered approximately $1.5 billion for Tahoe Basin 
restoration projects. She explained the clarity loss had slowed and some felt it might be 
reversing. She explained most other environmental indicators were moving in a positive 
direction. She stated the next 20 to 30 years would be about reinvestment and 
revitalization.  
 
 Ms. Marchetta said the latest water quality study indicated the most 
important action to take to continue moving toward improved clarity was to reduce fine 
sediment that was discharging into Lake Tahoe. She advised that could be accomplished 
by revitalizing already built areas. She stated the bottom line was that Lake Tahoe was 
largely built out, which would mean conversations would center on revitalization rather 
than growth. She stated the revitalization project being proposed by Boulder Bay Resorts 
in Crystal Bay would be an important tool for continued environmental and economic 
progress. She acknowledged TRPA was looking for stronger partnerships with the private 
sector. She said TRPA looked forward to evaluating the project in the coming months in 
a public forum and delivering a decision that would benefit Lake Tahoe. She stated 
inevitably there would be many other projects, with many being less ambitious. She said 
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in many instances there was a choice between doing something that was environmentally 
and economically beneficial and doing nothing. She felt the cost of doing nothing was too 
high to be considered as an option, and she asked for the Board’s support because there 
were people trying to stop this effort.   
 
 Ms. Marchetta stated the Environmental Improvement Program had been 
updated and endorsed by the TRPA Board. She said it was envisioned there would be 
another $2.5 billion investment in the next 10-year phase of the Program. She stated part 
of that share would fall on local jurisdictions like Washoe County. She explained the 
County’s storm-water management plans, erosion control projects, and restoration efforts 
would be part of that effort. She advised the projects would create jobs, benefit the 
environment, and make the Lake Tahoe communities stronger. She said TRPA needed 
the Board’s partnership, but that would mean tough decisions in the coming months and 
years about how Washoe County would pay its share.  
 
 Ms. Marchetta advised the residents of Incline Village and Crystal Bay 
were planning a forum to discuss updates to their respective community plans in concert 
with TRPA’s effort to update its regional plan. TRPA envisioned a future of strong 
communities, a healthy environment, and a thriving economy at Lake Tahoe.  
 
 Ms. Marchetta said another challenge for Lake Tahoe would be 
controlling catastrophic threats such as aquatic-invasive species and catastrophic fires, 
which could be accomplished by strong partnerships. She noted TRPA was committed to 
leading the effort to make sure those two threats would be diminished. She thanked 
Washoe County for its partnership with TRPA.  
 
 Vice Chairperson Weber thanked Ms. Marchetta for a wonderful report 
and Commissioner Breternitz for the great job he was doing. She said she lived at Lake 
Tahoe in the 1980’s, and she felt TRPA had made a difference.  
 
 Commissioner Breternitz thanked Ms. Marchetta for speaking to the Board 
and for her spirit of reaching out to support the cooperative efforts. 
 
 There was no action taken on this item.  
 
09-1066 AGENDA ITEM 10 - APPEARANCE 
 
Agenda Subject: “Appearance: Steve Teshara, Executive Director, North Lake 
Tahoe Chamber of Commerce, Ron Radil, Executive Director, Western Nevada 
Development District. Overview of Prosperity Plan for the Tahoe Basin; request for 
funding [$10,000] and request for Washoe County representative to sit on 
Prosperity Plan Steering Committee. (Commission District 1.) Requested by 
Commissioner Breternitz.” 
 
 Steve Teshara, North Lake Tahoe Chamber of Commerce Executive 
Director, explained the goal of the Prosperity Plan for Lake Tahoe. A copy of the basis 
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for his remarks was placed on file with the Clerk. He explained certain areas of Lake 
Tahoe had reached a tipping point and jobs and permanent residents were being lost, 
which could get to the point where the overall economy of the Lake Tahoe Basin was 
simply not viable. He was pleased to have an opportunity to work collaboratively with 
the six local governments and other partners at Lake Tahoe to do something about the 
situation.  
 
 Mr. Teshara stated he was aware the County might not be able to provide 
$10,000 today, but he would like the County’s support in moving forward with the 
Prosperity Plan. He stated all of the other local jurisdictions had made their 
commitments, and he was sure the County would as well once the appropriate process 
was completed. He believed today the Board could take an action that would ensure 
Washoe County had a seat at the table for this exciting project.    
 
 Ron Radil, Western Nevada Development District Executive Director, 
said a number of people and groups were involved in the process of getting the 
application to the Economic Development Administration (EDA). He explained that a 
Tahoe Basin-wide economic development planning effort regarding the Basin’s economy 
did not exist nor had it ever been attempted. He said this was an asset based economic 
plan, which would look at the existing economic plusers that could be added to the Plan. 
He said a Request for Proposal (RFP) had been completed and it was planned that 
proposals would be reviewed on November 16, 2009, after which a contract would be 
issued if there was a viable proposal. 
 
 Commissioner Breternitz said other entities at Lake Tahoe had contributed 
$10,000 and the EDA was providing a $70,000 grant. He asked why Washoe County was 
only recently asked to contribute $10,000 towards this effort. Mr. Radil replied Washoe 
County fell through a crack regarding a request for matching funds. Mr. Teshara 
explained some of the counties, particularly those on the south shore, were approached to 
be part of the application process so they made a commitment then. He stated he had not 
gone to Washoe or Placer Counties because the paperwork seemed to go into a black hole 
until surprisingly it was approved in August. He said some catch up was being done to 
allow Washoe and Placer Counties the opportunity to participate. Commissioner 
Breternitz asked if Placer County came up with the money. Mr. Radil replied Placer 
County had.  
 
 Commissioner Breternitz believed this was an investment versus an 
expense. He felt the effort that would be mounted because of the Prosperity Plan would 
generate some economic vitality at Lake Tahoe, which was the goal. He said Washoe 
County would benefit from that economic vitality by increased tax receipts. He stated he 
was supportive of the effort, but he understood there was a process that had to be 
followed. He asked if there was a way to move the process forward assuming the 
Commission had an interest in doing so. Katy Simon, County Manager, said there was an 
adopted policy for granting funds, but there was the ability to look at providing in-kind 
services in the short term while an application was processed. 
 

PAGE 20  OCTOBER 13, 2009 



 Commissioner Breternitz said he understood the majority of the money 
would go to the successful responder to the RFP for services, but not all of the 
distribution of those monies would go into this fiscal year. He asked if it would work for 
the County to contribute the money in the next fiscal year. Mr. Radil replied it would. 
Commissioner Breternitz stated an expression of interest could be made, but he was not 
sure what type of commitment could be made today. Vice Chairperson Weber said Ms. 
Simon had suggested possibly providing some in-kind services in the interim.  
 
 Commissioner Jung asked if the Incline Village General Improvement 
District (IVGID) had been approached. She acknowledged the County was cash poor but 
resource rich, and she agreed in-kind services should be looked at. Mr. Radil said there 
was a IVGID representative on Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA).  
 
 Commissioner Larkin asked if the agenda item allowed making an 
appointment to the steering committee and was participation on the steering committee 
contingent on a resource commitment. Mr. Radil replied it was not contingent on a 
resource commitment because all of the jurisdictions in the Basin needed to be 
represented. He noted the preference was an elected official be appointed. 
 
 Commissioner Breternitz felt it would be appropriate for him to be on the 
steering committee, but he would like someone to back him up. 
 
 Commissioner Larkin asked what the vision was on how the Prosperity 
Plan would either dove tail into, be separate from, or be a component of the overall 
regional strategy developed with Economic Development Authority of Western Nevada 
(EDAWN). Mr. Radil said the scope of work in the RFP’s included a review of 
developing and existing plans in an effort to coordinate efforts so everyone was aware of 
what was going on. Commissioner Larkin asked if the final product would reference 
other plans. Mr. Radil agreed it would, but it would be asset based, would look at 
economic plusers, and any potential plusers within the Basin. He said this would be done 
in an effort to make sure they were in compliance with land use and environmental 
issues.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin stated he was supportive of having Commissioner 
Breternitz on the steering committee and concurred with Commissioner Jung that there 
should be discussions with IVGID. He said the Manager would make available whatever 
resources were available now, but this needed to come back through the normal grant 
process for the next fiscal year. 
 
 Vice Chairperson Weber believed Commissioner Breternitz should be 
seated on the steering committee and there should be another Commissioner as an 
alternate. Commissioner Larkin suggested listing all Commissioners as alternates. 
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner Jung, 
which motion duly carried with Chairman Humke absent, it was ordered that 
Commissioner Breternitz be appointed as the Washoe County designee to the Lake Tahoe 
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Prosperity Plan Steering Committee and that all other Commissioners be appointed as 
alternates.  
 
09-1067 AGENDA ITEM 11 – DISTRICT HEALTH/EMERGENCY 

MANAGEMENT 
 
Agenda Subject: “Update on region’s planning for possible H1N1 pandemic--
District Health Department/Emergency Management. (All Commission Districts.)  
Requested by Commissioner Jung.” 
 
 Dr. Mary Anderson conducted a PowerPoint presentation, which was 
placed on file with the Clerk. She noted Aaron Kenneston, Emergency Management 
Administrator, provided the slide on Regional Emergency Management Preparations. She 
thanked Mr. Kenneston for his partnership in planning and responding to H1N1 issues.  
 
 Dr. Anderson said the map showing the level of influenza was unusual for 
this time of year because it was usually the activity level that would occur in February. 
She said the map accumulated both seasonal influenza and H1N1 influenza, but the vast 
majority of the influenza was H1N1. 
  
 Dr. Anderson noted H1N1 was affecting the younger population rather 
than the older population, which was usually the most susceptible population for seasonal 
influenza. Commissioner Larkin stated some people were immune based on an outbreak 
in the 1970’s. Dr. Anderson replied older adults had been exposed to a variety of 
influenza viruses, which may have built up their immunity.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin asked if children still needed an injection if they 
were over the age of two and under the age of 10 and had received the nasal spray. Dr. 
Anderson replied it was one or the other. She further explained there were currently 10 
presentations of vaccine available that would target different age groups, what the County 
received, and what it hoped to receive as shown on the Vaccine Availability slide. She 
stated staff currently did not know what presentation would be received next.  
 
 In response to Commissioner Jung asking where Washoe County citizens 
would be able to get seasonal flu and H1N1 shots, Dr. Anderson provided the locations 
and times where seasonal flu shots would be available on Saturday, October 17, 2009. 
She noted there currently were insufficient supplies of H1N1 shots for the Health District 
to hold mini point of distributions (POD’s). She said the POD’s would be held at the 
Health District offices and the dates and times would be available soon. She advised as 
more vaccine became available, individual practitioners would be offering it to the 
public. She advised the Health District was working with the State Health Officer 
regarding the appropriate distribution of the available supplies to practitioners who 
requested those supplies.  
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 Commissioner Jung asked if general practitioners provided the seasonal 
flu vaccine. Dr. Anderson replied some general practitioners did along with quite a 
number of community service clubs and pharmacies.  
 
 Commissioner Jung asked what someone should do if they already had 
H1N1. Dr. Anderson replied if a laboratory test confirmed they had H1N1, they should 
not need to be immunized because they would have been naturally immunized.  
 
 Commissioner Jung said it was important to stay home when sick, to 
sneeze into an elbow, and to do appropriate hand washing. She demonstrated the correct 
way to wash hands.  
 
12:05 p.m. Chairman Humke arrived at the meeting but did not assume the gavel.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin asked how the County was doing locally for H1N1 
cases per 100,000. Dr. Randall Todd, Epi Center Director, replied he had not yet done a 
calculation. He advised the raw data indicated Washoe County was similar to the rest of 
the nation, especially in terms of age distribution, but the County’s total numbers were a 
little higher. He felt the higher numbers indicated the ease with which physicians could 
access the H1N1 laboratory testing, which was not the case in Southern Nevada. 
Commissioner Larkin asked if it was felt that the number of cases projected were 
abnormally above what the nation as a whole would experience. Dr. Todd replied he did 
not in terms of the number of overall incidents. He felt what would slow the number of 
cases down would be an aggressive vaccination campaign. He said the extent to which 
the public accepted the vaccine and the extent to which the vaccine could be efficiently 
delivered to the public would make the difference between seeing a 15-20 percent attack 
rate versus a 30-50 percent attack rate.  
 
 Dr. Todd explained the initial focus was on providing the vaccine to health 
care providers, pregnant women, people who cared for infants too young to receive the 
vaccine, people 6 months to 24 years of age, and people 25 to 64 years of age with 
underlying medical conditions. He advised anyone who wanted the vaccine would be 
able to get it when enough doses became available.  
 
 There was no public comment or action taken on this item.  
 
09-1068 AGENDA ITEM 27 – SHERIFF 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to accept Fiscal Year 2009 Recovery Act 
Edward Byrne Memorial Competitive Grant 2009-SC-B9-0116 [$775,995 - no 
County match] to be utilized for staffing in the Alternative to Incarceration Unit for 
3 deputies; and if accepted, authorize Chairman to execute grant acceptance and 
direct Finance to make appropriate budget adjustments--Sheriff. (All Commission 
Districts.)” 
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 Brooke Howard, Detention Programs Coordinator for the Alternatives to 
Incarceration Program, explained the different alternate sentencing programs. She said 
the Sheriff’s Community Work Program was one of the least restrictive programs, which 
allowed people to perform specific hours or days of community service. She said 
currently the average number of participants was 1,256 active participants, a staff of 20, 
and three deputies to supervise the participants. With the budget cuts, three deputies and a 
sergeant were lost. She said the remaining three deputies could not cover the Program 
because it was open 7 days a week from 6:00 a.m. until 4:00 p.m., especially with the 
deputies also being responsible for warrant service. She stated it was imperative to have 
two deputies available at the sites, which meant pulling deputies from other duties to help 
supervise the participants. 
 
 Commissioner Larkin asked Ms. Howard how the lost sergeant position 
was being handled. Ms. Howard replied a detention facility sergeant was supervising the 
deputies for the program and for the detention facility.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin indicated this was an innovative way to keep this 
program running and an excellent use of grant funds. He commended the Sheriff’s Office 
for finding these funds, which can be difficult to do. Ms. Howard quoted Commissioner 
Jung saying earlier that the County was “cash poor, but resource rich” and that was what 
this program did. It did not necessarily bring in big dollars, but it did generate savings of 
22,799 jail days last year, saved the user agencies $1.9 million for the work provided by 
the participants, and saved a total of $4.1 million.   
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment. 
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Chairman Humke, 
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 27 be accepted, authorized, 
executed, and directed. 
 
09-1069 AGENDA ITEM 19 – SOCIAL SERVICES 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to approve Interlocal Contract Between Public 
Agencies (State of Nevada, Department of Health and Human Services, Division of 
Health Care Financing and Policy and the County of Washoe) [$1.5 million] for the 
period July 1, 2009 through June 30, 2010 for the Disproportionate Share Program; 
and if approved, authorize Chairman to execute Contract--Social Services. (All 
Commission Districts.)” 
 
 Kevin Schiller, Social Services Director, said the Disproportionate Share 
Program (DSH) had been discussed at the Legislature for at least the last four sessions.  
He noted the $1.5 million the County contributed held the County harmless from in-
patient costs for the indigent specific to Renown Medical Center.  He noted in the last 
Legislative session, there were changes to how the $1.5 million was contributed and 
whether the contributions of Washoe and Clark Counties should be changed with the 
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intent of sharing that money with rural counties.  He said the reality was Washoe County 
started losing the cost benefit of this program at about another $300,000 increase.  
 
 Mr. Schiller stated in reviewing the contract, he believed the highlighted 
change was trying to highlight the Indigent Accident Fund (IAF). He explained the IAF 
and Supplemental Account were also topics of the last Legislative session and a special 
session prior to that. He said the State came in and swept the IAF and the Supplemental 
Account in the special session, but they were not reinstated as was indicated would occur.  
 
 Mr. Schiller believed the contract change highlighted that Washoe and 
Clark Counties still needed to pay into the IAF, which was being done anyway because it 
was statutorily required. He felt that would be a lobbying issue going into the next 
session that the County would be dealing with. He also felt the Board needed to be aware 
of a formation of a subcommittee due to the debate on increasing the DSH contribution. 
He said three to four meetings had been held to look at a proposal on how DSH would 
move forward and how work was being done with Medicaid to work things out. He said 
in Clark County the issue was even more significant because their hospital was County 
funded.  
 
 Chairman Humke felt the public should be aware of what was happening 
at the Legislature because money was being taken from the County. He noted 
occasionally some counties sent indigent patients to Renown, while most of the others 
were sent to University Medical Center in Clark County. He stated while there were some 
hospitals in rural communities, it was Renown and University Medical Center that took 
the lion’s share of indigent patients. 
 
 Commissioner Larkin said he was distressed that the Board of Examiners 
refused to sign a four-year contract and went to a one-year contract. Mr. Schiller stated he 
was not present during that discussion, but he believed there was a push to change the 
contract. He felt he would be back before the Board in 2010. He said that was the only 
explanation he had from the fiscal staff at the State level. Commissioner Larkin said the 
caveat when these agreements were signed was Washoe County would be held harmless 
for Renown’s indigent inpatient hospital bills for each year of the biennium. He was 
concerned signing this contract for one year voided that requirement of the biennium and, 
come July 1, 2010, the County could be liable for the $1.5 million and the money for the 
IAF. He said if Renown came to the County with a bill because the County did not have a 
contract in force, the County could be on the hook for that too. He said this was a very 
serious action that the Board of Examiners took against the Washoe County. Mr. Schiller 
believed it also happened to Clark County.  
 
 Katy Simon, County Manager, said for the record that Washoe County 
was held harmless for the indigent inpatient hospital bills at Renown for each year of the 
biennium. Commissioner Larkin stated this contract was only for this fiscal year. Ms. 
Simon said by statute the County was held harmless through the biennium. 
Commissioner Larkin felt that would not be the case if no contract was in force. He said 
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his issue was the State gave the County only nine months warning that the terms would 
be changed. 
 
 Ken Retterath, Adult Services Division Director, said he believed the 
contract before the Board covered the contribution to the State and the statute was 
separate from that. His interpretation was he did not think the County would have to 
double-dip with Renown. 
 
 Chairman Humke said Commissioner Larkin’s point was the term of was 
for one year. He asked if it would be wise to spell out that other term having a two-year 
time limit. Mr. Schiller said he could follow that up with the partners at the State level to 
see if that clarifying language could be added. Commissioner Larkin said the contract 
was signed for four years and the Board of Examiners rejected that and sent it back for 
one year. Commissioner Larkin felt there was no other option, but the motion could be 
made under protest because this was bad faith. He said if the contract was not accepted, 
the County would be on the hook for everything. Chairman Humke agreed that if the 
County wanted the funds this year, the contract would have to be accepted.  
 
 There was no public comment on this item. 
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Chairman Humke, 
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 19 be approved. The 
Interlocal Contract for same is attached hereto and made a part of the minutes thereof.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin  hoped that Mr. Schiller would convey the Board’s 
displeasure to the State about the unfortunate circumstances the County found itself in 
today. He said the County wanted to work with the State, but the manner in which this 
came back to the County was almost untenable. He wanted to start talking about the next 
contract now, because the County might have to seek some Legislative relief in terms of 
how the contract would be put together. He felt this contract was really leaving the 
County at risk.  
 
 Vice Chairman Weber knew this had been an ongoing discussion with 
Nevada Association of Counties (NACO), but this issue should be discussed tomorrow at 
the Local Government Summit.  
 
09-1070 AGENDA ITEM 20 – FINANCE 
 
Agenda Subject: “Introduction and first reading of an Ordinance amending 
Chapter 15 of the Washoe County Code (County Finances; Purchasing; Collections; 
Comptroller) by eliminating the County Purchasing Department and Creating the 
Purchasing and Contracts Division as a Division of Finance by eliminating the 
Collections Division of the Finance Department by assigning the Collections 
Functions to the Comptroller’s Office and other matters properly related thereto--
Finance. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 

PAGE 26  OCTOBER 13, 2009 



 John Sherman, Finance Director, explained that because the Finance 
Department was created by ordinance, these organizational changes also had to be done 
by ordinance. He discussed the background of this item as contained in the staff report 
dated September 17, 2009. He said the reclassifications would be addressed in an item 
that would be before the Board in two weeks.  
 
 Commissioner Breternitz said Purchasing was a target for discussions on 
shared services, and he asked if this would have any effect on the ability to move forward 
with that. Mr. Sherman this should have no material impact at all on that possibility.  
 
 There was no public comment on this item. 
 
 Bill No. 1603, entitled, “AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 
15 OF THE WASHOE COUNTY CODE (COUNTY FINANCES; PURCHASING; 
COLLECTIONS; COMPTROLLER) BY ELIMINATING THE COUNTY 
PURCHASING DEPARTMENT AND CREATING THE PURCHASING AND 
CONTRACTS DIVISION AS A DIVISION OF FINANCE BY ELIMINATING 
THE COLLECTIONS DIVISION OF THE FINANCE DEPARTMENT, BY 
ASSIGNING THE COLLECTIONS FUNCTION TO THE COMPTROLLER’S 
OFFICE AND OTHER MATTERS PROPERLY RELATED THERETO,” was 
introduced by Commissioner Larkin, the title read to the Board and legal notice for final 
action of adoption directed. 
 
09-1071 AGENDA ITEM 24 – SENIOR SERVICES/SOCIAL SERVICES 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to acknowledge staff report and presentation 
on the proposed integration of the Adult Services Division of the Social Services 
Department with the Department of Senior Services and provide direction to staff--
Senior Services/Social Services. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 Grady Tarbutton, Senior Services Director, conducted a PowerPoint 
presentation on the proposed integration of Adult Services Division of the Social Services 
Department with the Department of Senior Services, which was placed on file with the 
Clerk.  
 
 Mr. Tarbutton advised a study done by the National Association of State 
Units on Aging (NASUA) projected that Nevada could save $11 million over the next 
five years if it implemented single-entry points for providing services.  
  
 Mr. Tarbutton said the consolidation of resources would help serve people 
the best. For example, he stated the Nursing Home Diversion Project, in partnership with 
the State and with Renown Regional Medical Center, was a pilot project that was 
conducted from March 1, 2009 to the end of June 2009 that indentified 13 people who 
could potentially be diverted from nursing home care. Page 15 of the Business Case 
Analysis included with the staff report provided the savings realized by the pilot project.  
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 In response to the call for public comment, Connie McMullen, Strategic 
Plan Accountability Committee for Seniors Chair, noted there was a letter in the Board’s 
packet that contained some comments. She encouraged the Board to adopt what Mr. 
Tarbutton had put forth. 
 
 Wanda Brown, State of Nevada Aging and Disability Services Division, 
Aging Disability Resource Manager, explained the intent of the Aging and Disability 
Resource Center was to provide a single-entry access point to a seamless delivery system 
of support for Nevadans so they could be empowered to make informed choices about the 
services they needed or for which they needed to plan. She stated this integration was in 
line with that philosophy, and she supported the integration of Senior and Adult Services.  
 
 Amy Harvey, County Clerk, said there was another Request to Speak card 
from Chris Bosse, Renown Health Vice President of Government Relations, in support of 
Agenda Item 24. 
 
 Chairman Humke asked if there was anything in the health care bills being 
debated that could affect this integration. Mr. Tarbutton replied the only thing he had 
seen that could require some major State policy changes were regarding Medicaid. He 
stated there would have to be a decision made at the County and the State level on how to 
administer the indigent programs if Medicaid was expanded to cover all of the working 
poor and the uninsured. He said the proposal was to have those policies in place by 2013.  
He indicated the issue would be advocacy and to understand the impact on the County of 
any decisions that might be made by the Legislature. Chairman Humke asked what the 
numbers would be if Medicaid was expanded. Mr. Tarbutton stated the proposal was to 
change the match rate for Medicaid and, according to Senator Harry Reid’s Office, the 
actual cost increase was projected to be 1.5 percent to the current Medicaid budget.  
 
 Chairman Humke asked if Nevada was a 50/50 match state. Mr. Tarbutton 
said it was, but the economic stimulus package had changed the rate to the State’s 
advantage. He stated Adult Services was paying around 40 percent for this current year, 
which he believed ended September 30, 2010. He advised after that date it would go back 
to 50 percent. 
  
 Chairman Humke asked how the various health care reform bills in 
Congress would impact the private insurance policies that provided coverage for long-
term care. Mr. Tarbutton said the State had the option to pay for long-term care insurance 
for low-income and indigent individuals, which Nevada had chosen not to do. He noted 
early on there was discussion about long-term care, but he had seen nothing since. 
Chairman Humke was concerned about private citizens that bought long-term care. Mr. 
Tarbutton said that was something the County needed to look at, because he did not know 
what was happening. 
 
 On motion by Commissioner Jung, seconded by Commissioner Larkin, 
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 24 be acknowledged and 
directed.  
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09-1072 AGENDA ITEM 33 – WATER RESOURCES/COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT 

 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to approve and authorize the Chairman to: 1) 
execute a Resolution to sponsor a Regional Plan amendment that implements 
Washoe County Question #3, approved by voters, which calls for the regional plan 
to be amended to reflect and to include a policy or policies requiring that local 
government land use plans be based upon and in balance with identified and 
sustainable water resources available within Washoe County; and 2) recommend to 
the Regional Planning Commission and the Regional Planning Governing Board 
that the Regional Plan and the Regulations on Procedure, Section XII, be amended 
to clarify that the Consensus Forecast is to be compared with the estimated 
population that can be supported by the sustainable water resources as identified in 
the Regional Water Management Plan--Water Resources/Community Development. 
(All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 Amy Harvey, County Clerk said she had a Request to Speak card filled out 
by Pamela Galloway, but she left. Katy Simon, County Manager, said she responded to 
an e-mail from Ms. Galloway where she indicated this item would be continued.  
 
 Chairman Humke asked for an explanation regarding why this was being 
postponed. Adrian Freund, Community Development Director, explained there was a 
misunderstanding over some wording and there would be a meeting on October 20, 2009 
to iron out those misunderstandings.  
 
 There was no response to the request for public comment.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Jung, seconded by Commissioner Breternitz, 
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 33 postponed until the 
October 27, 2009 Commission meeting. 
 
1:25 p.m. The Board recessed. 
 
1:56 p.m. The Board reconvened with Commissioner Larkin and Chairman Humke 
temporarily absent. 
 
09-1073 AGENDA ITEM 36 – MANAGEMENT SERVICES 
 
Agenda Subject: “Discussion and possible direction to staff regarding the October 
14, 2009 Local Government Summit, including review and possible approval of 
Legislative Principles--Management Services. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 John Slaughter, Management Services Director, said the first Local 
Government Summit would be held tomorrow in Henderson, Nevada. He noted all city 
and county governments had been invited to the Summit and the meeting was agendized 
so no action would take place. He said the local governments would be bringing 
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information back to their own bodies for any possible action. He conducted a PowerPoint 
presentation, which was placed on file with the Clerk, regarding the three items on the 
agenda for discussion.  
 
2:02 p.m. Commissioner Larkin arrived at the meeting. 
 
 Mr. Slaughter reviewed the staff report and Washoe County’s proposed 
Legislative Principles.  
 
2:04 p.m.  Chairman Humke arrived at the meeting and assumed the gavel. 
 
 Commissioner Jung suggested changing the wording of the Partners in 
Providing Service to Nevada Principle to “All Governments in Nevada (State, County, 
Cities, School Districts, Special Districts) are partners in providing consistent and reliable 
services to our shared constituencies…” She felt sometimes it was believed that the 
County’s constituents were different from the State’s, when they really were not. She felt 
that it should be pointed out that those same constituents were shared whether you were 
an assemblyperson or a city council member because there was such overlap.  
 
 Commissioner Breternitz noted the County did not necessarily have a 
shared constituency with the residents of Las Vegas for example. He understood what 
Commissioner Jung was getting at because in many ways everything was interwoven 
because of coverage and representation. He felt there were situations that would be better 
served by “citizens of Nevada” rather than “shared constituencies.” 
 
 Commissioner Weber felt that there were some shared constituencies 
within the counties. She suggested using the terms regional or county. She noted the point 
was well taken because people in the community did not understand that a State 
Legislator would have the same constituency as the city, counties, and school districts.  
 
 Commissioner Jung stated the Board was looking at Washoe County 
principles, but that implied all other bodies with which the Board overlapped.   
 
 Commissioner Larkin stated regarding local determination he had a 
problem with “Local governments should have the ability to opt out of delivering State 
programs and services…” He suggested the wording “… the discretion of (or “on”) 
delivering State programs and services…” 
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner Jung, 
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the new Legislative Principles be approved 
as amended during the discussion on Agenda Item 36.  
 
09-1074 AGENDA ITEM 35 – MANAGEMENT SERVICES 
 
Agenda Subject: “Discussion and possible direction to staff regarding the Washoe 
County Strategic Plan--Management Services. (All Commission Districts.)” 
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 Katy Simon, County Manager, said she and John Slaughter, Management 
Services Director, met with the task forces chairs and the Senior Leadership Team and 
had begun conversations with the Department Heads in an attempt to resolve one of the 
biggest challenges regarding strategic planning, which was accountability for results. She 
noted there was great accountability with Department Heads and staff, but there was not 
the organizational structure to force the task forces to have strong accountability for 
outcomes because they were interdisciplinary. She said the purpose of modifying the 
process was to come up with a structure that would allow for strong accountability for 
results and outcomes. 
 
 John Slaughter, Management Services Director, conducted a PowerPoint 
presentation, which was placed on file with the Clerk.  
 
 Commissioner Breternitz questioned if this was the right time for an 
overhaul of how the County did its strategic planning. Mr. Slaughter replied he believed 
it was. He said by removing the structure of task forces and putting planning with the 
departments, it would provide good accountability for getting things done because 
decisions could be made at the department level rather than at the task force level where 
there might not be the authority to ask another department to do a task. He said putting 
the planning back with the departments would also allow them to take into account any 
adjustments made to their Department Strategic Plan because of their recent budget 
reduction plans.  
 
 Ms. Simon said the other reason it was important to do this now was the 
strategic planning process was starting for the 2010/11 Fiscal Year. She said if the new 
structure was not in place soon, it would have to wait a year to be revised. She felt doing 
this now would help focus on the most important things departments should be working 
on.  
 
 Commissioner Breternitz said there was discussion about reducing the 
overhead of the task forces, but now a new Strategic Planning Committee would be 
created. He asked who would sit on that committee. Ms. Simon explained the task forces 
generally included six to eight department heads who met regularly for each task force. 
She explained the plan was the Committee would report to the Manager to streamline the 
process, the Committee would have a broad range of representation, and could respond to 
the Commission’s direction quickly. Commissioner Breternitz said the new pyramid 
actually had one more level, and he requested an explanation on how adding another 
level would simplify. Mr. Slaughter explained taking the task forces’ responsibility and 
putting it at the department level would help support the Board’s goals. He explained the 
members of the task forces often worked with areas for which they had no day-to-day 
responsibility to achieve. Ms. Simon explained it went directly from Commission goals to 
Department goals so there was not an additional layer.  
 
 Commissioner Breternitz asked why the department method was better 
than the task forces method. Ms. Simon explained that if it was likened to a business, the 

OCTOBER 13, 2009  PAGE 31 



business goal might be to produce three different products and to have a 90 percent 
market share for those three products. The product development department would have a 
piece of that as would the marketing department, the finance department and the sales 
team; but they all knew they had the same goal. She said it was the Chief Executive 
Officer’s responsibility or, in the County’s case, the Strategic Planning Committee’s 
responsibility because there were people in the organization who did not report to the 
Manager. She said it was her ultimate responsibility to ensure everyone knew what the 
goal was, what their piece was, and that they were talking with each other to make sure 
the strategic goal of the organization was met. The County had that accountability 
structure in place through the Assistant County Managers and through supervisory 
responsibilities. She explained the Department Heads responsible for implementation 
were not accountable in the same way to a task force chairman as they were to an 
Assistant County Manager or to the County Manager. She said this change would use the 
existing supervisory structure to make a clear line of sight from an employee, to a 
supervisor, to a department head, and to the management of the organization.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin explained the task forces were an invention that was 
used as a transitional structure to get through the planning process, but the chairs became 
territorial about the goals and objectives they wanted to see managed within their task 
force. He said that became counterproductive as the budget reduction process progressed 
and there was a realization that the structure needed to be more departmental, because the 
accountability and the championship of the department’s goals would lie with the person 
responsible for the implementation of those goals. He said that lead to the idea of the 
Strategic Planning Committee that would ensure any new ideas were in alignment with 
what had been talked about.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin said realigning the strategic priorities with the 
strategic objectives made sense and was consistent with the strategic planning policy 
literature, but the County Commission goals were new. Mr. Slaughter explained the 
strategic objectives were fairly broad, while the County Commission goals would be the 
next level down and would be shorter term. Commissioner Larkin said the priority of the 
objectives was timeless, but now some sort of metric needed to be built in. Ms. Simon 
said the key was measurable. Commissioner Larkin stated the objectives were not 
measurable. Mr. Slaughter said the strategic objectives were long-term objectives that 
would move the County from its mission to achieving its vision.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin asked how it would be determined if the goals were 
consistent with those objectives. He felt that was where Commissioner Breternitz had an 
issue, because he had an issue on how those would line up correctly.  He said one thing 
that should not happen was creating another set of objectives. Ms. Simon said it was the 
intent of the annual Strategic Planning Retreat to shape those goals and give that 
direction. The Commission would reevaluate its strategic objectives and would revisit the 
vision and mission statements to potentially make them more concise so employees 
would know what the County’s mission was and what the goals of the County 
Commission were. She said the Commission would define the goals and the 
measurements that would be used to evaluate the results.   
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 Commissioner Larkin asked how it was envisioned the Strategic Planning 
Committee would meet. Ms. Simon stated ideally the Committee would meet after the 
Board’s adoption of its goals. She said there should be the ability for Department Heads 
to provide input on how those goals would affect their departments and how they could 
support those goals, which could require monthly Strategic Planning Committee 
meetings. She said it was planned the Department Heads would report quarterly to the 
Strategic Planning Committee about what had been happening in their departments and 
the Committee would provide any oversight. She stated the goal was to make quarterly 
presentations to the Board. She said because of staffing reductions, the process of 
collecting data would be streamlined as much as possible. She stated there needed to be a 
balance between finding the staff resources to do that task and the need for the data to be 
timely.  
 
 Mr. Slaughter said he was working with the Manager on the refinement 
and appointment of members to the Committee, and the intent was to schedule the fall 
Strategic Planning Retreat for November or early December 2009. 
 
 There was no response to the call for public comment. 
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that for Agenda Item 35 the 
changes be accepted as proposed and that the fall Strategic Planning Retreat be 
scheduled.  
 
2:47 p.m. The Board recessed to the 4:30 p.m. time certain Work Card Closed 
Session. 
 
4:32 p.m. The Board reconvened to the 4:30 p.m. time certain Work Card Closed 
Session. 
 
5:29 p.m. The Board reconvened in open session with all members present.  
 
09-1075 AGENDA ITEM 37 – WORKCARD PERMIT APPEAL – ISSAC 

AVENDANO 
 
Agenda Subject: “The Washoe County Commission will adjourn from the 
Commission Chambers and reconvene in the County Commission Caucus Room 
(1001 E. 9th Street, Building A, 2nd Floor, Reno) to consider the work card permit 
appeal for Issac Avendano. The HEARING will be a CLOSED SESSION to discuss 
the applicant’s character or other matters under NRS 241.030(1). Following the 
Closed Session, the Commission will return to open session in the Caucus Room to 
take action on the appeal and finish the remainder of the October 13, 2009 Board 
Agenda.” 
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 Commissioner’s Jung and Weber explained why they felt the appeal for 
Issac Avendano should be granted.  
 
 There was no public comment on this item. 
 
 On motion by Commissioner Jung, seconded by Commissioner Weber, 
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the strict application of the terms of the 
Washoe County Code Chapter 25.345.2(7) be waived, Mr. Avendano’s appeal be upheld 
and the Internal Review Board’s decision be overturned. 
 
5:32 p.m. The Board recessed and reconvened in Closed Session for the purpose of 
an Attorney/Client meeting. 
 
6:50 p.m. The Board reconvened in open session with all members present.    
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
09-1076 AGENDA ITEM 38 – COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to approve a Business Impact Statement related 
to an Ordinance amending the Washoe County Code at Chapter 25 by adding 
definitions for breeding and a litter; establishing a threshold whereby breeding is 
considered a business; setting an annual license fee for cat or dog breeders; and, 
providing other matters properly relating thereto; and further, determine that the 
Ordinance neither imposes a direct and significant economic burden upon a 
business, nor directly restricts the formation, operation or expansion of a business--
Community Development. (All Commission Districts.) To be heard before Agenda 
Item No. 39.” 
 
6:52 p.m. Chairman Humke opened the public hearing by calling on anyone wishing 
to speak for or against adoption of said Business Impact Statement. There was no 
response to the call for public comment and Chairman Humke closed the public hearing. 
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner Jung, 
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 38 be approved. 
 
09-1077 AGENDA ITEM 39 – COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
Agenda Subject: “Second reading and adoption of an Ordinance amending the 
Washoe County Code at Chapter 25 by adding definitions for breeding and a litter; 
establishing a threshold whereby breeding is considered a business; setting an 
annual license fee for cat or dog breeders; and, providing other matters properly 
relating thereto (Bill No. 1601)--Community Development. (All Commission 
Districts.) To be heard after Agenda Item No. 38.” 
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6:54 p.m. The Chairman opened the public hearing by calling on anyone wishing to 
speak for or against adoption of said Ordinance. There was no response to the call for 
public comment and Chairman Humke closed the public hearing. 
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Ordinance No. 1422, Bill No. 
1601, entitled, “AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE WASHOE COUNTY CODE 
AT CHAPTER 25 BY ADDING DEFINITIONS FOR BREEDING AND A 
LITTER; ESTABLISHING A THRESHOLD WHEREBY BREEDING IS 
CONSIDERED A BUSINESS; SETTING AN ANNUAL LICENSE FEE FOR CAT 
OR DOG BREEDERS; AND, PROVIDING OTHER MATTERS PROPERLY 
RELATING THERETO,” be approved, adopted and published in accordance with NRS 
244.100.  
 
09-1078 AGENDA ITEM 40 – TRUCKEE RIVER FLOOD MANAGEMENT 

PROJECT 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to approve Second Amendment to the 
Infrastructure Tax Expenditure Plan regarding the 1/8% Infrastructure Sales Tax 
enacted in December 1998 - Amendment expands the description of the projects and 
updates the costs and sources of financing of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Truckee River Flood Control Project [estimated local share of the cost is $500 
million]--Truckee River Flood Management Project. (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 Katy Simon, County Manager, noted the FPCC had not taken action on 
this item last Friday. She explained by the rules of the Flood Project Coordinating 
Committee (FPCC) and by agreement with the Board of County Commissioners, such 
matters must be acted upon by the FPCC before they come before this Board. She said 
the public hearing should be opened, any public testimony taken, and the public hearing 
continued until December 8, 2009. 
 
6:56 p.m. Chairman Humke opened the public hearing. There was no response to the 
call for public comment. Chairman Humke ordered the public hearing remain open. 
 
 On motion by Commission Larkin, seconded by Commissioner Breternitz 
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that public hearing for Agenda Item 40 remain 
open and the public hearing be continued December 8, 2009.  
 
09-1079 AGENDA ITEM 41 – SPECIAL ASSESSMENT DISTRICT NO. 32- 

PUBLIC WORKS 
 
Agenda Subject: “Special Assessment District No. 32 (Spanish Springs Valley 
Ranches Roads)--Public Works. Commission District 4.) Hearing to consider 
statements of property owners and other interested persons as to the propriety or 
advisability of acquiring or improving the Spanish Springs Valley Ranches Road 
project and to hear any other statements of support, concern or objection to the 
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project or creation of a district to impose assessments on property to fund the 
project.” 
 
6:59 p.m. Chairman Humke opened the public hearing and asked if anyone was 
speaking for a group.  
 
 Sean Brohawn, Attorney, said he represented several property owners that 
favored paving the roads but objected to the plan for financing the paving. He placed on 
file with the Clerk an objection letter dated October 13, 2009 regarding the Zone 1 
Assessment that included supporting documents and charts. He conducted a PowerPoint 
presentation regarding his clients’ objections to Special Assessment District (SAD) No. 
32, which was placed on file with the Clerk.  
 
 Mark Wray, Board of Trustees Spanish Springs Valley Ranches Property 
Owners Association (SSVRPOA) Representative, said the issues before the Board were 
not the issues raised by Mr. Brohawn, but whether or not SAD 32 was in the public 
interest assuming more than 51 percent of the property owners did not object to SAD 32. 
He felt the public interest would be the same as it was in 2003 when this Board approved 
the SAD for the first time. He indicated from a legal standpoint, to stop paying dues to 
the Association and having paved roads were two obvious public benefits. He felt there 
was no doubt that the Board should vote for SAD 32 because it was in the public interest. 
He said the lawsuit in which Mr. Brohawn represented a small number of people was a 
terrible tragedy because now the costs were double or triple what they would have been 
in 2003. He said neither those costs nor the cost of paying Association fees for infinity 
were shown on Mr. Brohawn’s charts.  
 
 Mr. Wray said he talked with Mr. Brohawn, who indicted he had 
personally contacted homeowners to solicit their votes against SAD 32, which he felt was 
an inherently coercive situation. He described the mailing that was sent anonymously to 
everyone in the Association and asserted that the mailing was not legal. He put a copy of 
the mailing and the representations made as part of the mailing into the record.  
 
 Mr. Wray said the issue the Supreme Court addressed was a very narrow 
one. They did not find in favor of Mr. Brohawn’s arguments except for “…We find 
insufficient evidence in the record to support Washoe County’s position that its method 
reflects an increase in market value to the parcels in Zone 1 as required by NRS 
271.208.” He said now there was an appraisal, which was the very finding allegedly 
missing last time around. He asked the Commission to vote in favor of SAD 32. He noted 
tonight was the forum of the people who wanted the roads paved and the objectors’ 
forum would be in court.  
 
 Tom Bruce, SSVRPOA Board of Trustees President, stated the elected 
Board members ran on supporting paving the dirt roads maintained by the Association. 
SAD 25 paved about three miles of Calle De La Plata for which the Association had been 
responsible and those costs were shared by the Association and County equally. He said 
at that time both parties tacitly agreed they would undertake paving the remaining roads 
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later and that understanding was the genesis for SAD 32 over seven years ago. He stated 
in addition to the County’s SAD 32 costs, each parcel owner had paid unrecoverable 
annual assessments exceeding $5,000 every year since 2003 and they still had dirt roads. 
He discussed the Association’s 2010 assessment. He understood the majority of the SAD 
32 objections claimed financial hardship and those claims constituted cause for real 
concern, but paving was the right thing to do.  
 
 Mr. Bruce said everyone kept saying the assessment would be $26,424.42, 
but he believed the odds were overwhelming it would be a lot less. He discussed his SAD 
32 Cost/Payment Comparison spreadsheet, which was placed on file with the Clerk. He 
noted there could be some hardships because it was more than people were currently 
paying, but the Association would be dissolved when SAD 32 was implemented. He 
stated if SAD 32 was voted for tonight and there was no legal challenge, he would 
recommend the Board take steps to waive the 2010 assessment.  
 
 Matthew Chutter said he opposed SAD 32 because it benefited the POA 
properties, but taxed other properties predatorily. He placed a copy of his remarks on file 
with the Clerk.  
 
  Levitte Cluf said her dirt road had quite an incline and her property was 
not part of the POA. She stated there was a committee that fixed their roads on her side, 
which she did not realize until she bought the house. She said her road was bad, but it 
was not included in SAD 32. She stated the grade her family had to go down on Alamosa 
Road was also not included for which her son was grateful because he did not think he 
could make it down that hill on icy days. She felt SAD 32 would be a burden on her 
family’s property, especially since they were not part of the Association. She advised 
they were already having a hard time holding onto their property and coming up with the 
money would be rough.  
 
 Lou Istrice stated he built his house 22 years ago and understood the roads 
would be dirt. He said the SAD 32 assessment would be burden. He stated there would be 
some benefits, but when would those benefits occur. He said he returned his card and 
voted “no.” He stated he paid taxes but received no County services. He felt the “no” 
votes and the “yes” votes should be counted instead of considering a lack of response  to 
be a “yes” vote, which he did not feel was fair.  
 
 There was some applause in the audience. Chairman Humke said there 
would be no displays of emotion including clapping. He said if it happened again, the 
Board would take a recess. 
 
7:30 p.m. Chairman Humke declared a recess in response to someone in the 
audience making a comment.  
 
7:38 p.m. The Board reconvened with all members present. 
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 Will Brown noted SAD 32 was delayed by a small minority of residents 
and the roads would have been 50 percent paid for by now without that delay. Calle De 
La Plata was paid for 11 years ago and the County took over its operation. He said any 
repairs to Calle De La Plata that were part of this package should be paid for with 
stimulus money because it would be unfair to ask the residents who paid for it then to pay 
for it again. He felt SAD 32 would make a positive change in the community, and he 
would like to see it done. He said after a short snowfall in 2003, he went to Quintero 
Lane and all of the cars coming out of Quintero Lane and the other streets were people  
who said they had other access, but they all turned south onto Alamosa Road and then 
took Capistrano to go to Calle De La Plata. He said he would like to see SAD 32 done. 
 
 Adrian Dyette, SSVRPOA Secretary, said he was elected on a platform to 
get the roads paved. He discussed the opposition mailing. He noted two thirds of the 
people wanted paved roads. He asked the Board to stand with the will of the people.  
 
 Cliff Bilyeu discussed why he felt Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) 
116.3103 would not allow the creation of SAD 32. 
 
 Theresa Theiss said Calle De La Plata was paved when she bought her 
property. She understood people wanted their roads paved, but she did not understand 
why she had to pay $26,424 that she could not afford. 
 
 Gary Minor explained why dirt roads were more dangerous than paved 
roads. He noted most of the people opposed to SAD 32 already lived on Calle De La 
Plata, which was paved. 
 
 Connie Minor asked the Board to take note of how many people had 
wanted this for so long. She felt it was a shame a few people had cost everyone thousands 
of dollars when the paving could have already been done when the majority wanted it 
done. She said over 70 percent of the property owners wanted it done even now.  
 
 Dave Cooley advised he had two miles of dirt roads he drove on every 
day. He said his association dues were $922 a year and the worst case scenario was it 
would cost $33 more a month to have paved roads. He felt it was well worth it. 
 
 Mitch Bailey stated he was annoyed everyone was blaming the small 
number of people in opposition to SAD 32 for doing nothing more than exercising their 
legal rights to oppose something. He felt the reason the roads were not paved was not 
because of the opposition, but because things were not right. He said since it was not 
right in the first place, it should have gone away because now everyone was being asked 
to pay twice as much as before. He said the other thing still not right was the County paid 
for paving part of Calle De La Plata and now they are saying they could not afford to 
pave the roads. He asked what made the County think he could afford it. He discussed the 
hatred this issue was causing in the area.  
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 Jerry Casale said he would be a statistic in 38 years along with quite a few 
others, but SAD 32 would better the community. He asked the Board to vote “yes” on 
SAD 32.  
 
 Bruce Taylor said he was a trustee of the Presbytery of Nevada that owned 
four parcels. He discussed the preliminary assessment and the maximum benefit. He said 
the properties were already on a paved street, and he was not sure how SAD 32 would 
benefit the four parcels.   
 
 Jim Anderson said he owned two properties, and he could not afford what 
could potentially be $400 a month for the next 20 years. He felt the County should pay 
for paving the roads because for 32 years he had received little or no benefit from his tax 
dollars. He urged to Board to vote “no” on this issue.  
 
 Robert Marshall said his road was not being paved by this assessment so 
he was getting zero benefit from it. He said the assessment was needed because the roads 
should be paved, but the County had to get the assessment right and not use a broad brush 
to treat everybody the same. He said if the County wanted to get him on board, pave his 
road or cut his parcel out. He stated it was unconstitutional to assess property 
disproportional to the benefit.   
 
 Wes Waltenspiel wondered if the people who said they would not benefit 
would fly in to their properties by helicopter. He said they would have the benefit of the 
paved roads from the freeway to where the dirt started. He requested this be done.  
 
 Laurie Bruce discussed her need for medical treatment due to injuries 
sustained in a fall off her horse, then having the Emergency Medical Technicians 
(EMT’s) refuse to transport her over the dirt roads because of not being sure about the 
extent of her injuries. She said it cost her $5,000 to be transported to the hospital by 
helicopter instead of $500 to be transported by ambulance. She requested the Board 
approve SAD 32. 
 
 Bob Mansfield said SAD 25 was done on the premise that the rest of the 
roads would be paved after the first three miles were done. He stated the next 12 miles 
were in question by people who already lived on paved roads, which had created a big 
divide between neighbors. He asked the Board to vote “yes” and to help with the overlay 
on Calle De La Plata. He said not assessing the POA fee in December would also help.  
 
 Roger White said the time to pave the roads was now while costs were 
down. He stated paved roads were safer to drive on than dirt roads. He felt improving the 
upper roads would also help complete the Spanish Springs water retention project by 
improving drainage. He said he had a 40-acre parcel with tons of decomposed granite that 
he would gladly donate. He felt it was unlikely any other government entities would help 
pay for the paving and the homeowners needed to step up and do it sooner than later.  
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 Dennis Burke was concerned for the safety of the young kids driving the 
dirt roads. He asked the Board to approve SAD 32. 
 
 Wayne Terhune stated he was concerned the price was not fixed. He felt 
the final costs needed to be determined so a more rational discussion could be held. He 
said the economy was bad and people should not have to worry about increased monthly 
payments when they were losing their jobs. He stated paved roads were nice, but this was 
not the right time or the right proposal.  
 
 Howard Lambert said he estimated Washoe County collected more than 
$1 million in property taxes per year from the 506 property owners involved in SAD 32. 
He said for those who lived on dirt roads, their property taxes were not being spent on 
maintaining the roads used most, which was not fair. He stated those lucky enough to live 
on a paved road were paying more than $900 per year in Association dues and probably 
more in the future for maintaining roads they seldom used, which also was not fair. He 
said paving the remaining roads would resolve these two inequities. He stated besides 
having commercial development in Spanish Springs, good community planning required 
the infrastructure of the surrounding residential areas be in place. He said the roads 
should be paved. 
 
 Ed Alexander said everyone stepped up to the plate to have Calle De La 
Plata paved and it amazed him that those who lived off Calle De La Plata did not want to 
step up to the plate to have the rest of the roads paved. He felt there were a lot of fearful 
people out there based on the exorbitant cost proposed by the County. He felt there would 
be a 35 percent reduction of the paving costs, which would drive the assessments down. 
He urged the Board to vote “yes.” 
 
 Fonda Crandall said the roads were unsafe and paving would help to make 
them safer. She took exception regarding the 153 cards that were delivered to the County. 
She felt the votes should have been done directly and not through someone else. She 
requested the roads be paved because rain runoff in the spring caused damage to the 
roads that were not paved.  
 
 Jim Neill said his property was outside the POA. He opposed SAD 32 
because he did not feel he would gain any benefit from it. He hoped there would be 
enough money set aside to maintain the roads properly if the roads were paved.  
 
 Julie Neill said she chose her property because it was not in any situation 
where dues would be collected. She stated the property would not benefit from SAD 32 
and they did not travel the road because it was out of their way and they used Alamosa 
Road. She said she opposed SAD 32.  
 
 Lois Kolbet stated she had two parcels in the Association and three outside 
of it. She said her dues were $100 month. She discussed the factors that could make the 
assessment go lower, and how she felt the dues would go up $33 per month or less. She 
said there were people not in the Association that were currently paying dues, which 
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meant their road was past the Association’s roads. She stated she was one of those 
people, so even if there would not be pavement to her parcel she would be driving on 
more pavement than many other people in the Association.  She calculated to pave all of 
the roads would add 13 miles of paving and would cost twice as much. She said the 
people already on pavement were already paying dues and it would not cost much more 
than the current dues. She noted 260 parcels helped pay for their paving. She asked the 
Board to vote “yes” because she felt paving would provide benefits to everybody. Ms. 
Kolbet placed her analysis of the dues on file with the Clerk. 
 
 Mitch Ziegler stated he was offended by the recess and by the “yes” signs 
people where displaying in the audience. He said he was sick of the few malcontents who 
did not want the roads paved, even as he noted 165 parcel owners voted not to pave the 
roads. He asked if the Board wanted to pretend 165 parcel owners voting “no” did not 
count or that “no” votes should not be counted because they went to a Post Office Box 
even though they were sequestered and brought to County staff where they were counted 
and accepted. He felt this was illegal and what the Board was trying to do was 
unconstitutional because NRS 271 stated there had to be benefit and there was no benefit 
by dues removal. He said this would end up costing money for the lawsuit, which was 
sure to come.  
 
 Dan Fuhrman stated the roads were not paved when people bought their 
property, and he did not understand why it was such a big deal now. He felt most people 
in this economy could not afford this. He said people should have bought in the city if 
they wanted paved roads. 
 
 Terry Bortot read the first four paragraphs from her letter dated October 6, 
2009, which was part of Exhibit A-2 attached to the staff report dated October 13, 2009. 
She noted from what she heard there did appear to be sufficient arguments to support 
more litigation.  
 
 Amy Harvey, County Clerk noted she had a Request to Speak card from 
Cindy White in favor of SAD 32. 
 
 Dave Galleron said even though this would be a hardship, he wanted to 
see the roads paved and the POA dissolved.  
 
 William Van Dyke stated he voted “no” on SAD 32 because he felt the 
County should pay for part of the project. He said he was uncomfortable with the notion 
of someone not saying anything and being shunted into being a “yes” vote. He said if the 
votes were counted of people who actually expressed an option based on calculations 
from the handout given out tonight, the vote would be 157 “yes” and 148 “no” or 51.5 
percent “yes” and 48.5 percent “no.” He said those that did not bother to vote did not 
count, which was normally how it was done in elections.  
 
 Roger Clough stated the nearest paved road would be a mile away from 
his property. He would not receive any benefit regarding the dues because he did not pay 
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dues. He discussed paying $500 a year to keep the roads up and, if half the people who 
paid $500 were assessed, they would not be able to contribute that additional $500. He 
felt this was unfair. He stated he would not go out of his way to use paved roads and most 
of the roads being paved were dead ends.  
 
 Jim Monahan said once Calle De La Plata was paved, he no longer 
received any benefit to paying Association dues or from SAD 32. He felt paying for 
paving the roads needed to be proportional, but what was being proposed was not right.  
 
 There was no response to the call for further public comment. Chairman 
Humke closed the public hearing.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin requested an official summary of the protests and 
support received. Dan St. John, Public Works Director, provided the summary of the 
protests and support for SAD 32 that were received since the period of public input 
started last month. The summary was contained in the staff report dated October 13, 
2009. He said per NRS 271, the 70.2 percent approval included those property owners 
who did not respond. He stated the 393+ comments were broken down into 26 categories, 
as shown on page 2 of the staff report. He noted the top three categories made up almost 
70 percent of all of the comments and the response to the protests started on page 3.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin said there were comments made about Alamosa 
Road and generic comments about some parcels being outside the POA. He asked for an 
explanation on how those properties were included in SAD 32. Walt West, Licensed 
Engineer, said it went back to the scope of the project when the County was approached 
to pave the 12.3 miles of roads, which included a section of Alamosa Road as shown in 
Exhibit C of the staff report. He explained the hired appraiser looked at the properties to 
see if there was a benefit to them and they were included in SAD 32 because there would 
be. 
 
 Commissioner Larkin stated there was a hardship provision in State law. 
Mr. St. John replied that was correct. Commissioner Larkin asked if there was adequate 
noticing about what people had to do to file a hardship application. Mr. St John replied 
there was in accordance to the procedures outlined in statue. He noted only one hardship 
application was received and that application was reviewed by Social Services in 
accordance with the process in place. Commissioner Larkin said out of 506 parcels there 
was only one hardship application. Mr. St. John replied that was correct. Mr. West 
advised several property owners called about the hardship application, but only one 
applied. Commissioner Larkin asked if hardship applications could be filed after tonight 
because there was testimony that there were quite a few people with hardships. Mr. West 
replied none could be filed after tonight. 
 
 Paul Lipparelli, Deputy District Attorney, stated section 3 of the 
Resolution was where the Board could make findings as to any hardship cases. He 
advised a motion by the Board could include APN 076-300-18, which fit into the 
hardship category. He said that meant the property would not pay any principal but only 
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interest and that would remain in place until the property sold or the reason for the 
hardship no longer existed.  
 
 Mr. Lipparelli explained the Board could not go forward with SAD 32 by 
State law if more than 50 percent of the property owners objected, which was the reason 
for wanting to know the number of objectors. He noted the evidence indicated less than 
50 percent of the property owners were opposed to SAD 32. He said it was proper for the 
Board to consider people not wanting paved roads or that people felt paving the roads 
would cost too much.  
 
 Kendra Follet, Swendseid & Stern, advised the Board had to make a 
determination regarding any hardship applications sometime before confirming the 
Assessment Roll, which the Board was doing today. She confirmed there would be no 
other opportunity to consider hardship applications.  
 
 Chairman Humke asked Mr. West what assessment methodology was 
looked at for Zone 1. Mr. West stated it was looked at by grouping parcels in the POA 
that paid annual dues and it was determined that eliminating 30 years of dues would 
result in a present worth value of $28,000. He explained the parcels in Zone 1 received 
that benefit, but there was a grouping in the north section that paid 90 percent of that so 
their benefit was 90 percent of the $28,000. He advised the $28,000 was a calculation of 
the dues starting in 2009, which was escalated at 3.5 percent inflation and discounted at a 
5 percent discount rate to arrive at a $28,000 present worth value. He noted the key 
component of the appraisal study was the appraiser determined there was a market value 
increase of $28,000 due to losing the obligation to pay the Association dues.   
 
 Chairman Humke asked Mr. West if Mr. Brohawn’s presentation made 
sense. Mr. West stated it appeared Mr. Brohawn used a different inflation factor of 2 
percent, which would change the assumptions the County had. He stated he was not sure 
the basis behind the 2 percent, but the County’s inflation rate was based on an historical 
model. Chairman Humke said if he understood Mr. Brohawn’s argument, he was 
suggesting that each property should have an assessment by an appraiser. Mr. West stated 
only those properties outside the Association were looked at by the appraiser to assess 
benefits. He said each individual property within Zone 1 was not looked at. Chairman 
Humke asked Mr. West about the reason for using that methodology for the different 
zones. Mr. West explained the reason was that it provided a uniform benefit across the 
Association.  
 
 Mr. Lipparelli stated because it was promised a lawsuit would follow, he 
felt it might be worth commenting on some of the legal notes made earlier. He advised 
the creation of SAD had already been before the Supreme Court. The Supreme Court 
determined that there was nothing in the record of the Board’s earlier meetings where 
someone had said that there would be special benefits and that the market value increase 
of the tracts of land within the SAD would be directly attributable to the project. He 
stated the appraiser who did the work the first time revised the appraisal, which the Board 
had in their September 9, 2009 meeting packet. On page 7 of the updated appraisal, the 
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following statement was made, “Based upon a review of available data, it is this 
appraiser’s opinion that the subject properties located in the proposed SAD will enjoy a 
market value increase as a result of eliminating dues. It will range from $27,953 to 
$34,893, which will be rounded to $28,000 to $35,000.”  
 
 Mr. Lipparelli stated the basis for the benefit was the elimination of the 
obligation to pay dues and what all property owners in Zone 1 had in common was they 
all paid the same dues. He said when the dues were eliminated, the benefit was not only 
proportional, but was directly proportional to the elimination of the dues and the benefit. 
He advised it was exactly a one-for-one relationship. He said if someone had a large 
parcel that was worth a lot and a neighbor had a small parcel that was worth less, they 
both paid the same dues. When the dues obligation was eliminated, the special benefit 
would be exactly the same. He stated that was not a scheme the County or the property 
owners invented, but was the scheme established by the developer of the project with 
dues being assessed on a per parcel basis. He said if the basis for the SAD was that once 
the roads were paved and they were dedicated to the County, the obligation for 
maintenance would go away and the Association that collected money to pay for 
maintenance went away, then the benefit analysis should be done on the same basis on 
which the obligation was created. He stated that argument was made to the Supreme 
Court and the Supreme Court found nothing improper in using that approach.  
 
 Mr. Lipparelli commented that Zones 2-5, which were outside of the dues 
paying area of the Association, were evaluated by the appraiser. The appraiser looked at 
how the market value increase for those parcels would result from the paving project and 
that analysis was in the initial appraisal included in the Board’s September 8, 2009 
meeting packet.  
 
 Chairman Humke noted the voting method was established in NRS, but 
was that the only method that could be used. Mr. Lipparelli stated NRS 271.305 
contained no provisions for proxies or alternates. He explained it was not really a vote in 
the traditional sense of casting a ballot. He noted what the language said was, “If the 
majority of the property owners to be assessed by a project proposed by the governing 
body object in writing within the time stated, the project must not be acquired or 
approved unless the municipality pays one half or more of the total project costs.” He 
said NRS did not contemplate ballots had to be created or a process had to be established. 
He advised the Provisional Order Resolution that was adopted on September 8, 2009 by 
the Board set forth what property owners should do if they wanted to protest and advised 
when, where, and how to do it.     
 
 Commissioner Larkin stated SAD 32 had a long and sordid history. He 
said there were a variety of individuals with a variety of interests. He said the rules stated 
51 percent of the property owners had to oppose the SAD 32 project. He felt it would be 
difficult for the Commissioners to say no to the supporters of the project that wanted the 
roads paved. He believed the rules were clearly articulated, and he would support the will 
of the people.   
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 Commissioner Larkin explained the hardship case involved an individual 
suffering from an extreme case of cancer, and he felt it was in the best interest of this 
Board to grant that hardship. He was disappointed others had not applied for a hardship 
because he heard considerable discussion at the September 8, 2009 meeting that there 
were hardships. He said quite frankly he expected at least a half a dozen applications.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin said for the opponents of the SAD, he stated he 
would work diligently with this Commission to convince them to allocate some of the 
stimulus bonding capacity. He said he could not promise it would happen, but he would 
work for it.  
 
 Mr. Lipparelli said some notes were made on people’s comments and staff 
was prepared to try and address some of those comments if the Board wanted to hear the 
responses. He pointed out staff had already responded to the written comments, which 
were part of the Board’s packet. He noted NRS did not contemplate a response to every 
single question made at the podium. He said if anything trigged a question, staff would 
address those individually. Chairman Humke said it sounded as if Mr. Lipparelli wanted 
to make a record for what might come after this action. Mr. Lipparelli felt the Board 
would benefit from having the most complete record possible. Chairman Humke said he 
saw no objection to doing that from the Board members.  
 
 Mr. West stated there were comments against the overlay on Calle De La 
Plata. He explained the overlay was a component of the project because there was a 
significant amount of truck traffic on that road. He advised three inches of asphalt was 
not able to withstand that type of loading. He said County Code stated if a project was 
going to use a County road for a construction haul route, the additional traffic would have 
to be mitigated.  
 
 Mr. West said there were many questions regarding parcels on existing 
paving because it was not believed there would be a benefit. Zone 1 would get the benefit 
of the elimination of the Association dues. He said there was also discussion about 
wanting to have the final cost nailed down, but the process did not allow that. He 
explained the SAD had to be established first. He said this Resolution would authorize 
the County to complete the final plans to get final cost estimates and bids.  
 
 Mr. West said it was stated the assessments were not proportional, but that 
was not the case. He advised all assessments were directly proportional to the benefits 
received. He stated there was a comment the appraisal was not available, but it was 
available on the County web site and it was part of the staff report for the September 8, 
2009 meeting. He said regarding the comment that pavement was bladed off, he was not 
aware of where that had been done.  
 
 Ms. Follet stated there was a comment that Association Board members 
could not benefit from a SAD, but NRS 271 states, “Assessments had to be based on the 
benefits received by each parcel,” which was exactly what was happening. 
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 Chairman Humke disclosed he consulted with Mr. Brohawn since the last 
hearing and read a lot of e-mails. He commented there was an action at an earlier 
Commission meeting about how to spend the stimulus funding. He wanted to make it 
clear that it was not a “no” vote in relation to SAD 32, but a vote to put off the decision 
until staff could look at all possible projects and shape the proposal to spend some of the 
stimulus funding. He acknowledged that was a possibility for this project.   
 
 Commissioner Breternitz disclosed he also met with Mr. Brohawn and 
received numerous e-mails, a couple letters, and a couple phone calls in support and in 
opposition of SAD 32.  
 
 Commissioner Weber disclosed she believed she spoke with a few of the 
area’s residents and received e-mails in favor of and against SAD 32. She commented she 
saw neighbors who were divided who need to work together and support each other, 
especially in this economy. She felt it was important that everyone came out to provide 
the Board with their opinions about the SAD, and she thanked them for coming out to 
speak.   
 
09-1080 AGENDA ITEM 42 – SPECIAL ASSESSMENT DISTRICT NO. 32- 

PUBLIC WORKS – RESOLUTION – PUBLIC WORKS 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to approve and authorize Chairman to execute 
a Resolution considering the protests made and hardship applications presented at 
the hearing on the Provisional Order for Washoe County, Nevada, Special 
Assessment District No. 32 (Spanish Springs Valley Ranches Roads); directing that 
the engineer prepare and file a revised and detailed estimate of cost, full and 
detailed final plans and specifications, and a revised map and assessment plat; 
making a finding and determination that a parcel owned by Washoe County being 
Assessor’s Parcel Number 077-230-08 is specially benefitted; and providing the 
effective date hereof.” 
 
 Public comment was taken during the public hearing, which was Agenda 
Item 41. 
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the Resolution for Special 
Assessment District 32 be approved, all protests be disposed of, the hardship application 
be granted for APN 077-230-08, and the Chairman be authorized to execute the 
Resolution for Agenda Item 42. The Resolution for same is attached hereto and made a 
part of the minutes thereof. 
 
09-1081 AGENDA ITEM 43 – REPORTS/UPDATES 
 
Agenda Subject: “Reports/updates from County Commission members concerning 
various boards/commissions they may be a member of or liaison to (these may 
include, but not be limited to, Regional Transportation Commission, Reno-Sparks 
Convention & Visitors Authority, Debt Management Commission, District Board of 
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Health, Truckee Meadows Water Authority, Organizational Effectiveness 
Committee, Investment Management Committee, Citizen Advisory Boards).” 
 
 Chairman Humke discussed attending the October 9, 2009 Truckee 
Meadows Tomorrow bi-annual Accentuate the Positive Award luncheon and the Silver 
Star awards that were presented. He congratulated all 33 Silver Star recipients.  
 
09-1082 AGENDA ITEM 44 
 
Agenda Subject: “Possible Closed Session for the purpose of discussing negotiations 
with Employee Organizations per NRS 288.220.” 
 
 There was no closed session.  
 

COMMUNICATIONS 
 

The following communications and reports were received, duly noted, and 
ordered placed on file with the Clerk: 
 
COMMUNICATIONS: 
 
 Resolutions signed after a finding of conformance with the Truckee Meadows 

Regional Plan: 
 
09-1083 Resolution Adopting the Amended Forest Area Plan (CP05-002), a Part of 

the Washoe County Comprehensive Plan. (BCC Meeting 01/24/2006, 
Agenda Item 16B, 06-134.) 

 
09-1084 Resolution Adopting the Amended Southeast Truckee Meadows Area Plan 

(CP06-006), a Part of the Washoe County Comprehensive Plan. (BCC 
Meeting 02/13/2007, Agenda Item 26, 07-189.) 

 
09-1085 Resolution Adopting the Amended Southeast Truckee Meadows Area Plan 

(CP06-019), a Part of the Washoe County Comprehensive Plan. (BCC 
Meeting 03/27/2007, Agenda Item 22, 07-376.) 

 
09-1086 Resolution Adopting the Amended South Valleys Area Plan (CP05-004), a 

Part of the Washoe County Comprehensive Plan. (BCC Meeting 
08/27/2007, Agenda Item 22, 07-999; and BCC Meeting 10/23/2007, 
Agenda Item 16, 07-1249.) 

 
09-1087 Resolution Adopting the Amended North Valleys Area Plan (CP07-005), a 

Part of the Washoe County Comprehensive Plan. (BCC Meeting 
03/11/2008, Agenda Item 18, 08-220.) 
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09-1088 Resolution Adopting the Amended Southwest Truckee Meadows Area 
Plan (CP07-006), a Part of the Washoe County Comprehensive Plan. 
(BCC Meeting 04/08/2008, Agenda Item 13, 08-309.) 

 
09-1089 Resolution Adopting the Amended Spanish Springs Area Plan (CP08-

002), a Part of the Washoe County Comprehensive Plan. (BCC Meeting 
05/13/2008, Agenda Item 31, 08-463.) 

 
09-1090 Resolution Adopting the Amended South Valleys Area Plan (CP08-001), a 

Part of the Washoe County Comprehensive Plan. (BCC Meeting 
6/10/2008, Agenda Item 27, 08-611; and BCC Meeting 8/26/2008, 
Agenda Item 5B, 08-935.) 

 
09-1091 Resolution Adopting the Amended Spanish Springs Area Plan (CP08-

004), a Part of the Washoe County Comprehensive Plan. (BCC Meeting 
7/22/2008, Agenda Item 36, 08-840.) 

 
09-1092 Resolution Adopting the Amended Housing Element (CP08-003), a Part 

of the Washoe County Comprehensive Plan. (BCC Meeting 7/22/2008, 
Agenda Item 37, 08-841.) 

 
09-1093 Resolution Adopting the Updated Verdi Area Plan (CP06-007), a Part of 

the Washoe County Comprehensive Plan. (BCC Meeting 8/26/2008, 
Agenda Item 23, 08-963.) 

 
09-1094 Resolution Adopting the Amended Spanish Springs Area Plan (CP07-

001), a Part of the Washoe County Comprehensive Plan. (BCC Meeting 
8/26/2008, Agenda Item 24, 08-964.) 

 
09-1095 Resolution Adopting the Updated Population Element (CP06-018), a Part 

of the Washoe County Comprehensive Plan. (BCC Meeting 11/10/2008, 
Agenda Item 18, 08-1204.) 

 
09-1096 Resolution Adopting the Amended South Valleys Area Plan (CP08-005), a 

Part of the Washoe County Comprehensive Plan. (BCC Meeting 
12/9/2008, Agenda Item 24, 08-1285.) 

 
09-1097 Ruby Pipeline LLC, Stakeholder Newsletter for the Third Quarter of 2009. 
 
09-1098 Regulations of the Washoe County District Board of Health Governing 

Food Establishments. (Filed with the County Clerk on September 10, 
2009.)  
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REPORTS – MONTHLY 
 
09-1099 Clerk of the Court, Report of Fee Collections for the month ending August 

31, 2009.  
 
 
REPORTS – QUARTERLY 
 
09-1100 Gerlach General Improvement District, 4th Quarter Economic Report for 

fiscal year 2008/09.  
 
REPORTS – ANNUAL 
 
09-1101 
 Washoe County School District, Amended Final Budget for the fiscal year 

ending June 20, 2010.  
 
 * * * * * * * * * * * 
 
9:15 p.m. There being no further business to come before the Board, on motion by 
Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner Jung, Chairman Humke ordered 
that the meeting be adjourned. 
 
 
 
  _____________________________ 
  DAVID E. HUMKE, Chairman 
  Washoe County Commission 
 
ATTEST:  
 
 
__________________________ 
AMY HARVEY, County Clerk 
and Clerk of the Board of 
County Commissioners 
 
Minutes Prepared by: 
Jan Frazzetta, Deputy County Clerk 
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