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Issue 4: Capital
Improvement Plan

The City has a Capital Improvement
Plan for its infrasiructure. This five-
year plan is reviewed and updated an-
nually by the City Council. Thisallows
for changes in revenue and expenditure
patterns and changes in priorities. The
Capital Improvement Plan process “...
provides order and continuity to the
repair, replacement, construction or
expansion of the City’s capital assets.™
The five-year Capital Improvement
Program is published and adopted an-
nually in a separate document.

Capital expenditures are defined by
the City as:

any undertaking or any physical
improvement to land, provided the
title will rest with the City of Las
Vegas and the project has an esti-
mated useful life in excess of five
years and an estimated cost in ex-
cess of $20,000.1°

These expenditures compete for afinite
supply of funds. Other funding re-
quirements of the City include opera-
tions, maintenance, personnel and
contracted services. Therefore, capital
improvement decisions affect the
availability (timing and dollars) of
monies to support growth. Again, these
are related to the land uses of the ap-
proved General Plan.

The Capital Improvement Plan includes
undertakings “to construct, renovate,
improve...” An interpretation of that
phraseisa prioritization of construction
of new facilities to support growth, to
reduce existing deficiencies, or to re-
main abreast of replacement require-
ments. The competition for fiscal re-
sources requires a coordinated inven-
tory of information about existing de-
velopment, approved development
(developing and unbuilt) andapproved
land uses in order to ascertain whether
the City can fund or require funding of

capital improvements budgets.

Capital expenditures should be ana-
lyzed by budget item categories such
as “new growth” or “rehabilitation”.
These categories can allow the City to
regularly and promptly review the al-
location of monies by category and by
geographical area. A further com-
parison can then be made between costs
required to support these categories
and their relationship to approved land
use and development plans. At the
very least, an appreciation of fiscal
realities can be balanced against the
health, safety and welfare issues aris-
ing in the daily political forum.
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4A.3 Goal, Objectives, Policies, and Programs

The following hierarchy of the overall Goal, and supporting Objectives, Policies and Programs, reflect applicable “actions”
of the “Las Vegas 2000 and Beyond” citizen’s strategic planning program, and subsequent review by the General Plan
Citizens Advisory Committee of the 1985 General Plan Goals, Objectives, Policies and Programs, revised to address current
conditions and issues.

GOAL: Provide efficient and cost-effective wastewater collection and treatment to support land use and conserve
resources.

Objective A: Develop a method for analyzing the effects of development proposals on the resources of the City.

Policy A1: AdoptaSewer Collection and Treatment System Master Plan, which shall reflect the effects of projected
growth in the land use portion of the adopted General Plan.

Program A1.1: Develop and recommend for adoption by City Council, a Sewer Collection and Treatment
System Master Plan for the City.

Program Al.2: Review the Sewer Collection and Treatment System Master Plan and affected capital
improvement programs annually, with a complete update of this Plan every five years from 1993,

Policy A2; Size sewer collection line extensions to accommodate designated development densities shown in the
adopted Future Land Use Map, Sewer Collection and Treatment System Master Plan and in accordance with
standard engineering design practice.

Program A2.1: Update and maintain accurate sewer district maps.
Program A2.2: Continue to monitor and record existing sewer line flows and capacities.

Program A2.3: Prepare and adopt 5, 15 and 25 year Sewer Collection and Treatment System Master plans that
conform to adopted General Plan land use maps and text.

Policy A3: Establish an equivalent level of service for the various major categories of land use in order to measure
the effects of development proposals on the wastewater systems.

Program A3.1: Establish a quantitative service standard for measuring a level of service for use by the City,
developers and other entities.

Program A3.2: Monitor and annually update this standard, in order to assure that it is realistic and measures
the consumption of resources.

Policy Ad: Develop a process to set priorities which determines the order of funding for wastewater systems.

Program Ad.1: Develop and implement a capital programming priority process to incorporate, at a minimum,
the following:
a. Projects directly related to protecting the public health, safety and welfare, such as new facilities
that reduce or eliminate deficient systems.
b. Repair and rehabilitation of existing systems.
c. Infill
d. New facilities needed to serve the City in the next five years.

Program A4.2: Code the capital budget to show the number and value of expenditures of the projects in Program Al.1.

Policy A5: Annually evaluate, adopt and publish sewer fees to reflect the costs of capital investment, operations,
maintenance, rehabilitation and expected growth.
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Program AS5.1: Develop and adopt a strategy for allocating costs to fees. Fees may be generated by, but not
limited to, the following: monthly rates, special improvement districts, developer fees, sanitation funds, or a
combination of the above.

- Objective B: Review and develop standards for the timing and allocation of City resources which support land development
and growth.

Policy B1: Review the existing interlocal agreement between the City and North Las Vegas in light of wastewater
services provided to development by North Las Vegas.

Program B1.1: Initiate formal communication with the City of North Las Vegas to determine and regularly
monitor their expected development as proposed by their adopted Master Plan.

Program B1.2: Evaluate the effects of the above proposed development on the capacity of the City wastewater
collection and treatment system,

Program B1.3: Initiate an interlocal agreement which prohibits North Las Vegas from extending sanitary
sewer lines into other jurisdictions, including the City of Las Vegas and areas likely to be annexed into the City.

Policy B2: Review the “growth line” concept and possibly establish a service area boundary which is related to the
adopted land use plan map.

Program B2.1: Determine whether a service area boundary which reflects the effects of growth caused by
traffic, sewer and water availability, is necessary to monitor and manage the growth of the City.

Program B2.2: Modify the adopted General Plan land use element map to reflect any adopted service boundary
and any necessary changes in the adopted land use map or plan text.

Objective C: Conserve potable water and maintain an adequate return flow credit to the Colorado River.

Policy C1: Investigate the feasibility for requiring wastewater treatment and collection within development, in order
to provide for on-site irrigation or resale to other users in remote areas.

Program C1.1: Determine, inventory and evaluate the need for irrigation of existing and proposed public and
other facilities located in areas not yet served by the City wastewater collection system.

Program C1.2: Determine if the City should construct and operate a wastewater treatment plant in areas not
yet served by the existing wastewater system in order to provide water for reuse in irrigation, firefighting and
resale, thereby reducing potable water consumption.

Policy C2: Inorder to assure the maximum return flow credits to the River, support the reduction of primary permits
which allocate amounts of returned water from the Las Vegas Wash to other uses.

e e e s e S|
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4A.4 Evaluation and Implementation Matrix

The following Sewer Collection and Treatment System Evaluation and Imple-
mentation Matrix (EIM - see next page) was prepared as a measurable summary
of the above Sewer Collection and Treatment Policies and Programs. The EIM is
to be used:

« as a method of measuring the implementation progress of the General Plan

 asabudgeting document for specific Sewer Collection and Treatment System
programs

« as a tool for further developing work programs

The following abbreviations apply to the Evaluation and Implementation Matrix

City Departments

CA City Attorney

CM City Manager

Cp Community Planning &
Development

FN Finance

PW Public Works

Other Agencies/Jurisdictions

SNWA Southern Nevada Water
Authority
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4B. Water Distribution
System

4B.1 Background

Water Supplies and Uses

Water in Las Vegas comes from two
sources: Surface water and ground-
water. Rainfallin the Las Vegas valley
is approximately four inches annually.
About 30,000 acre feet per year (AFY)
is naturally recharged into the ground-
water system but that is the result of
snow, not the annual rainfall. The
major uses of water are for irrigation,
municipal and industrial applications.!
In 1989, inthe Las Vegas Valley Water
District service area, residential uses
consumed 64% of the water.

The City of Las Vegas is supplied
water by the Las Vegas Valley Water
District. Also, small areas of Las Ve-
gas are served by North Las Vegas.
The City of Las Vegas does not operate
its own municipal water supply, which
reduces its direct control over the tim-
ing or distribution of water.

The District is a quasi-municipal cor-
poration which was created in 1947 by
a special legislative act (Chapter 167,
Nevada Revised Statutes). Per statute,
the District administers and operates
the Southern Nevada Water System
(SNWS). The SNWS treats and de-
livers water from the Colorado River
for distribution by the District to the
City and parts of the County. The
maximum allocation currently avail-
abletothe users of the SNWS is 299,000
acre feet per year (AFY). SNWS users
are the following: Boulder City,
Henderson, Las Vegas Valley Water
District, Nellis Air Force Base and
North Las Vegas. (Map 2)

The goals of the District are to provide
and distribute water from Lake Mead
and to properly manage and conserve
water. These goals are to be accom-
plished in a cooperative manner with

other entities.

In achieving these goals, the District
has two roles. The first role is to
operate and maintain the SNWS forall
system users. The Southern Nevada
Water System consists of the Alfred
Merritt Smith Treatment Plant and the
Robert B. Griffith Water Project. The
Project includes the water pumping
and distribution system. The second
role is that the District operates an
array of facilities to provide service to
Las Vegas and unincorporated Clark
County. Map 2 shows the location of
existing and proposed facilities.

Sources of Water

The Las Vegas Valley Water District
is allocated water from two sources.
The first source, groundwater, is allo-
cated at 39,725 AFY. The second,
surface water from the ColoradoRiver,
is allocated to the State of Nevada by
the U.S. Supreme Court decree in
Arizonav. California 376 v. 340(1964).
This allocation is in the amount of
300,000 AFY for consumptive use.
The first of the two sources of water t0
be reviewed is groundwater.

Groundwater

Since 1866, Nevada has adhered to the
doctrine of prior appropriation.’ That
doctrine states that the firstappropriator
of water (surface or groundwater) is
allowed to satisfy itsentire right before
subsequent (junior) rights are satisfied.
In 1939, a law was enacted by the
Nevada State Legislature, giving con-
trol of the allocation of groundwater to
the State Engineer. The statutes re-
quired that all prospective users of
groundwater (except single family
homes served by an individual well)
obtainapermit from the State Engineer
prior to placing the groundwater to a
beneficial use. Permits cannot be
granted if:

1. The area or groundwater basin is
fully appropriated.

2. The projectisnot in the public interest.

3. Granting a permit for a well would
affect existing rights.

4. The application, combined with all
other applications, exceeds the
amount that can be safely removed
without causing an adverse effect
on the groundwater system.

Groundwater can be taken only in
volumes which can be safely with-
drawn. This concept is known as pe-
rennial and safe yield. Assuch, itdoes
not allow pumping more groundwater
than is naturally replenished (known
asmining). Through 1970, most water
used in the District came from
groundwater common only with some
water coming from the Colorado River
from the Basic Management, Inc.
(BMI) system through 1971. The
amount of groundwater withdrawal
peaked in 1968/69 at about 90,000
AFY. Since that time, withdrawal has
steadily declined as a means of meet-
ing water demand. The State Engineer
has set a withdrawal goal of 50,000
AFY,

The District is permitted to withdraw
39,725 AFY of groundwater. For the
past few years, the District has not yet
used all of this allocation for two rea-
sons. One reason is the decline in the
capacity of existing wells. Second, the
District operates these wells primarily
to meet summer peaks. New wells
under construction and a well reha-
bilitation program for existing wells
will allow the District to utilize the full
allotment in summer peak periods.
Indeed, itisbelieved thatthe firstmajor
water shortage will be a peaking
problem during the summer of 1995.4

The other use of groundwater basins is
to recharge them artificially’ The
District and North Las Vegas pres-
ently recharge the aquifer in the valley
with Colorado River water. This pro-
cess is known as banking, and occurs
during winter months when demand is
low. The banked water is then with-
drawn as needed to offset peak short-
ages. Because of the continued, grow-
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ing demand for Colorado River water,
however, this appears to be a shori-
term solution to meeting overall water
needsin the City. Atsome point, river
water will be in demand year-round
with little remaining for artificial re-
charge.

Surface Water

Nevada, as one of the lower Colorado
River Basin states, has been appor-
tioned 300,000 AFY of the Colorado
River for its surface water supply to
Southern Nevada. Two other states
share the remaining 7.2 million AFY.
California is apportioned 4.4 million
AFY; Arizona is apportioned 2.8 mil-
lion AFY. Allocation of the Colorado
River water is controlled by the Colo-
rado River Commission. The water is
delivered to the Water District service
area in accordance with the terms of
the Robert B. Griffith Water System
contract.

The above mentioned apportionmenis
are for “consumptive use". This, and
two other terms require further expla-
nation: Consumptive use, return flow
credits and diversions. “Consumptive
use” is the amount that has been
withdrawn and notreturned to the river,
i.e., “consumed”. “Return flow” is the
amountreturned to theriver via the Las
Vegas Wash after it has been used and
treated. Diversion is the total amount
that can be taken or “diverted” from
the river. They are related in the fol-
lowing manner:

Diversion - return = consumptive use

Based on the 1928 Boulder Canyon
Project Act, and later, the 1964 Arizona
v. Californiag Supreme Court Decree,
Nevada is allocated a maximum of
300,000 AFY consumptive use. If a
portion of the river is returned to the
river as return flow credit, Nevada can
actually divert more than 300,000 AFY
as long as the net result is a maximum
of 300,000 consumptive use. If the
entire 300,000 AFY is consumptively
used, return flow credits are projected
tobeas highas 164,000 AFY. Nevada,

then could divert 464,000 AFY. For
example: 464,000 AFY diversion -
164,000 AFY return flow credit =
300,000 AFY consumptive use.

The amounts covered by the primary
and secondary permits are not consid-
ered as consumed just because they
have been issued permits. Their con-
sumption status is shown on Table 2,
indicating actual consumption. The
primary and general permits show what
is allocated to the permittee. The
‘secondary’ column shows what is
available from the primary permittee
to associated users. The balance (the
permitted amount less that actually
used) actually goes to the River. In this
way, return flow credits, regardless of
permit allocations are calculated to the
maximum actual amount. However, it
is apparent that there is the potential to
modify or cancel these permitsin order
toassure the maximum amount of water
is returned to the wash. Initial
overallocation as well as future per-
mitting should be examined closely in
light of future supply needs.

In 1989, because of an anticipated
shortageof water, the District filed 146
applications for ground and surface
water rights across the southwestern
United States. This area comprises
portions of Lincoln, Nye and White
Pine Counties. Securing this added
water requires a process which will
include public hearings conducted by
the State Engineer, detailed environ-
mental impact statements, design,
bonding and construction. All told, a
process that could take until 2020.5 If
all applications are approved, and the
requests are granted, southern Nevada
could gain approximately 256,000
AFY. At the present consumption rate
established by the District of .84 AFY
per single family unit, this is enough to
supply 304,760 households, or ap-
proximately 762,000 additional people
(based on 2.5 persons per household).

The above applications for water were
followed inearly 1991 by the cessation

and, in some cases, revocation of “will
serve” letters to developments
throughout the District service area.
The “will serve” letters (written com-
mitments by the District to provide the
water required by a development)
provided carte blanche access to a fi-
nite supply of Colorado River water.

Because of the crisis created by the
cessation of “will serve” letters, aneed
arose to more comprehensively man-
age the surface water in southern Ne-
vada. This response took the form of
the creation of a new entity known as
the Southern Nevada Water Authority.
The members of the Authority included
the Las Vegas Valley Water District,
North Las Vegas, Henderson, Las Ve-
gas, Boulder City, Clark County
Sanitation District and the Big Bend
Water District (Laughlin). While the
City of Las Vegas is not a water pur-
veyor, itdoes treatsewage. Thattreated
sewage is returned to the Colorado
return flow credit for future use. The
City treats and discharges its sewage
and that of all of North Las Vegas.
NLV waste is also treated by Clark
County Sanitation District.

The purpose of the Authority was to
create a regional entity acceptable to
the Secretary of the Interior and the
Colorado River Commission to con-
tract for the remaining unallocated
portion of Nevada’s Colorado River
water. Other reasons for the creation
of the Authority are to:

» Address water resource manage-
ment and water conservation on a
regional basis, and plan, manage
and develop additional supplies of
water for southern Nevada.

= Manage all water supplies through
an approved “water budget” which
balances the use of potable water,
sewer return flows to the Colorado
River and the reuse of sewer ef-
fluent.

» Address shortages and the sharing
of the effect of that shortage among
the purveyors.
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