
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, WASHOE COUNTY, NEVADA 
 
TUESDAY  2:00 P.M. MAY 26, 2009 
 
PRESENT: 
 

David Humke, Chairman 
Bonnie Weber, Vice Chairperson* 

John Breternitz, Commissioner 
Kitty Jung, Commissioner 
Bob Larkin, Commissioner 

 
Amy Harvey, County Clerk 

John Berkich, Assistant County Manager 
Melanie Foster, Legal Counsel 

 
 The Board convened at 2:00 p.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. 
 
09-529 AGENDA ITEM 3 
 
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 discussed his background and asked that the Sheriff’s Office, 
District Attorney’s Office, and the Judges be given everything they asked for in this 
agenda. 
 
2:04 p.m. Commissioner Weber arrived at the meeting 
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09-530 AGENDA ITEM 4 
 
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.)” 
 
 John Berkich, Assistant County Manager, noted Agenda Item 16, 
Introduction of an Ordinance revising water rates, was pulled from the agenda to hold 
public meetings as directed by the Board.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin requested an update on the Court Master Plan. 
 
 Chairman Humke discussed how the Secretary/Treasurer of a 
condominium development encountered a delay in getting the required County Health 
Department permit for pool drains while trying to get its pool up and running for the 
season. He asked people be patient because staff was working to reduce the backlog.  
 
 CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 Commissioner Larkin asked that Agenda Items 6B(2) and 6K be removed 
from the Consent Agenda for separate discussion. 
 
 Commissioner Breternitz asked that the expected amount of a bid be 
included when there were requests for authorizations to go out to bid.  
 
 Sam Dehne stated he agreed with Commissioner Breternitz that agenda 
items should show any relevant financial figures. 
 
09-531 AGENDA ITEM 6A 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve minutes for the Board of County Commissioners’ 
regular meeting of January 27, 2009 and joint meetings of February 9 and May 11, 
2009.” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6A be approved. 
 
09-532 AGENDA ITEM 6B(1) 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve Interlocal Agreement between the County of Washoe 
and the Washoe County School District for the Joint Use of Professional Services in 
Conjunction with Building Construction, to provide certain construction 
management services for the School District [$50,000 projected increase in 
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revenues]; and if approved, authorize Chairman to execute the Interlocal 
Agreement.  (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6B(1) be 
approved, authorized and executed. The Interlocal Agreement for same is attached hereto 
and made a part of the minutes thereof. 
 
09-533 AGENDA ITEM 6B(3) 
 
Agenda Subject: “Authorize Public Works Department to bid Sparks Library and 
McGee Center/Kids Kottage Parking Lot Repairs and Maintenance Project.  
(Commission Districts 2 and 4.)” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6B(3) be 
authorized. 
 
09-534 AGENDA ITEM 6B(4) 
 
Agenda Subject: “Authorize request to bid for janitorial services for the Washoe 
County Library Group Buildings under one contract.  (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 Regarding Agenda Items 6B(4) and 6B(5), Commissioner Larkin said he 
understood this request would consolidate 41 separate contracts held by seven vendors 
into four categories. Dan St. John, Public Works Director, replied that was correct. 
Commissioner Larkin said he did not see any analysis on what the effect of this 
consolidation would have on competition. Mr. St. John explained the County only used a 
few janitorial service firms even though there were many different contracts, which 
resulted in having many contracts with the same firm and made administration extremely 
inefficient. He said there were systems in place to track costs by building without needing 
separate contracts for each building. 
 
 Mr. St. John discussed the groups and advised the fourth group would be 
open to smaller janitorial firms that might want to compete for some of the County’s 
business. He said staff felt their first priority was to obtain the best possible deal for the 
County and this was the best way to do so while still maintaining some level of 
competition. 
 
 Commissioner Larkin said he agreed with the need for the administrative 
efficiencies, but he requested an eye be kept on the competitive forces to make sure a 
competitor was not excluded because of the groupings. Mr. St. John stated that was why 
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four groupings were decided on instead of a smaller number. He said staff was on the 
same wavelength as Commissioner Larkin.  
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
  
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6B(4) be 
authorized. 
 
09-535 AGENDA ITEM 6B(5) 
 
Agenda Subject: “Authorize request to bid for janitorial services for the Washoe 
County Small Business Groups, each group under one contract.  (All Commission 
Districts.)” 
 
 See the discussion above on Agenda Item 6B(4). 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6B(5) be 
authorized. 
 
09-536 AGENDA ITEM 6B(6) 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve request for Road Division to procure road and drainage 
maintenance materials for Fiscal Year 2009/10 [based on past purchasing activities, 
materials will exceed $50,000 annually]; and if approved, direct Purchasing 
Department to begin procurement process.  (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6B(6) be 
approved and directed. 
 
09-537 AGENDA ITEM 6C(1) 
 
Agenda Subject: “Acknowledge receipt of Truckee River Flood Management 
Project Status Report for April 2009.  (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6C(1) be 
acknowledged. 
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09-538 AGENDA ITEM 6C(2) 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve extension and Amendment No. 1 to the Interlocal 
Agreement (Government Temporary Facility Use Agreement) retroactive October 
1, 2008 and ending April 30, 2010, with an automatic one-year renewal to April 30, 
2011, between the County of Washoe (Owner) and the City of Reno (User) for the 
use of 85 N. Edison Way, Units #7, #8 and #9 as a temporary overflow homeless 
shelter [all utility costs, estimated at $12,000, associated with the use of 85 Edison 
Way during the term of this Amendment No. 1 shall be charged to Cost Center 
185050 - Washoe County Community Support Fund].  (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6C(2) be 
approved. Amendment No. 1 to the Interlocal Agreement for same is attached hereto and 
made a part of the minutes thereof. 
 
09-539 AGENDA ITEM 6D(1) 
 
Agenda Subject: “Authorize Chairman to execute Amendment #1 to the Interlocal 
Contract between Public Agencies: the County of Washoe, Washoe County Sheriff’s 
Office (Forensic Science Division) and the State of Nevada (Department of Public 
Safety, Division of Parole and Probation) for DNA testing of Compact Parole and 
Probation cases (July 1, 2009 through June 30, 2011) [estimated income $150 per 
client].  (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6D(1) be 
authorized and executed. Amendment No. 1 to the Interlocal Contract for same is 
attached hereto and made a part of the minutes thereof. 
 
09-540 AGENDA ITEM 6D(2) 
 
Agenda Subject: “Accept direct grant award [$200,000 - no County match] from 
State of Nevada, Office of Criminal Justice Assistance, Community Orientated 
Policing Grant, Project No. 08-METH-10, supporting “Fight Crime/Invest in Kids” 
by Washoe County’s Sheriff’s Office in collaboration with Washoe County Juvenile 
Services and approve sole source purchase of a Nicolet iN10FTIR Microscope 
System from Thermo Electron North America LLC [$55,543.42]; and if all 
approved, authorize Chairman to execute grant documents and Finance to make 
necessary budget adjustments.  (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 Commissioner Larkin asked Mike Pomi, Juvenile Services Director, to 
report on the effectiveness of the “Fright Crime/ Invest in Kids” program. Valerie Moser, 
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Fiscal Compliance Officer, replied Mr. Pomi would have to report to the granting agency 
on a quarterly basis and that report could also be given to the Board at that time.  
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6D(2) be 
accepted, approved, authorized, and executed. 
 
09-541 AGENDA ITEM 6D(3) 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve Sheriff’s Security Agreement between the County of 
Washoe, Washoe County Sheriff’s Office and Lake Tahoe Shakespeare Festival 
(July 17, 2009 through August 23, 2009), to provide uniformed Deputy Sheriffs for 
security [estimated security costs $10,212 to be paid by the Lake Tahoe Shakespeare 
Festival]; and if approved, authorize Chairman to execute Agreement.  
(Commission District 1.)” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6D(3) be 
approved, authorized, and executed. 
 
09-542 AGENDA ITEM 6D(4) 

Agenda Subject: “Accept Supplemental Grant Award [$3,000 - no County match 
required] from Join Together of Northern Nevada, to cover overtime costs related 
to enforcing underage drinking laws activities, and equipment donation of two 
Lifelock Intoxilyzers [valued @ $340 each]; and if all accepted, direct Finance to 
make necessary budget adjustments.  (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6D(4) be 
accepted and directed. 
 
09-543 AGENDA ITEM 6E 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve and certify budgets and special assessments or tax rates 
for: the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin [$2,500], the Cold Springs Valley 
Groundwater Basin [$3,000], the Honey Lake Valley Groundwater Basin [$2,000], 
the Lemmon Valley Groundwater Basin [$11,000], the Truckee Meadows/Sun 
Valley Groundwater Basin [$35,000] and a tax rate of $0.0004, the Washoe Valley 
Groundwater Basin [$1,957.12] and the Warm Springs Valley Groundwater Basin 
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[$4,818.23] as required by NRS 534.040 to fund the budgets of the water basins and 
distribution systems administered by the State Engineer as requested by Nevada 
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources; and if approved, authorize 
Washoe County Clerk to execute same--Finance.  (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6E be approved, 
certified, authorized and executed. 
 
09-544 AGENDA ITEM 6F 
 
Agenda Subject: “Reappoint Randi Thompson (Commission District 2) to the Reno-
Tahoe Airport Authority, with a term to expire July 1, 2013. (All Commission 
Districts.)” 
 
 In response to the call for public comment, Sam Dehne said he was not 
opposed to this appointment, but he felt someone should be appointed to the Reno-Tahoe 
Airport Authority that had an aviation background. 
 
 Randi Thompson, Reno-Tahoe Airport Authority said Mr. Dehne’s 
aviation background was why the Reno-Tahoe Airport Authority listened to Mr. Dehne 
when it came to aviation issues. She advised she would be back this quarter with an 
update on the airport’s activities. 
 
 Commissioner Breternitz requested an update on the Reno-Tahoe Airport.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6F be approved. 
 
09-545 AGENDA ITEM 6G 
 
Agenda Subject: “Accept 2010 State Emergency Response Commission Grant 
[$33,994]; and if accepted, authorize Chairman to execute a Resolution to subgrant 
funds to other governments and nonprofits which make up the Local Emergency 
Planning Committee (LEPC) and authorize the County Manager, or her designee, 
to sign Contracts and/or Memorandums of Understanding with local LEPC 
members and direct Finance to make appropriate Fiscal Year 2010 budget 
adjustments--Management Services/Emergency Management. (All Commission 
Districts.) 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6G be accepted, 
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authorized, directed, and executed. The Resolution for same is attached hereto and made 
a part of the minutes thereof. 
 
09-546 AGENDA ITEM 6H 
 
Agenda Subject: “Accept donation of MagniSight Explorer MTQ2021SC Closed-
Circuit Television for the Visually Impaired [estimated market value $2,000] from 
Mr. Tony Steiner for use at the Spanish Springs Library--Library.  (Commission 
District 4.)” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 John Berkich, Assistant County Manager, said the County appreciated the 
donation of the equipment by Mr. Tony Steiner, which was the first of its kind to be 
available at the Washoe County libraries. Chairman Humke also thanked Mr. Steiner for 
the donation. 
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6H be accepted. 
 
09-547 AGENDA ITEM 6I(1) 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve roll change requests for adjustment for destruction of 
property, typographical, and clerical errors in the 2008/09, 2007/08, 2006/07, 
2005/06 Personal Property Tax Rolls; and if approved, authorize Chairman to 
execute Order for same [cumulative amount of reduction in tax revenue $82,996.92].  
(All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6I(1) be 
approved, authorized, and executed. 
 
09-548 AGENDA ITEM 6I(2) 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve roll change requests, pursuant to NRS 361.768 and NRS 
361.765, for errors discovered for the 2008/2009, 2007/2008, 2006/2007, secured and 
unsecured tax rolls, as outlined; and if approved, authorize Chairman to execute 
Order for same and direct the Washoe County Treasurer to correct the errors 
[cumulative amount of increase $1,372.03]. (Parcels are in various Commission 
Districts as outlined.)” 
 
 John Berkich, Assistant County Manager, noted there was a request by the 
Assessor’s Office to remove Roll Change Request No. 777F08 from the list. 
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 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6I(2) be 
approved, authorized, executed, and directed with the removal of Roll Change Request 
No. 777F08. 
 
09-549 AGENDA ITEM 6J 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve and authorize Chairman to sign Extension for an 
additional one year (June 1, 2010) of the original Ophir Lakes Subdivision 
Agreement (aka Winters Ranch) which allows with certain exceptions, the property 
owner to submit a tentative map application under the tentative map rules in effect 
at the time the original Agreement was signed (1999), with a finding that an 
extension will provide a significant public benefit if it ultimately facilitates the 
acquisition of the final parcels of the Winters Ranch for public open space--
Community Development.  (Commission District 2.)” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6J be approved, 
authorized, and executed. 
 
09-550 AGENDA ITEM 6L 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve Interlocal Agreement for Division of Water Service 
Areas between the County of Washoe and South Truckee Meadows General 
Improvement District (May 26, 2009 through May 26, 2014); and if approved, 
authorize Chairman to execute Interlocal Agreement--Water Resources.  
(Commission District 2.)” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 6J be approved, 
authorized, and executed. The Interlocal Agreement for same is attached hereto and made 
a part of the minutes thereof. 
 
09-551 AGENDA ITEM 6B(2) 
 
Agenda Subject: “Authorize Public Works Department to bid Longley Lane Public 
Works Administration Building Tenant Improvement Project. (Commission District 
2.)” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
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 Commissioner Larkin explained he did not want any of these type of 
properties coming to the Board in a piecemeal fashion because that would be inefficient 
and would not provide a total look at what was available and what would be the most 
expeditious use of the properties. He requested a listing of all of the properties and a 
generalized strategy on how the properties would be used be brought back to the Board. 
Dan St. John, Public Works Director, said last week a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) was submitted to the Board, which was a start to answering Commissioner 
Larkin’s big picture question. The next step would be to determine how to proceed in 
terms of public presentation and discussion. He assured the Board that with the current 
economic situation, the department heads were looking at their property use and costs. He 
stated the decrease in occupancy was creating opportunities to look at consolidating 
offices into County-owned properties. He stated the Manager’s Office was very involved 
in the process to ensure it was not done in a piecemeal fashion.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin said it was not just County-owned properties, but 
the commercial-rental property in general. He did not want to undercut the local market 
and people would be approaching the County for rentals. He noted rents were falling for 
private commercial properties, and he did not want to be a competitor to those properties. 
He wanted to have coherent strategy in place before moving the chess pieces around and 
it should not take more than 30 days to put together the report and the strategy. Mr. St. 
John said the strategy existed and it was just a matter of reporting to the Board what it 
was.  He advised the County was not looking at taking in private tenants.  
 
 Commissioner Breternitz said he had a different take on this. He said the 
County was able to save $300,000 a year by the Public Works Department reorganizing, 
which was a good thing. He knew some adjustments would have to be made based on 
legislative actions, and he suggested postponing the project until there was a better handle 
on the financial situation. He said it was not a lot of money, but it kept $76,000 in the 
County’s pocket. He felt these types of discretionary items should be looked at very 
closely.  
 
 Commissioner Breternitz made a motion to postpone the project, which 
was seconded by Commissioner Weber.  
 
 Mr. St. John explained the consolidation of administrative personnel in 
four different locations was needed to achieve efficiency in executing service contracts 
and in covering staff absences. He said the Board was informed in February that minor 
tenant improvements would be needed to allow Public Works to consolidate its operation 
into one building at Longley. He said another direct benefit was that the consolidation 
would create space that would allow moving the Sheriff’s South Region Substation to 
one of the spaces now occupied by Public Works administrative staff.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin asked if the motion was an indefinite postponement. 
He felt it should be tied to the underutilization study that would come back to the Board, 
which he believed could be done in 30 days.  
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 Commissioner Breternitz said he could incorporate that into the motion 
even though he was thinking of something longer than that. He stated when this all came 
back the Board, they would have another chance to take a look at it and then make a 
decision. He incorporated into his motion it would be part of the utilization study. 
Commissioner Weber as the seconder agreed.   
 
 On the call for the question, the vote was 5-0 in favor of postponing this 
item and tying it to the utilization study. 
 
09-552 AGENDA ITEM 6K 
 
Agenda Subject: “Approve reclassification requests submitted through the job 
evaluation and classification process--Human Resources. (All Commission 
Districts.)” 
  
 Commissioner Larkin said he was concerned about the full position 
increase from an Account Clerk II to a Sr. Accountant. Rosemary Menard, Water 
Resource Director, said due to changes in the Comptroller’s Office, Water Resources was 
asked to hire either a Senior Accountant or an Accounting Manager to handle some 
Water Resources’ work that was being done in the Comptroller’s Office. She noted the 
reclassified position was vacant and it was felt a Senior Accountant was the right fit. 
Commissioner Larkin indicated that was work shifting from the Controller’s Office, 
which was a General Fund item, to Water Resources during a time when Water 
Resources was asking for a rate increase. He advised he could not support the 
reclassification even though he was not disputing the work was there. 
 
 John Sherman, Finance Director, said the proposed reduction in staff in 
the Comptroller’s Office left that Office without the capacity to do the work necessary for 
the Department of Water Resources. Commissioner Larkin said he could not justify a rate 
increase that would support the establishment of a position in these austere budget times, 
especially while reducing services and increasing rates. He suggested coming back with a 
proposal that could be evaluated that did not do that.  
 
 Commissioner Jung said this would be a way to recruit for a higher level 
of ability to do the job that included recombining some responsibilities. Ms. Menard said 
the Finance group was being restructured and this individual would have a lead role in 
the accounting side. She advised the accounting system was very large and complex 
because of the number of utilities and funds operated, which was part of the justification 
for creating the position.  
 
 Commissioner Weber asked if this position would be an outside 
recruitment. Ms. Menard replied if the position could not be filled internally, an external 
recruitment would then be conducted. Commissioner Weber asked how the position 
could be filled due to all positions being frozen. Ms. Menard said the position was funded 
for the next the fiscal year. 
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 Commissioner Larkin asked Ms. Menard to address the Sr. 
Hydrogeologist position. Ms. Menard said an existing individual working in the Central 
Truckee Meadows Remediation District (CTMRD) would be reclassified to be able to 
manage contracts. She said the position would be funded completely out of the CTMRD.  
 
 Commissioner Breternitz felt that the current incumbent taking on 
additional responsibilities could apply to any number of County employees. He had 
concerns with the fairness of making these kinds of adjustments when almost all 
employees were being asked to do the same thing without going through this process.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin asked if the Hydrogeologist II could do contract 
negotiations or did it have to be a Sr. Hydrogeologist. Ms. Menard said the difference in 
the job classifications was the ability and the authority to manage contracts. 
Commissioner Larkin asked if the Sr. Hydrogeologist position was not filled, who would 
manage the contracts. Ms. Menard replied Chris Benedict, CTMRD Program Manager 
was authorized to manage contracts, which he currently did. She explained staff was 
trying to move away from using so many contractors to provide technical expertise. The 
idea was to use them more strategically and to build on internal capabilities. She 
explained building that internal capacity to plan, manage, and operate the program was a 
very long-term project. She said the program was evolving from being an entirely 
investigatory program designed to figure out what the contamination problem looked 
like, into a program where the investigatory work would continue while evolving into 
programmatic decision making to solve the problem and remediate the contaminated 
ground water. She said this natural evolution required a willingness to staff it in a 
different way. She said as part of the budget process, some General Fund individuals 
were moved into the CTMRD to provide more capability. 
 
 Commissioner Larkin asked how the fees were set for the CTMRD. Ms. 
Menard said they were based on CTMRD boundary and water use, so it was on people’s 
tax bills. Commissioner Larkin said that was a tax increase.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin said he appreciated what Mr. Benedict was being 
asked to do, and he did a stellar job. He stated he was not sure the timing was right to 
approve this and then to turn around and ask the taxpayers to accept a rate increase. Mr. 
Benedict said the program budget held constant for the last six years, so there would be 
no fee increase associated with this. He advised efficiencies were created by 
consolidating services and finding more cost effective ways of getting work done. He 
said the reclassification process was followed and the reclassification was approved. 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the reclassifications requests 
for Agenda Item 6K be denied. 
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 BLOCK VOTE – AGENDA ITEMS 7, 8, 9, 11, AND 15 
 
09-553 AGENDA ITEM 7 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to approval Lease Agreement between the 
County of Washoe and ECOL Partnership for a 48-month term (retroactive May 1, 
2009 through April 30, 2013), for the continuation of occupancy at 250 S. Rock 
Boulevard, #100, by the Registrar of Voters [approximately $262,554 for the term of 
the lease]; and if approved, authorize Chairman to execute Lease Agreement--
Public Works.  (Commission District 2.)” 
 
 Commissioner Breternitz asked if it was a good idea to approve the lease 
for 48 months in case County-owned space would become available. Dan St. John, Public 
Works Director, explained the landlord granted concessions in return for a 48-month 
lease. He reminded the Board all of the County’s leases had a funding out clause, which 
meant the lease would expire if the Board did not fund it, and they all had termination 
clauses. He said this issue would be addressed as part of the overall strategy when Public 
Works comes back in approximately a month to address all of the County’s space.  
 
 Commissioner Weber stated she understood the voting machines required 
the electrical hookups. Chairman Humke commented that the machines’ batteries had to 
be charged constantly to avoid them dying and having to be replaced.  
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner Larkin, 
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 7 be approved, authorized, 
and executed.  
 
09-554 AGENDA ITEM 8 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to accept the following Defense Reutilization 
and Marketing Offices’ (DRMO) items awarded to the Washoe County Sheriff’s 
Office [valued at $$230,165.90]: life preservers and chest medical instruments for 
Search and Rescue, blade rotary wings, fuel and oil kits and dampener flutters to be 
utilized by the Flight Operations Unit (equipment was obtained through the DRMO 
1033 Program from the military at no charge to Washoe County)--Sheriff. (All 
Commission Districts.)” 
 
 Commissioner Larkin thanked the Defense Reutilization and Marketing 
Offices for their contributions to the Sheriff’s Office.  
  
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner Larkin, 
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 8 be accepted.  
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09-555 AGENDA ITEM 9 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to accept grant award [$119,520 - County in-
kind match $23,904] from the State of Nevada Housing Division for the National 
Foreclosure Mitigation Counseling Program Round 2 (retroactive January 1, 2009 
through December 31, 2009); and if accepted, direct Finance to make appropriate 
budget adjustments--Senior Services.  (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner Larkin, 
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 9 be accepted and directed.  
 
09-556 AGENDA ITEM 11 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to approve the budgeted operating expense 
contribution [$121,000 from the General Fund] for continued operation of the 
Sierra Spirit Bus for Fiscal Year July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009; and if approved, 
authorize Chairman to execute Interlocal Agreement between the County of 
Washoe and the Regional Transportation Commission of Washoe County--
Community Development.  (Commission Districts 3 and 5.)” 
 
 Commissioner Jung read an e-mail from Neeroo Manning, Sr. Fiscal 
Analyst, regarding her belief that programs such as the Sierra Spirit Bus should be 
eliminated because eliminating them could prevent some of the layoffs from happening. 
A copy of the e-mail was placed on file with the Clerk.  
 
 Commissioner Weber said she understood the employee’s concern and it 
would be looked into, but the Board needed to move forward with this item. 
 
 Chairman Humke said the Sierra Spirit Bus was a free circulator of people 
that facilitated the movement of citizens and tourists throughout downtown area. He 
advised it allowed citizens to save on commuting costs and was designed to keep tourists 
returning to the area.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner Larkin, 
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 11 be approved, authorized, 
and executed. The Interlocal Agreement for same is attached hereto and made a part of 
the minutes thereof. 
 
 
09-557 AGENDA ITEM 15 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to approve a refund to Montreux Development 
Group, LLC for water connection privilege fees [$675,675 plus accrued interest in 
the approximate amount of $10,000]--Water Resources.  (Commission District 2.)” 
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 There was no public comment on this item.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner Larkin, 
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that Agenda Item 7 be approved.  
 
09-558 AGENDA ITEM 10 
 
Agenda Subject: “Introduction and first reading of an Ordinance amending 
Chapter 5 of the Washoe County Code relating to the operation of the Office of the 
Commissioner of Civil Marriages to provide that said office will operate by 
appointment only as determined by the County Clerk effective July 1, 2009; and 
other matters properly relating thereto (second reading and adoption to be June 9, 
2009 at 6:00 p.m.)--Washoe County Clerk.  (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
  There was no public comment on this item. 
 
 Bill No. 1588, entitled, “AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 5 
OF THE WASHOE COUNTY CODE RELATING TO THE OPERATION OF 
THE OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CIVIL MARRIAGES TO 
PROVIDE THAT SAID OFFICE WILL OPERATE BY APPOINTMENT ONLY 
AS DETERMINED BY THE COUNTY CLERK EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2009; AND 
OTHER MATTERS PROPERLY RELATING THERETO,” was introduced by 
Commissioner Larkin, the title read to the Board and legal notice for final action of 
adoption directed. 
 
09-559 AGENDA ITEM 12 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to approve certain purchasing process 
improvements, including elimination of the requirement for prior Board approval 
to go out for bid or Requests for Proposals; increasing the contracting authority of 
Purchasing and Contracts Administrator to $100,000 (including purely knowledge-
based consulting agreements); and, approve the addition of contract language that 
limits labor rate increases for non-prevailing wage contracts to not exceed that 
approved for County employees under the Washoe County Employees Association 
contract; and if agreed to, direct staff to draft the necessary policies and ordinance 
changes--Finance.  (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 John Sherman, Finance Director, explained the first item would eliminate 
the requirement for prior Board approval to go out for bids and for Request for Proposals 
(RFP’s). He noted the Board had the final authority to accept or reject a proposal or bid.  
 
 Mr. Sherman explained the second item addressed increasing the 
Purchasing and Contracts Administrator’s authority to $100,000 from the current $50,000 
threshold. He advised the competitive process would still be followed for items greater 
than $50,000. He noted this year the Board processed 95 purchase orders between 
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$50,000 and $100,000. He said that represented a significant amount of staff time to 
prepare the items and to attend agenda construction, review and Board meetings. He said 
continuing things the way they were now would impair staff’s ability to do their regular 
work.  
 
 Mr. Sherman said the third item was in response to a Board request that an 
item be brought back that would tie labor rate increases for non-prevailing wage contracts 
to increases that would be no more than what was granted the Washoe County Employees 
Association (WCEA).  
 
 Commissioner Breternitz commented the first item concerned him because 
it could potentially cause contractors to do a lot of work to prepare a bid or an RFP only 
to find out the Board did not want to award the bid or RFP.  
 
 For the second item, Commissioner Breternitz asked why the dollar 
amount for knowledge-based consultant agreements was being raised so radically. He 
acknowledged it would be consistent with other types of awards, but did not understand 
why knowledge-based consultant agreements were not handled the same way to begin 
with. Mr. Sherman stated during earlier discussions regarding raising the dollar amount 
for purchasing requirements from $25,000 to $50,000, there were concerns about 
knowledge-based consultant agreements. He explained the Board decided to apply the 
increase to $50,000 to only tangible items and to consultant agreements that actually 
produced something. He discussed an example of the difficulty in determining what 
knowledge-based contracts actually were, which was why it was suggested there be one 
level for everything. 
 
 Mr. Sherman advised there would still be controls and accountability even 
if the threshold was increased. He said administering knowledge-based versus tangible 
items was more difficult then it appeared it would be initially. He stated from staff’s 
perspective, it would be more efficient to go through the bidding process and submit 
those results to the Board.  He stated he appreciated the amount of time it would take to 
prepare a bid for a large Public Works project, but other projects would be fairly standard 
for companies to respond to, such as outsourcing collections, because of standard 
business practices.  
 
 Commissioner Breternitz said he did not have a problem increasing the 
authority to streamline things or with the non-prevailing wage contract language. He 
preferred knowing about contracts going out to bid or RFP rather then knowing about 
them after the fact. He felt it was important to know what areas the County was looking 
to do work in and what was going on.  
 
 Commissioner Jung stated her issue with Item 2 was the crucial cutoff 
point of $101,000 before the County Manager or Mr. Sherman had the legal jurisdiction 
to execute the contracts. She suggested the Board go with the change, but have the Board 
receive quarterly reports that would outline every purchase or at least the knowledge-
based contracts that were under $100,000. She requested staff come back with some 
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suggestions on how the Board could be kept better informed. She said this also 
piggybacked with her concern about hiring recent retirees or incentative-separators under 
these contracts because of the massive abuse the State found of that happening.  
 
 Commissioner Jung suggested Item 1 could be massaged to eliminate any 
inefficiencies without putting contractors in the position of preparing a bid only to find 
out the Board did not want to do the work. Mr. Sherman explained staff was requesting 
guidance to come back to the Board at some future date. If the Board’s request was to 
have some reporting, particularly on the contracting side of this, staff could generate 
quarterly reports to the Board. He asked the Board to think about what they wanted the 
reporting threshold range to be, because he did not believe they would want to know 
about every $50 purchase order.  
 
 Mr. Breternitz suggested approving the RFP’s and bids prior to them being 
issued, which would mean the Board would be aware of what was going on and would 
better understand the circumstances behind the RFP’s or bids. 
 
 After a discussion with the Acting Purchasing and Contracts 
Administrator, Mr. Sherman said if RFP’s or bids were brought to the Board for approval 
for amounts between $50,000 and $100,000 and the Purchasing and Contracts 
Administrator was granted approval on $100,000 or less, the Board would be made aware 
of what was being done and the price range. He stated once the RFP or bid came back, it 
could then be approved if it was under $100,000. He advised there would also be 
quarterly reports to the Board on those RFP’s and bids and those over $100,000 would 
come back to the Board for approval. Commissioner Breternitz said it was important for 
him to know about the bids and RFP’s, but once the Board knew about them they should 
be awarded.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Breternitz, seconded by Commissioner Jung, 
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the Purchasing and Contract 
Administrator’s authority be increased to $100,000, including knowledge-based 
consultant agreements. It was also ordered that the contract language that limits labor rate 
increases for non-prevailing wage contracts to not exceed that approved for County 
employees under the Washoe County Employees Association contract be approved. It 
was also ordered that contracts in the amounts from $50,000 to $100,000 and above 
$100,000 come before the Commission for prior approval before going out to bid. 
 
09-560 AGENDA ITEM 13 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation that the Board of County Commissioners 
provide direction for creation of an Other Postemployment Benefits Trust 
including: 1) Seek an opinion from the Washoe County District Attorney that 
investments of the trust in the Retirement Benefits Investment Fund will not violate 
the provisions of Section 10 of Article 8 of the Constitution of the State of Nevada, 
which prohibits local governments from investing in stocks; 2) Work with the 
Retirement Benefit Investment Board to develop an agreement for management of 
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the investment of the irrevocable trust assets; 3) Solicit applicants to be appointed as 
the board of trustees, which must include at least three but not more than five 
persons, including: a) One or more persons who each have a combination of 
education and experience in finance or economics that totals 5 years or more, b) A 
public officer or employee of the local government who manages the fiscal affairs; 
and c) A beneficiary of the benefits plan of the local government; and, 4) Complete 
the drafting of the trust document for Board approval--Finance.  (All Commission 
Districts.)” 
 
 John Sherman, Finance Director, discussed the background of this item as 
contained in the staff report dated May 6, 2009. He advised staff was asking direction on 
creating the trust and how the trust assets should be invested. He discussed the two 
primary options available if the Board wanted to create a trust, which were shown on 
page 3 of the staff report. He also discussed each option’s fiscal impact, rate of return and 
required annual contribution. He indicated the amount the County put into its budget was 
the current cost of the County’s liability or what was accrued this year. It did not reach 
back in time to capture all of the unpaid liability and amortize that going into the future. 
He said adding those two pieces together made up the annual required contribution 
amount.   
 
 Mr. Sherman advised staff was recommending going with Option 1. He 
said there was $57 million in the County’s internal fund at the end of last year that would 
be put into the irrevocable trust and there would be $62 million in that fund at the end of 
the current year. He explained there would be another $14 million transferred into the 
fund, based on the adopted budget.  
 
 Commissioner Breternitz asked if an opinion would still be required if the 
Board went with Option 1. Mr. Sherman explained if the Board desired to invest the 
funds with the State Public Employees Retirement System (PERS) Retirement Benefit 
Investment Fund (RBIF), the requirement was that the District Attorney render an 
opinion that the investment of the trust funds in that was constitutional. He said an 
opinion would not be required if the Board limited the investments into those currently 
authorized, such as fixed income securities with maturities of 10 years or less.  
 
 Mr. Sherman indicated the key was asset allocation, which the PERS 
Board seemed to be astute in doing. He noted the last time he looked at their portfolio it 
did not seem to be heavily weighted in stocks, but was a balanced portfolio.  
 
 Chairman Humke asked if the RBIF was the fund the State recently swept. 
Mr. Sherman replied that fund was an investment pool managed by the State Treasurer 
for local governments and not the RBIF. He said whether the County did the trust or used 
the RBIF, nobody could get their hands on the money. The key legal point was this would 
no longer be the local governments’ money or the citizen’s money, but was the 
beneficiaries’ money.  
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 Commissioner Larkin stated the difference between the $19 million and 
the $25 million annual required contribution would be a savings of almost $188 million 
over 30 years. He noted local taxpayers would not have to contribute that $188 million 
provided the County could have faith in the RBIF because it seemed the Legislature 
could change any fees or contracts it wanted. Even so, he believed adequate precedent 
had been set to protect these beneficiary funds that would make changes difficult down 
the road. Mr. Sherman agreed it was a significant savings and being able to invest in a 
broader portfolio would give higher rate of return over the long term.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin said the County needed to look beyond the 
traditional 10-year view in Option 2, which was the short-term view and could contain 
significant market fluctuations. He noted Option 2 placed the responsibility within the 
group of individuals to manage the funds and was why the level of education and 
experience was required for the trustees as shown in 3.a.  
 
 In response to a question by Commissioner Larkin about the PERS 
management, Mr. Sherman explained PERS had a Chief Executive Officer (CEO), 
Operations Manager, an Investment Manager and a Board of Trustees who represented 
those individuals whose pensions were managed by PERS. That included representatives 
from labor, his counterpart from Clark County, and some outside investment expertise. 
Commissioner Larkin asked if management was turned over to PERS, would the County 
still have a Board of Trustees that would interface with PERS. Mr. Sherman replied that 
was correct, but the County Commission would be making the decisions on the amount 
of money to put into the fund and how much needed to be taken out each year to pay for 
retiree benefits. He noted the Board of Trustees would not have that much to do if the 
RBIF option was picked, but they would play an administrative role and would be the 
interface between the RBIF Investment Manager and the County.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin said applicants would be needed regardless of 
which option was chosen and a decision could be made later on whether or not it would 
be three or five trustees. He asked if there would be any harm in seeking an opinion even 
if Option 2 was chosen. Mr. Sherman replied that could be done, but he was seeking 
guidance on whether the Board wanted to do Option 1 or Option 2 because the trust 
documents would have to be prepared. Commissioner Larkin indicted he wanted the 
District Attorney’s opinion before making a decision, but staff should move forward on 
soliciting applicants for the Board of Trustees. Mr. Sherman agreed he could concurrently 
look for applicants while the Board waited for the District Attorney’s opinion. He could 
also work with RPIF staff on the tentative agreement so, if the District Attorney said 
Option 1 was constitutional, he could come back to the Board with the package.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Larkin, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried, it was ordered that the District Attorney’s opinion 
be solicited regarding the legality of investing in the RBIF, specifically would it violate 
the provisions of Section 10, Article 8 of the Nevada Constitution, which prohibited local 
governments from investing in stocks. It was also ordered that the Finance Director not 
be discouraged in beginning work with the Retirement Benefit Investment Board and that 
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staff move forward with soliciting up to five persons that would be members of the Board 
of Trustees. It was further ordered that the opinion, the preliminary work documents, and 
the names of the nominees to the Board of Trustees be brought back to the Board of 
County Commissioners at the first opportunity to do so.  
 
09-561 AGENDA ITEM 14 
 
Agenda Subject: “Recommendation to approve Fiscal Year 2010 renewal of 
contracts and service agreements above $50,000 to be approved as a group by the 
Board of County Commissioners and authorize the Purchasing and Contracts 
Administrator sign the contract renewals, as they come due, with approval from the 
District Attorney, Budget Office and Risk Management when necessary [total not to 
exceed $2,156,700]: American Fiber Systems [$64,800 - T1 Service]; Ariston 
Consulting & Technologies [$55,000 - renewal of SAP Financial Software System 
Software Maintenance Agreement]; AT&T [$650,000 - pre-encumber E911 CAMA 
Trunk; ANI/ALI; Router; phone lines; monthly invoices]; AT&T ILEC [$120,000 - 
renewal of Washoe County’s Centrex Phone Service, 800 lines]; AT&T Mobility 
[$150,000 - renewal of E911 System Hardware/Software Service Contract]; Data 
Information Management Systems [$69,500 - renewal of Election Software System 
Software Maintenance Agreement]; ESRI [$58,200 -renewal of GIS Software 
Maintenance Agreement]; EPI-USE America, Inc. [$115,000 - renewal of SAP 
Financial Software System Software Maintenance Agreement]; High Sierra 
Communications [$62,000 - renewal of leases for three Washoe County 800MHz 
sites and a DS1 Data circuit]; M/A Com Inc. [$95,000 - renewal of Washoe County’s 
800MHz Regional Communications System Software Maintenance Agreement]; 
Manatron [$182,700 - first year Software Maintenance Agreement for the 
Treasurer’s Manatron Tax System software]; Reno, City of [$250,000 - renewal of 
reimbursement of salaries for three City of Reno Geographic Information Systems 
staff that service the E911 system, per interlocal agreement]; SAP [$284,500 - 
renewal of SAP Financial Software System Software Maintenance Agreement]--
Technology Services.  (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 Commissioner Larkin stated he had a problem approving the SAP contract 
because he thought the County was spending too much money on it. He stated he could 
not understand why off-the-shelf components could not be used for parts of the financial 
software package. Cory Casazza, Technology Services Chief Information Management 
Officer, explained it was the utility billing, payroll financial accounting and budget 
system software, pretty much all of the software that runs the enterprise for the County. 
He noted such software would be very expensive regardless of the vendor.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin stated he was not convinced that serious 
negotiations were held to try and bring the price down. Mr. Casazza advised a significant 
amount of staff time was spent negotiating with all of the software vendors and most 
reduced their costs 5-7 percent. Commissioner Larkin felt this vendor knew the County 
bought into this enterprise system and they were taking the County for a ride. Mr. 
Casazza said he did not know what alternative there was. Commissioner Larkin said SAP 
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software might need to be evaluated. Mr. Casazza explained staff was evaluating other 
vendors, but there was no time to implement a new system by the time this contract 
expired on July 1, 2009. 
 
 John Berkich, Assistant County Manager, stated the renewal of the 
contract would protect the big investment in County’s ERP system, which was the 
backbone of County’s reporting systems. He noted this contract renewal was part of the 
long-term agreement made six years ago with SAP. He said every software package 
would have an annual maintenance agreement consummate with its size and would be 
consummate with other such systems in the public or private setting. Commissioner 
Larkin understood, but he was not interested in any other public or private setting. He 
said he was interested in making sure the taxpayers of Washoe County were getting the 
best bang for the buck, and he was not impressed with the system the County had.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Jung, seconded by Commissioner Breternitz, 
which motion duly carried it was ordered that Agenda 14 be approved and authorized. 
 
09-562 AGENDA ITEM 17 
 
Agenda Subject: “Discussion and possible direction to staff regarding a proposed 
amendment to the Truckee Meadows Regional Plan to modify the boundaries of or 
eliminate the Reno-Stead Joint Corridor Plan (requested by Commissioner Weber)-
-Community Development.  (Commission  Districts 3 and 5)” 
 
 Adrian Freund, Community Development Director, advised the Reno City 
Council initiated a possible amendment to the Reno-Stead Joint Corridor Plan in March 
2009 to modify the boundaries or eliminate the Joint Plan. He said in June at the Regional 
Planning Commission (RPC) meeting and in July at the Regional Planning Governing 
Board (RPGB) meeting, there would be an item to consider modification of the 
boundaries or the elimination of the Reno-Stead Joint Corridor Plan (Joint Plan). He 
discussed the process to amend the Joint Plan under Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) 278 
and the previous amendments to the Joint Plan.    
 
 Mr. Freund said there was a concern that the most recent amendments to 
the Joint Plan might be out of conformance with the Regional Plan if the boundaries of 
the Joint Plan were not amended to reflect the modifications and amendments done over 
the last several years. He believed Regional Plan conformance with the latest 
amendments should not be an issue because the differences in the boundaries were 
resolved with the City of Reno and Regional Planning staff. He advised the City of Reno 
explored further modifications to the Joint Plan’s boundaries and indicated a preference 
to eliminate the Joint Plan. He noted the Joint Plan was viewed by the community as an 
opportunity for full involvement in any changes that would take place in this area. He 
said at the May 11, 2009 joint meeting, the planning directors were directed to discuss 
some amendments to the Joint Plan. He discussed the amendment to the boundaries he 
brought forward and that no consensus was reached. He said this was before the Board so 
staff would have direction before going into discussions with Regional Planning staff.  
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 Mr. Freund said the Citizen Advisory Board’s (CAB’s) had looked at the 
issue of modifying or eliminating the Joint Plan and generally there were objections from 
the community to eliminating the Joint Plan. He noted most of the amendments to the 
Joint Plan were approved even though the process was cumbersome. He also noted it was 
felt by Washoe County citizens that the requirement that the City of Reno and the County 
provide notice of any amendments to the affected residents was a beneficial attribute of 
the Joint Plan. 
 
 Commissioner Weber said this had been an issue for some time, and the 
Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency (TMRPA) had asked Washoe County and 
the City of Reno to work together to change the boundaries. Mr. Freund agreed and noted 
the latest set of amendments had raised the issue of possibly eliminating the Joint Plan. 
He said it was briefly discussed during the 2007 Regional Plan Update, but was retained 
in the Update.  
 
 Commissioner Weber noted the City of Reno voted to delete the 
boundaries. Mr. Freund replied that was correct. Commissioner Weber said Rosanna 
Coombes, TMRPA Director, indicated this was an issue for the last two years. Mr. 
Freund said Ms. Coombes asked all parties to provide input into the process, and he felt 
she would be seeking consensus on a modification going forward.   
 
 Mr. Freund explained the amendments to the Joint Plan since 2002 had 
been relatively few, but each amendment required a joint Planning Commission meeting 
and a joint Commission and City Council meeting to adopt the amendments. He felt the 
issues were the processing time required and the Joint Plan not being routinely updated. 
He noted some of its policies were outdated and there was now the issue of North 
Virginia Oriented Development (TOD) Corridor needing to be moved out of these 
boundaries. He said staff had volunteered to attempt to update the policies in the Joint 
Plan to reflect everybody’s adopted Master Plans, which was felt could be done fairly 
easily. Commissioner Weber agreed the processing time was an issue. She felt when the 
Regional Plan Update was adopted, everyone was together and there should be no 
surprises now about what was before the Board; so she asked why the City of Reno felt it 
should be deleted. She stated the citizens of unincorporated Washoe County, especially 
those in the North Valleys, needed the protection of the boundaries and the mandate that 
they be involved in the process. Mr. Freund reiterated its elimination was discussed, but 
not extensively, during the Regional Plan Update. He said during staff-level negotiations 
and during the technical advisory committee meetings, no agreement was reached to 
eliminate the Joint Plan so it remained in the 2007 Regional Plan Update.   
 
 Commissioner Weber said Dwight Dortch, City of Reno Councilmember, 
and John Hester, City of Reno Community Development Director, asked her what her 
position was on eliminating the Joint Plan. She said one of the issues was there needed to 
be an opportunity to notice people and noticing should be expanded for the 
unincorporated areas. She agreed developers should not have to go through this long 
process, but everyone needed the opportunity to provide their input. She stated if that all 
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could be brought together, then there could be discussions about eliminating the Joint 
Plan. Mr. Freund explained the process was a byproduct of Statute. He said County staff 
favored a methodical process for updating the Joint Plan and bringing it into line with all 
of the adopted Master Plans and popping out things like the TOD Corridor. He stated that 
was somewhat at odds with the direction being taken, but it could take a different 
direction as it moved forward.  
 
 Commissioner Weber advised she was not in favor of eliminating the Joint 
Plan at this time, which went against what the City of Reno supported. 
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner Jung, 
which motion duly carried, it was ordered that staff work with TMRPA and the City of 
Reno to change boundaries, which could include or eliminate a portion of the TOD 
Corridor if necessary, but not to eliminate the Reno-Stead Joint Corridor Plan. It was 
further ordered that the result of that work be brought back to the Board.  
 
09-563 AGENDA ITEM 18 
 
Agenda Subject: “Discussion and direction to staff regarding legislation or 
legislative issues proposed by legislators, by Washoe County or by other entities 
permitted by the Nevada State Legislature to submit bill draft requests, or such 
legislative issues as may be deemed by the Chair or the Board to be of critical 
significance to Washoe County--Government Affairs.  (All Commission Districts.)” 
 
 John Slaughter, Management Services Director, discussed the bills of 
primary interest to the County as provided in the May 20, 2009 Legislative Tracking 
Report. 
 
 Commissioner Weber asked if the bill for changing the Primary Election 
date passed. Mr. Slaughter replied it did, but he was not sure it was signed by the 
Governor yet. Most counties supported the bill, but Washoe County did not because it 
moved the Primary Election into this fiscal year.  
 
 Commissioner Jung read a proposed resolution regarding renewable 
energy and job creation, which was placed on file with the Clerk. She requested the 
Resolution be adopted. Melanie Foster, Legal Counsel, said the Board could adopt a 
resolution supporting the pieces of legislation that would further these policies and goals. 
If the Board felt the Resolution was too broad and went further than that, then she would 
recommend it be agendized for Board action in June. Commissioner Jung said the 
legislative session would be over in June.  
 
 Chairman Humke asked if the two pieces of legislation mentioned in the 
Resolution were still pending. John Berkich, Assistant County Manager, replied SB358 
had passed both houses and was on to the Governor for his signature and SB152 was still 
pending. 
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 Chairman Humke noted the Resolution was specific and detailed. Ms. 
Foster said she advised Mr. Berkich yesterday that the Commissioners were free to take 
positions on pending legislation, which was why this item was written the way it was. 
She stated she was not comfortable with, and it appeared Commissioner Jung’s 
colleagues were not either, with taking a broad policy stance regarding certain kinds of 
energy sources that would better be done under a very specific item. She stated that 
would allow members of the public who had the same interests to comment on and 
contribute to the Board’s action. She said the Resolution could be edited to be nothing 
more than support for two pieces of pending legislation.  
 
 Chairman Humke asked if the Board had done Resolutions of support for 
other pieces of legislation. Mr. Slaughter stated he did not recall doing that, but the Board 
provided comments and other types of support on specific pieces of legislation.  
 
 Commissioner Larkin said the Board was starting to deliberate on an item 
that was not agendized. Ms. Foster advised the Commission could appropriately take 
positions of support on the two pending pieces of legislation by a simple motion, which 
was what the Commission routinely did on legislative matters.  
 
 Commissioner Jung said she was looking for a Countywide ceremonial 
way to support the bills. She suggested bringing this back and having all of the 
Commissioners weigh in on it. Chairman Humke suggested there could be a celebratory 
resolution after the legislative session was over should the bills pass.  
 
 Mr. Slaughter said he would compile a detailed report of legislation 
affecting Washoe County. Chairman Humke asked if there was talk of having a special 
session. Mr. Slaughter felt it looked good that the session would be completed a week 
from today and a special session would not be required to complete the business at hand.  
 
4:50 p.m.  The Board recessed  
 
6:02 p.m.  The Board reconvened with Commissioner Jung absent. 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
09-564 AGENDA ITEM 19 
 
Agenda Subject: “Second reading and adoption of an Ordinance pursuant to 
Nevada Revised Statutes 278.0201 through 278.0207 approving Development 
Agreement Case No. DA09-004 for Tentative Subdivision Map Case No. TM05-011 
for Ladera Ranch as previously approved by the Washoe County Planning 
Commission, the purpose of the agreement being to extend map approval until July 
5, 2010 with a possible second extension until July 5, 2011. (Bill No. 1584); and if 
adopted, authorize Chairman to execute Development Agreement between the 
County of Washoe and Ladera Ranch 390, LLC--Community Development.  
(Commission District 5.)” 
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6:03 p.m. Chairman Humke opened the public hearing.   
 
 There being no response to the call for public comment, Chairman Humke 
closed the public hearing.  
 
 On motion by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner 
Breternitz, which motion duly carried with Commissioner Jung absent, it was ordered 
that Ordinance No. 1406, Bill No. 1584 entitled, “AN ORDINANCE PURSUANT TO 
NEVADA REVISED STATUTES 278.0201 THROUGH 278.0207 APPROVING 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT CASE NO. DA09-004 FOR TENTATIVE 
SUBDIVISION MAP CASE NO. TM05-011 FOR LADERA RANCH AS 
PREVIOUSLY APPROVED BY THE WASHOE COUNTY PLANNING 
COMMISSION, THE PURPOSE OF THE AGREEMENT BEING TO EXTEND 
MAP APPROVAL UNTIL JULY 5, 2010 WITH A POSSIBLE SECOND 
EXTENSION UNTIL JULY 5, 2011,” be approved, adopted and published in 
accordance with NRS 244.100. It was also ordered that the Development Agreement be 
authorized and executed.  
 
09-565 AGENDA ITEM 20 
 
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 
Health, Truckee Meadows Water Authority, Organizational Effectiveness 
Committee, Investment Management Committee, Citizen Advisory Boards).” 
 
 Commissioner Breternitz stated he would be attending the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency (TRPA) Board meeting during the next two days and would be out of 
the office. 
 
 Commissioner Weber said she requested the Sierra Sage contract 
extension be extended one more month and had not heard back regarding that extension. 
John Berkich, Assistant County Manager, replied that would be looked into.   
 
 Commissioner Weber noted she would be hosting 29 students from Ester 
Bennett Elementary School in the Commission Chambers tomorrow, and she invited the 
other Commissioners to stop by. She stated she would not be attending the Regional 
Planning Governing Board (RPGB) meeting on the second Thursday in June, and she 
requested Chairman Humke or Commissioner Jung fill in for her.  
 
09-566 AGENDA ITEM 21 
 
Agenda Subject: “Possible Closed Session for the purpose of discussing negotiations 
with Employee Organizations per NRS 288.220.” 
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 There was no closed session. 
 
 * * * * * * * * * * * 
 
6:08 p.m. There being no further business to come before the Board, on motion by 
Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner Larkin, which motion duly carried 
with Commissioner Jung absent, it was 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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