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Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 21 (1967)

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION=--Directing the legislative commission
to make a study of the feasibility and deSLrablllty of retain-
ing the Marlette Lake water system.

WHEREAS, The State of Nevada acquired the Marlette Lake water
system, now supervised and administered by the department of admin-
istration; and -

WHEREAS, It may be desirable for the state to dispose of the
water system by sale to private persons but a complete study of the
present and future needs of and demands upon the water system
should first be made; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED BY THE SENATE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, THE ASSEMBLY CON-
CURRING, That the legislative commission is hereby directed to make
a study of the Marlette Lake water system, and its present and
future requirements, and report the results of such study and make
specific recommendations to the 55th session of the Nevada legis-
lature.






Report of the Legislative Commission

To the Members of the 55th Session of the Nevada Legislature:

The Legislative Commission appointed a subcommittee to make the
complete study of the present and future needs of and demands upon
the Marlette Lake water system and the feasibility and desirability
of its retention by the State of Nevada pursuant to the direction
of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 21 adopted by the 1967 legis-
lature. Members of the subcommittee were:

Assemblyman Lawrence E. Jacobsen Assemblyman Robert H. Smith
(Chairman) Henderson, Nevada
Minden, Nevada
Assemblyman Roy L. Torvinen
Senator M. J. Christensen Reno, Nevada
Las Vegas, Nevada
Mr. Walter G. Reid
Mr. Eric Cronkhite, Administrator Virginia City, Nevada
Division of State Parks
State Department of Conservation Mr. Francis Slade
and Natural Resources Carson City, Nevada
Carson City, Nevada
Mr. Roland D. Westergard

Mr. George Gottschalk State Engineer

Carson City, Nevada Department of Conservation
and Natural Resources

Mr. Frank Groves Carson City, Nevada

Director of Fish and Game
Reno, Nevada

In accepting the subcommittee's report the Legislative Commission
acknowledges a job well done and thanks the subcommittee for the
obvious efforts and expenditure of personal time devoted to the re-
quired investigation and report.

- The report is transmitted to the members of the 1969 legislature
for their consideration and possible action.

Respectfully submitted,

Legislative Commission
State of Nevada

Carson City, Nevada
February, 1969






Report to the Legislative Commission from the Subcommittee
for study of the Marlette Lake Water System

PART I

Subcommittee's Findings and Recommendations

A. Introduction.

Your subcommittee was directed to make a complete study of the
present and future needs of and demands upon the Marlette Lake
water system in accordance with the directions of Senate Concurrent
Resolution No. 21 (1967). This we have done. We apologize for the
length of our report occasioned by the many complex facets of the
study but believe that for a minimal understanding of the water
system and its problems the legislator who has not had the oppor-
tunity to inspect it or become acquainted with its operation will
find the contents both instructive and interesting. Often the
written word in technical studies is inadequate to describe the
subject. Such is the case here, and the report is illustrated lib-
erally with photographs and maps to assist the reader.

Our subcommittee was given invaluable assistance and advice from
many of its members appointed because of their expert knowledge of
and experience concerning the water system. At the outset the sub-
committee chairman assigned specific tasks to individual members
for investigation. Six meetings of the subcommittee were held dur-
ing the period August 1967 to November 1968, and several inspections
of the system were made by the whole subcommittee and member groups.
Testimony was taken from several individuals, and published works
were consulted both by the staff and subcommittee members.

B. Problems of Divided Ownership.

Carson Water Company and the State of Nevada each own and operate
water supply and distribution systems serving parts of the same
area. Each relies on the Marlette Lake water system as a source.
This situation is not conducive to the development of the water re-
sources of the Carson City-Eagle Valley area. Carson Water Company
has not engaged in a well~-drilling program only because of the
‘availability of state water sold at the high price of 16 cents per
1,000 gallons. Carson Water Company is reluctant to enter into
long-term contracts with the state guaranteeing any more than a
minimum water use during peak demand periods. The state continues
to demand the l6-cent price because of its large investment in the
purchase and subsequent expenditures on the system and legislative
direction to use revenue excesses over costs for debt service. Con-
tinuing required improvement expenditures have lowered the antici-
pated reduction of debt. Insistence by the state on the high rate
has serious implications for both Carson City and the state.

Roy L. Torvinen, Esq., assemblyman and subcommittee member,
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speaking for the subcommittee on November 11, 1968, describes the
state's dilemma:

To start with, to date, June 30, 1967, not now, this
system has cost the State of Nevada, not including the
purchase price, not including salaries, $36,700. In ad-
dition, we have spent almost $400,000 retiring the bonds.
To improve the water resources system to its potential,
here are just a few items that the State Planning Board
suggested last year during the session when they made
their report: Enlarging Hobart, $324,000; independent
connecting pipeline, $306,000; connecting Red House and
the tunnel, $182,000; tunnel rehabilitation, $62,000;
another pipe to Marlette tunnel, $161,000; lower reser-
voir, $200,000. This is up to the 1985 potential. We
have over $1,000,000 right there. You people who say the
state should retain and own the water resource system are
looking at a future expenditure, conservatively, of one-
half million dollars, according to the State Planning
Board, or $1,000,000 above what is already invested. If
we continue to do this and sell water to the Carson Water
Company only when they need it we are going to realize
only about 5 or 10 percent interest on our investment--the
actual invested capital. It is impossible of recovery
based on these facts. It is economically not feasible for
the state to pay for the improvement of the water resources
development area, the production of the water, and sell it
occasionally at wholesale. It is my feeling, strongly,
that all of the land with the exception of a few acres, the
easements for the pipelines and possibly portions of Hobart
could be retained by the state. All of the water resources
and waters themselves, the collection areas, can be sold or
leased on a royalty basis to either the Carson City Water
Company, Carson City-Ormsby County or a district to be
formed. A district or municipal water system in Eagle
Valley is the best thing if it can come to pass. Produc-
tion facilities of the water could be sold and somebody
else be responsible for spending this half million to
million to produce the water. * * * I would recommend that
we look towards the distribution of the water and saddling
of the responsibility of improving the collection system
on someone else who can amortize the cost against sales of
water in the Eagle Valley area, where it should be paid,
and not by taxpayers of all the state. This committee
should suggest that as soon as possible an engineer or
evaluation firm be employed to give us an evaluation of
the * * * economic value of the system, the water source
and the distribution system, with a view of ultimately
either negotiating on an informed basis with Carson City-
Ormsby County or a district that is formed or the Carson
Water Company.

C. Required Improvements to the System; Costs.

In order to make full use of the water resources of the Marlette-
Hobart area which supplies the Marlette Lake water system, a number
of improvements are required.

-6-



l. Pipeline from tunnel to Red House.

An 8-inch line was installed in part during the summer of 1967 as
a temporary device at the expense of Carson Water Company. The Reid
report describes this project as the most urgent of the required de-
velopments. Mr. Walter G. Reid recommends a pipe 18 inches in diam-
eter to carry as much as 6,000,000 gallons per day in order that
Marlette Lake could furnish the major portion of the water during
the dry years and complement the flows from other areas. His cost
‘estimate for this work on August 19, 1968, is $140,000. His esti-
mate of cost of extending the 10-inch pipe to the east portal of the
tunnel is $83,900.

2. Tunnel,

In his original report to the Legislative Commission, Reid esti-
mated the cost of reopening.the tunnel to be $40,000. In August
1968, because of the work done on the tunnel in the interval, he was
unable to make an intelligent estimate without considerably more in-
vestigation.

3. Pipeline: Marlette Lake to tunnel.

Mr. Reid advocates bringing water from Marlette Lake to the west
portal of the tunnel by a l4-inch-diameter pipe 25,200 feet in
length. In Augqust 1968 he estimated the cost to be $250,000.

4, Hobart Creek Reservoir dam.

To construct a dam at the sight of the dam, enlarged to create a
reservoir with a capacity of 838,000,000 gallons, Reid's recent es-
timate of cost is $330,000.

5. Pipeline to Carson City.

When the demand from the state and Carson City exceeds 3,000,000
gallons per day, it will be necessary to install an additional line
to the state reservoir from the tanks. Reid's estimated cost for
this work is $83,800.

6. Replacement of tanks.

The tanks are wooden. Because of high fire hazard, they should
be replaced with either concrete or steel tanks. No estimate of
cost is made.

D. Subcommittee's Recommendations.

1. In order to eliminate most of the disadvantages of the present
method of operation of the water system and to minimize others, the
subcommittee recommends that the legislature initiate action to con-
vey responsibility for operation and development of the Marlette
Lake water system to Carson City, Ormsby County or a general im-
provement district formed for the purpose. It is proposed that the
state retain ownership of all the land and full control of the use
of the area, including recreational and fisheries uses of the lakes.
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The recommended sale would also include the state's water distribu-
tion facilities in Carson City and Ormsby County. Such a sale would
result in the state's purchasing all needed water from the city,
county or district. Legislation to effect this recommendation
should: :

(a) Appropriate to the Department of Administration sufficient
moneys for a professional appraisal and evaluation of the economic
value of the water system, the water source and the distribution
systen.

(b) Authorize the Department of Administration to sell (or per-
haps lease for a term of years) the water system, source and distri-
bution system at not less than the appraised value, recognizing the
historic needs of Virginia City, Gold Hill and Silver City. Broad
guidelines should be given the department for negotiation of the
recommended sale.

(c) Provide administra-
tive direction for multiple
use of the land for recrea-
tion and fisheries purposes.
It is suggested that the re-
sponsibility for land use
and management be assigned
to the State Department of
Conservation and Natural Re-
sources, its Divisions of
State Parks and Forestry
having a direct interest in
the land. Use of the lakes
for the fisheries programs
of the Fish and Game Commis-
sion should be retained by
that commission.

(d) Direct the establish-
ment at the house at Lake- Fig. 1. Lakeview Hill House, 1968.
view Hill (Fig. 1) and a
sufficient amount of land surrounding it by the Nevada State Parks
System of a picnic area and a visitors' center interpretive of the
historic Marlette water system. :

2, If the first recommendation is not possible, then your subcom-
mittee recommends that the state remain in the wholesale water busi-
ness, developing its water supply but selling to a public utility--
Carson City, Ormsby County or a general improvement district--all of
its water facilities below the tanks. To assist the Department of
Administration in fixing the rate for the sale of wholesale water
the legislature should recognize that the land originally was pur-
chased for other than water system purposes--namely, parks and out-
door recreation purposes--and should, by appropriate legislative
act, amend existing statutes to assist the department in future
contract negotiations. Debt service required for the land purchase
should perhaps realistically be funded from the state's general fund
and not from revenue excesses over operating costs. Acceptance of
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this recommendation would of course lead to a high priority develop-
ment of Hobart Reservoir and expenditure of state funds to meet
long-term wholesale water contract obligations.

3. It is also recommended that the subcommittee be continued for
the next biennium to advise the next legislature concerning the sys-
tem . . |

E. Acknowledgment,

Your subcommittee gratefully acknowledges the cooperation and as-
sistance of all persons, both public and private, who assisted it in
its investigations. They include officers and representatives of
the Carson Water Company, Virginia City Water Company, Carson City,
Ormsby County, Storey County, Carson Chapter of the Nevada Society
of Professional Engineers, United States Bureau of Reclamation, and
many of the state's departments and agencies.

All photographs used in the report (except as hereinafter credited)
were taken for the subcommittee by Mr. William A. Rollins, conserva-
tion agent, Nevada Fish and Game Commission. The aerial photograph
was made available by Mr. Robert S. Leighton, Sierra Pacific Power
Company, having been taken on May 31, 1968, by Millard-Spink Asso-
ciates, Inc. of Nevada. The subcommittee thanks the University of
Nevada for giving its permission to reproduce several early photo-
graphs of the system from its publication, Geology and Mining Series
No. 45 (1947).

The subcommittee's special thanks are given to its member Walter
G. Reid who, at no expense, updated his earlier report on the water
system and provided the subcommittee with expert, technical informa-
tion. Russell W. McDonald, Esq., Legislative Counsel, assisted the
subcommittee in its labors.

F. Suggested Legislation.

Suggested legislation to effect the recommendations of the subcom-
mittee follows.

SUMMARY--Provides for administration of Marlette Lake water system.
(BDR 27-1271)

AN ACT relating to the Marlette Lake water system; providing sepa-
rately for the administration of land and for the administra-
tion, sale or lease of the water supply system; making an
appropriation; and providing other matters properly relating
thereto.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, REPRESENTED IN SENATE AND
ASSEMBLY, DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. NRS 331,160 is hereby amended to read as follows:



331.160 1. The Marlette Lake water system, [comprised] composed
of the water rights, [land,] easements, pipelines, flumes and other
fixtures and appurtenances used in connection with the collection,
transmission and storage of water in Washoe, Ormsby and Storey Coun-
ties, Nevada, acquired by the State of Nevada pursuant to law, is
hereby created. _

2. The purposes of the Marlette Lake water system are:

(a) [To preserve and protect the sources of water.

(b)] To provide adequate supplies of water to the areas served.

[(c) To improve and preserve the watershed.

(d)] (b) To maintain distribution lines, flumes, dams, culverts,
bridges and all other appurtenances of the system in a condition
calculated to assure dependable supplies of water.

[(e)] (c) To sell water under equitable and fiscally sound con-
tractual arrangements. Any such contractual arrangement shall not
include the value of the land comprising the watershed as an element

in determining the cost of water sold.

3. The department of administration is designated as the state
agency to supervise and administer the functions of the Marlette
Lake water system.

4. The director of the department of administration may [as~
sign] :

(a) Assign the. supervision and administration of the functions of
the Marlette Lake water system to one of the divisions of the de-
partment or may establish a separate division to carry out the pur-
poses of NRS 331.160 to 331.180, inclusive [.] ; or

(b) Sell or lease the Marlette Lake water system, if and in such
manner as provided by special law, to Carson City, Ormsby County or
a general improvement district.

5. sSubject to the limit of funds provided by legislative appro-
priation or expenditures authorized pursuant to the provisions of
chapter 353 of NRS, or both, the chief of the division shall employ
necessary staff to carry out the provisions of NRS 331.160 to 331.-
180, inclusive. The water system supervisor employed by the private
owner of the system on the date of acquisition by the State of
Nevada shall be employed by the chief of the division, which posi-
tion shall be in the unclassified service of the state until such
employee terminates his employment with the state. Such employee
shall receive an annual salary in the amount specified in NRS 281l.-
115. Thereafter such position shall be in the classified service of
the state.

Sec. 2. NRS 331.170 is hereby amended to read as follows:

331.170 l. The state department of conservation and natural re-
sources [is directed to cooperate in carrying out the purposes of
NRS 331.160 to 331.180, inclusive. The director of the department
of administration is empowered to allocate moneys appropriated by
the legislature or authorized to be expended pursuant to the pro-
visions of chapter 353 of NRS for the Marlette Lake water system to
the state department of conservation and natural resources for the
purpose of carrying out the provisions of NRS 331.160 to 331.180,
inclusive.] shall control and administer the land acquired by the
State of Nevada with the purchase of the Marlette Lake water systenm,

to assure 1its optimum use for recreation, water development, for-
estry and fishery.
2. The state department of conservation and natural resources
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shall cooperate with the department of administration or its vendee
or lessee of the water system:

(2) To preserve and protect the sources of water; and

To preserve and lmprove the watershed.

3. The state department of conservation and natural resources
shall cooperate with the state board of fish and game commissioners
in the use of Marlette Lake and its tributaries for fishery and
propagation.

Sec. 3. The department of administration shall cause an appraisal
to be made of the Marlette Lake water system, as redefined by sec-
tion 1 of this amendatory act, by a competent, disinterested ap-
praiser. Such appraisal shall establish:

1. The value of the entire system; and

2. The separate value of the water distribution facilities, serv-
ing parts of Carson City and Ormsby County, which are part of the
system and lie below the siphon inlet tanks.

Sec. 4. 1. The department of administration may sell the Mar-
lette Lake water system, as redefined by section 1 of this amenda-
tory act, to Carson City, Ormsby County, or a general improvement
district authorized to furnish water facilities, for a price not
less than its appraised value, which price may be payable over such
term of years as will permit its payment, with interest at a mutu-
ally agreed rate upon the deferred balance, to be made from revenues
of the system. The department of administration may, alternatively,
lease the system for a term of not more than 99 years to any entity
which would be a qualified purchaser under this section, at a rental
based upon the appraised value of the system.

2, In making any sale or lease pursuant to this section, the de-
partment of administration shall:

(a) Reserve full control over all land which is subject to NRS
331.170, as amended, for the purposes of that section.

(b) Consider and protect the needs of Virginia City, Gold Hill
and Silver City to be supplied with water from the system.

Sec. 5. If the department of administration finds that a sale or
lease pursuant to section 4 of this act is not feasible, it may,
with the approval of the governor, sell the water distribution fa-
cilities, serving parts of Carson City and Ormsby County, which are
below the siphon inlet tanks, at a price not less than the appraised
value of such facilities, to:

1. Carson City;

2. Ormsby County;

3. A general improvement district authorized to furnish water
facilities; or

4, A public utility.

Sec. 6. The Nevada state park system shall establish on the par-
cel of land situated in section 36, T. 16 N., R. 19 E., M.D.B. & M.,
containing the building and water facilities at Lakeview Hill and
more fully described in chapter 462, Statutes of Nevada 1963, at
page 1304, a picnic area and visitor's center for the explanation of
the Marlette Lake water system and its historic siphon.

Sec. 7. There is hereby appropriated from the general fund in the
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state treasury to the department of administration the sum of
$10,000 to be expended in whole or in such part as may be needed to
procure the appraisal required by section 3 of this act.

Sec. 8. This act shall become effective upon passage and approval.

SUMMARY--Directs continuation of Marlette Lake study. (BDR 1272)

ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION~--Directing the legislative commission
to continue its study of the Marlette Lake water system.

WHEREAS, The legislature by Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 21 of
the 54th session directed the legislative commission to study the
feasibility and desirability of retaining the Marlette Lake water
system; and ‘

WHEREAS, The legislative commission conducted this study through
a subcommittee and has recommended several courses of action, some
of which are mutually alternative; and

WHEREAS, Further study and guidance, after the choice among these -
alternatives, is desirable; now, therefore, be it v

RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, THE SENATE CON-
CURRING, That the legislative commission is directed to continue its
study and retain its subcommittee for the purpose of reporting to
the 56th session of the legislature its advice on the continuing
administration or disposition of the several elements of the Mar-
lette Lake water system.



PART II

History of the Water Systeml

Located at an elevation of about 6,200 feet Virginia City and Gold
Hill are on the eastern side of the Virginia range. Winter storms
cover the upper portions of its mountains with snow but the surface
runoff, confined to the winter and spring months, is slight. Avail-
able water from the mountain interior is limited, being mostly solid
rock. In the early days of the Comstock, natural springs afforded a
sufficient supply for the relatively few persons inhabiting the two
mining camps. As the population increased the spring flow became
inadequate and various methods were devised to collect and distrib-
ute water. The Gold Hill News of March 2, 1865, in an article en-
titled "Where We Get Our Water," describes the sources and methods
of the then supply:

When the existence of silver mines in Nevada first became
known, the item of water was considered of vast importance,
for at that time, in Storey County particularly, there was
hardly a drop of the article to be had, and the Ophir Com-
pany gave for the privilege of a small spring in the canyon
west of their claim 100 feet of ground (the Mexican Mine)
which has yielded to the possessors an immense fortune.
First was organized a company styled the Virginia Wwater
Company, and subsequently another called the Gold Hill Com=-

" pany, each affording a limited supply of water to the dif-
ferent towns. But on the 12th of May, 1862, the Virginia
and Gold Hill Water Company was first incorporated, being
a consolidation and enlargement of each of those companies.
From that date both Virginia and Gold Hill have been boun-
tifully supplied with water, and to know the source of that
most necessary flood will perhaps prove not uninteresting.

There being no single source from whence an adequate sup-
ply could be obtained, the company have secured the water
from several points: First, from the Santa Rita Tunnel, sit-
uated in Spanish Ravine north of Virginia; second, from a
tunnel piercing the western side of the hill in 7-Mile
Canyon about two miles northwest of Virginia; third, from
the 01d Ironsides Tunnel (now styled the Virginia Tunnel)
directly west of the city; fourth, from the Yolo Tunnel in
Gold Hill; and finally, from several prominent mining com-
panies in this district. The streams of water mentioned
are conveyed through ditches for a distance of over 10
miles, and supply various large reservoirs, which in turn
connect with pipes conveying the water to any required
place.

Virginia City is supplied from four huge reservoirs,
substantially constructed and having a capacity of above
200,000 gallons, and keeping constantly full 21 fire cis-~
terns besides furnishing all the water for drinking, culi-
nary and other uses that may be required--the average cost
to each family supplied being $1 per week exclusive of the
cost of laying the necessary pipes, of which there is at
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this time several miles in length. Gold Hill and the
mills in the canyon below are supplied from four reser-
voirs of a smaller capacity, yet amply large enough to
furnish the demand. Like Virginia, Gold Hill is depen-
dent upon the company for water; and so is (sic) also
45 mills and hoisting works. 1In fact, so used have the
people of Storey County become to the liberal supply of
God's vineyard to them that they hardly ask where comes
this article so necessary to prosperity and health.

The present winter has been one of unparalleled sever-
ity in this country, and at times it has been an utter
impossibility to the company to keep the pipes and ditches
from freezing, although a large force of laborers have
been constantly employed and every means known to inge-
nuity used to keep the reservoirs full; and now it is
hoped the severity of the season has passed and failure
of the accustomed supply need not be apprehended. The
company has struggled through all kinds of ill luck in
past years but are now in affluent circumstances.

As Dan DeQuille related, "Virginia City and Gold Hill were fre-
quently placed upon a short allowance of water, and it was seen that
a great water famine must soon prevail in both towns, in case the
tunnels that had been run into the mountains were depended upon for
a supply. The Virginia and Gold Hill Water Company then determined
to bring a supply of pure water from the streams and lakes of the
Sierra Nevada Mountains--from the regions of eternal snow."2 The
decision was made by the company in August 1871.

The Sierra Nevada range bordering the eastern side of Lake Tahoe
is higher than the Virginia range by 1,000 to 1,500 feet. From
Virginia City to the Lake Tahoe mountains the distance exceeds 30
miles. Between the Virginia range and the Sierras lie Eagle and
Washoe Valleys, approximately 1,200 to 1,500 feet below Virginia
City. The Virginia range is connected to the Sierra Nevadas by a
mountain spur called the Washoe Mountains. The Lakeview saddle is
approximately 150 feet above Washoe Lake and 500 feet above Eagle
Valley. The Lakeview saddle and the Washoe Mountains determined the
location of the proposed aqueduct.

The plan was bold, its accomplishment remarkable. Two problems
were involved. First, a diversion dam was to be constructed on
‘Hobart Creek together with long lines of box flumes. Second, a
pressure pipe across the Washoe depression was an unprecedented
undertaking as the static head (difference in elevation) was much
greater than had ever been used in a waterpipe. This problem was
solved by the use of iron plates bent to a cylindrical shape and
riveted to form a pipe. (Fig. 2.)

The design of the pressure pipe was done by Hermann Schussler, a
San Francisco engineer, who had had experience with riveted pipe-
lines of the Cherokee Hydraulic Mining Company across a branch of
the Feather River. Surveys were made in the spring of 1872, and
manufacturing of the pipe was ordered from Risdon Iron Works in San
Francisco. It took nearly a yvear to manufacture the pipe from
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English wrought iron. Ris-
don Iron Works were fur-
nished with a diagram of the
line on which it was to be
laid and each section was
made to fit a certain loca-
tion. Twelve inches in
diameter, varying in thick-
ness depending on the water
pressure encountered, the
pipe was made up in 26-foot
lengths. (Fig. 3.) It
weighed a total of 700 tons
and stretched for 7 miles
when installed. There were
1,524 joints in the pipe as
laid, and one million rivets
and 35 tons of caulking lead
were used. After fabrica-
tion in San Francisco the
pipe was shipped by railroad
to Lakeview, distributed to
its preassigned locations and installed in a trench 4 feet deep, dug
for the purpose. The first joint was laid on June 11, 1873. The
last section was in place on July 25, 1873--just 6 weeks after
ground had been broken for the project.

Fig. 2. Section of original riveted
pipe, 1968,

Construction of the other portions of the aqueduct was carried on
at the same time that the pipe was
being manufactured and installed. A
diversion dam was built on Hobart
Creek and a wooden flume 18 inches
deep and 20 inches wide, 4.62 miles
in length, was built along the moun-
tainside to a tank where the water
entered the pressure pipe. From the
outlet of the pressure pipe a flume
4.04 miles long lead to a saddle
where Five-Mile Reservoir was subse-
quently constructed. This flume was
16 inches by 18 inches in section.
From the reservoir site the flume ran
5.66 miles to Gold Hill and Virginia
City. Water reached Gold Hill and
Virginia City on the night of August
1, 1873. DeQuille describes the re-
joicing: "Cannons were fired, bands
of music paraded the streets, and
rockets were sent up all over the
city. Many persons went out and
filled bottles with this_first water
from the Sierras * * *_ " The sys-
tem, over 21 miles in length, was
capable of delivering 2,200,000 gal-
lons in 24 hours.

Fig. 3. Sections of orig-
inal riveted pipe,

1968. The demand for more water on the

-15-



Comstock increased. Hobart Creek could not produce a sufficient
supply, stream flow falling to about 700,000 gallons each day dur-
ing the summer months. Plans for a second pipe were made, and that
pipe was laid in 1875 on ground close to the first pipe. The pipe
was lapwelded iron, screw-jointed, with a 10-inch internal diameter.
Since there were no rivet heads in it to produce friction, it deliv-
ered the same amount of water (2,200,000 gallons each 24 hours) as
the larger first pipe. A second flume; 4.72 miles long, was con-
structed from Hobart Creek parallel to the first flume and a second
tank was erected as the pressure pipe inlet. An additional flume
3.98 miles long was also built from the outlet end of the two pipes
to Five-Mile Reservoir created by an earth dam with a capacity of
5,000,000 gallons.4 (Fig. 4.) BAnother flume from Five-Mile Reser-
voir was constructed, 7.31 miles long, leading to Gold Hill and
Virginia City. (Fig. 5.)

Fig. 4. Five-Mile Reservoir and
ice house, c. 1877.

Meanwhile, up in the Sierras Duane L. Bliss and H. M. Yerington
were conducting their lumbering enterprises. In the summer of 1873,
they placed a dirt £fill and stone dam across the head of Marlette
Basin, creating a small lake or reservoir at an elevation of 8,000
feet above sea level. Originally named Goodwin Lake, it was renamed
Marlette Lake, honoring_Seneca Hunt Marlette, first Surveyor General
of the State of Nevada.> The water collected in Marlette Lake, to
be used for fluming purposes, was conveyed in a 6é-mile V-flume south
to Spooner Summit, then down the Clear Creek main flume to their
lumberyard south of Carson City. The Hobart Creek supply was insuf-
ficient, despite the two flumes and pressure pipes, to supply the
increasing Comstock demands. In 1876 the Virginia and Gold Hill
Water Company received the consent of Bliss and Yerington to draw
water from Marlette Lake. The dam was raised to a height of 37 feet.
It was about 213 feet long, 16 feet wide at the crest, with battered
sides. The exterior walls were made of dry rubble masonry with
roughly coarsed stones. (Fig. 6.) The lake formed by these im~-
provements was about 1 3/4 miles long by three-fourths of a mile
wide, containing about 2,000-million gallons of water.
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Fig.

5.

Flumes in the Virginia Range:

Five-Mile Reservoir to Vir-
ginia City, c¢. 1877,

-17-

Dam at Marlette, c.

A covered box flume was
built from Marlette Lake 14
inches by 30 inches in sec-
tion north along the moun-
tainside 4.38 miles to the
west portal of a tunnel
driven through the granite

'ridge dividing the Lake

Tahoe drainage from the
Hobart Creek drainage.

(Fig. 7.) Also a flume,
8.25 miles long, was con-
structed along the moun-
tainside to the north of
the tunnel, for the purpose
of collecting waters from
the many creeks on the west
side of the mountains.
(Figs. 8, 9, 10, 11l.) This
flume joined the west por-
tal of the tunnel, combin- .
ing its flow with the
Marlette Lake water.

The tunnel was 3,994 feet
in length, connection be-
tween the headings being
made May 13, 1877. Lined
with timber over one-half
the length, the tunnel was
7 feet high, 4 1/2 feet
wide at the top, and 6 1/2
feet wide at the floor.6

1877.



Flume: Marlette Lake
to west portal of
tunnel, c¢. 1877.
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North flume on Lake Tahoe
drainage looking north,
c. 1877.

North flume, c. 1877.



Fig. 10, Remains of north

flume, 1968.

Remains of north

flume,

l968.
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From the east portal of
the tunnel a flume 2.77
miles long led to Hobart
Creek (Fig. 12). A stor-
age reservoir, designated
Hobart Reservoir, was built
a short distance above the

.diversion dam of the flumes

by constructing a rubble
masonry and earth dam.

This reservoir had a capac-
ity of 35,000,000 gallons,
and served to regulate the
discharge of the stream
(Fig. 13).

In 1887, a third pressure
pipe was installed in sub-
stantially the same loca-
tion as the first two pipes.
wWwhen completed, the water
supply system included
three reservoirs, over 21 N
miles of pressure pipes
across the Washoe depres-
sion, approximately 46
miles of covered box flume
and the tunnel. The total
investment was in excess of
$3,500,000.

With the decline of the
Comstock the fortunes of -
the water system suffered.
In 1933 the company's name
was changed from "Virginia
and Gold Hill wWater Com-
pany" to the "Virginia City
Water Company.” Due to the
advanced age of the pipe-
lines, failures became
severe during 1956-1957;
and the company having op-
erated at a financial loss
for many years, funds were
not available to make nec-
essary repairs and re-
placements. Curtiss-Wright
Corporation loaned the
water company money to re-
place the flume and pipe-
line from Virginia City to
Five-Mile Reservoir. 1In
1957 Curtiss-Wright Corpo-
ration purchased from the
Virginia City Water Company



all the water rights, storage facilities at Marlette Lake, Hobart
Reservoir, flumes and pipelines, up to and including Five-Mile Res-
ervoir. The physical production and transmission system was ex-
tended, augmented and expanded by Curtiss-Wright Corporation and
subsequently sold to the Marlette Lake Company. '

Fig. 12. Flume: Tunnel to
Hobart Creek,
c. 1877.

Fig. 13. Dam and reservoir at Hobart
Creek, c. 1877.
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PART III

Acquisition of the Water System by the State of Nevada

In 1963 Marlette Lake Company offered to sell to the State of
Nevada for $1,650,000 of the state's general obligation bonds, bear-
ing interest at 3 percent per annum, its water rights, approximately
5,377.91 acres of land, easements, pipelines, flumes and other fix-
tures and appurtenances used in connection with the collection,
transmission and storage of water by the company in Washoe, Ormsby
and Storey Counties. The 1963 legislature accepted the offer by en-
acting Chapter 462, Statutes of Nevada 1963, which, among other
things, directed the state bond commission to issue the bonds. The
constitutionality of the 1963 act was questioned by the state bond
commission, which refused to issue the bonds, and the Marlette Lake
Company then commenced an original proceedings in mandamus in the
Supreme Court of Nevada to force the issuance of the bonds. 1In
Marlette Lake Co. v. Sawyer, 79 Nev. 334, 383 P.2d 369 (1963), the
supreme court granted the writ, holding that the Nevada Constitu-
tion permits the legislature to authorize the state to exceed the
debt limitation by purchasing private water rights, watershed, and
water collection, transmission, storage and distribution systems.
Thereafter the bonds were issued and the state became the owner.

Anticipating possible acquisition of the water system, the 1963
legislature also enacted two additional acts. Chapter 463, Statutes
of Nevada 1963 (now NRS 331.160 to 331.180, inclusive), gave statu-
tory recognition to the system and placed its fupervision and admin-
istration in the Department of Administration. Chapter 465,
Statutes of Nevada 1963, made a $20,000 appropriation to the
Legislative Commission of the Legislative Counsel Bureau for the
purposes of engaging the services of engineers and appraisers to
make engineering studies and appraisals of the system. The Legis-
lative Commission employed Mr. Walter G. Reid, Civil Engineer, of
Virginia City to make the engineering investigation, analysis and
report. (Mr. Reid is a member of the Legislative Commission's sub-
.committee which has prepared this report.) The Reid report was
filed with the Legislative Commission in November 1964, and extracts
from it are liberally quoted in this subcommittee report, particu-
larly in Part 1IV.
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" PART IV

Water Supply, Storage and Facilities of the Present System

A. Water Supply.

The water supply for the Marlette Lake-Hobart Creek water system
is supplied from three areas or drainage basins. These drainage
~basins are the Marlette Lake basin, Hobart Creek drainage basin and

the East Slope area, draining to the west and north between the tun-
nel and the new diversion dam on Hobart Creek at Red House and above
the flume, including the flow from the tunnel.

Very little information was available to Walter Reid as to the
actual water production from these areas. No continuous flow rec-
ords were kept, a large amount of water went down the creek below
Red House during the spring runoff, and releases from Marlette Lake
in the spring were variable. Use records were not indicative of the
water available due to the large amount of loss from the flumes. 1In
order to arrive at a reasonable estimate of the water available from
the system it was necessary to use the snow surXey records at the
snow survey course at Marlette Lake since 1915. By referring to
other snow survey- -records in drainage basins comparable to those at
Marlette and Hobart Creek, and which have measuring and recording
devices such as those maintained by the Surface Water Division of
the Geological Survey, Mr. Reid was able to make a reasonably accu-
rate estimate of the total runoff from the drainage area.

The Marlette Lake basin varies in elevation from 7,830 feet at the
lake to 9,000 feet at the top of the ridge. The snow survey course
is located at about 8,000 feet, a short distance from the lake. With
nearly all of the drainage area at an elevation higher than the snow
survey course, the snow depths would be equal to or greater than at
the course. Reid believes that the extra snow at the higher eleva-
tions, along with summer showers, should nearly offset the evapora-
tion losses. A figure of 96 percent of the water content at the
snow course was used. In previous reports the average water content
for the years prior to 1956 was used, which was 25.2 inches of water,
Since that time the snow survey reports have used a normal for the
Marlette course of 23.3 inches. The basin has an area of 1,880
acres, and thus there is an expected normal water supply from the
Marlette Lake basin as follows:

Drainage area 1,880 acres
Normal water content at Marlette 23.3 inches
1,880 x 1.94' x 96% 3,501 acre feet
x 325,851 gals./acre feet 1,140,000,000 gals.

The Hobart Creek drainage basin is located just east of the Marlette
basin and the elevation runs from a high of 9,000 feet to about

7,370 at the diversion dam at Red House. Using the water content at
the Marlette course in comparison with the runoff percentage figures
in comparable basins, Reid found that the expected runoff in normal
yvears should be about 68 percent of the water content at Marlette.
During the 1958-1959 water year, a recorder was installed at Red
House to measure the overflow, and a record was kept of the diversion
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into the flumes. These records showed a runoff of between 50 per-
cent and 60 percent of normal based on the 68 percent, and the snow
measurement at Marlette was 13.7 inches of water, or 58 percent of
normal.

From this he concluded that the available water from the Hobart
Creek basin in a normal year is as follows:

Drainage area 2,100 acres
2100 x 1.94' x 68% 2,769 acre feet
X 325,851 gals./acre feet 202,280,000 gals.
Below dam 500 acres x 1.94' x 40% 126,430,000 gals.
Production above reservoir 775,850,000 gals.

B. Water From Tunnel and East Slope Area.

The East Slope area lies north of the Marlette and Hobart Creek
areas and covers the area above the flume line running from the tun-
nel to the Red House diversion dam. The water from this area must
be picked up at various springs and creeks or gullies along the
flume line. There will be some losses during the high runoff peri-
ods at the diversion points and at points where it is impractical to
try to catch the runoff. Reid felt that the available water from
this area would not exceed 50 percent of the water content shown at
Marlette.

There is a continuous flow from the tunnel which does not vary
appreciably during the year. With the tunnel in a caved-in condi-
tion as it has been the last few years, there has been a flow of
better than 300 gallons per minute. Recent work on the tunnel and
measurements taken in 1958 and 1959 indicate that with the tunnel
open this flow may be increased to as much as 500 gallons per minute.
He statgd that a safe, conservative figure to use for this source
would be 400 gallons per minute.? This gives a total available
water supply from this area as follows:

Drainage area 1,200 acres
1,200 x 1.94' x 50% 1,164 acre feet
x 325,851 gals./acre feet 379,000,000 gals./year
Tunnel--400 G.P.M. 210,000,000 gals./year

589,000,000 gals./year

SUMMARY :
Marlette Lake basin 1,140,000,000 gals.
Hobart Creek basin 902,280,000 gals.
Tunnel and East Slope 589,000,000 gals.
Total supply--normal years 2,631,280,000 gals.

The above figure is a normal or expected amount of water. 1In
order to make this amount available it is necessary to have storage
capacity to store the water during high runoff periods, but also to
store water during above-average years for use during low water
years. From the snow survey figures it appears that this variation
is between 50 percent of normal and 150 percent of normal, with very
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few exceptions. Approximately two-thirds of the runoff from these
basins, with the exception of the water from the tunnel, takes place
in about 3 months during the spring. :

C. Storage.

The only adequate storage available is Marlette Lake, which has a
capacity of 3,400,000,000 gallons. This is equal to 3 years of nor-
‘mal water production from the area.

The capacity of Hobart Creek Reservoir is 35,000,000 gallons, and
there is no storage available for the East Slope area. In order to
make the water available for use during the main demand periods,
additional storage is necessary. The only feasible location for
this storage is on Hobart Creek. The most economical storage ap-
pears to be at the site of the present reservoir by the construction
of a dam high enough to store 838 million gallons. This would store
all the runoff from the drainage area above the reservoir during the
high runoff period, except in years when the supply is 150 percent
of normal. During the runoff period the demand could be supplied
from the tunnel and East Slope area, and the area below the dam up
to about 4,000,000 g.p.d. in normal years, if a pipeline and inter-
ceptors were to be installed from the tunnel to Red House.

Reid carefully examined the area to determine the best and most
economical location for a dam to increase the storage in the Hobart
Creek drainage basin. There appeared to be a possible site about
one-half mile downstream from the present dam. The canyon is fairly
narrow and the location has the advantage of having more of the
Hobart drainage above the reservoir. However, this does not amount
to very much water and there are a number of disadvantages. Due to
the slope of the creek in this area, it would require a dam 120 feet
high as against a height of 65 feet at the site of the present dam
for the same capacity. There is also a question concerning the
foundation for the lower dam, which would require considerable in-
vestigation and expensive drilling. The present dam was rebuilt in
1956 following the washing out in the 1955 flood, under Reid's su-
pervision, at which time he was able to see the foundation situation.
It is solid material underlying the layer of mud at the bottom of
the reservoir and presents no problem. The lower dam would require
60 percent more fill material and double the cost of outlet works
and increase other costs accordingly.

.D. Pacilities.

Figure 14 shows the location of the facilities of the Marlette
Lake water system (except the siphon, Five~Mile Reservoir and trans-
mission lines to Virginia City, Gold Hill and Silver City).

1. Marlette Lake.

This storage facility has a capacity of 3,405,000,000 gallons or
10,500 acre feet. The dam was reconstructed with new outlet pipes
and the reservoir capacity increased in 1959. (Figs. 15, 16.) No
increase in capacity is needed and no expense should be required on
this facility for many years. The outlets from the dam consist of
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Fig. 15. Southwest face of Marlette Dam showing level of
0ld dam and additional structure above placed
by Curtiss-Wright, 1968,

Fig. 16. Marlette Dam, looking southwest, 1968,

two l6-inch diameter pipes having a discharge capacity of about 20
c.f.s. each with a full reservoir.

2. Tunnel.

The tunnel, which carries the water from the west slope of the
hills to the east slope, was originally 3,990 feet long. This
originally carried the water both from Marlette Lake and from the
north flume. Most of the water carried by the north flume came from
Third Creek on the north slope of Mount Rose. This water was sold
and is no longer available to the system.
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Both portals of the tun-
nel have been excavated
back into the hill about
100 feet, shortening the
tunnel by some 200 feet.
(Figs. 17, 18.)

An attempt was made in
1963 to force water through
the tunnel by filling the
easterly end of the tunnel
with water from Marlette
Lake. This attempt had
considerable merit, as lit-
tle was known about the
cave-ins along the tunnel,
and if they were not too
high or were of sufficient-
ly loose material, water iq. .
could have been delivered Fig. 17. West portal of tunnel, 1968.
to the west end of the tun-
nel at little or no expense. While this did not work, little was
lost except time.

After the attempt to force water through the tunnel failed, a tun-
nel contractor was brought in to open the tunnel. Work was started
at the easterly or lower end of the tunnel. It was discovered,
after going into the old tunnel, that the cave-in had reached such
a height that it was too expensive and impractical to try to timber
and hold the present tunnel. A parallel tunnel through the faulted
area was then begun but later abandoned.

The tunnel will have to be
opened in order to bring
water from Marlette Lake to
Hobart Creek and into the
system. Considerable
thought has been given to
the possibility of abandon-
ing the tunnel and providing
some other method of trans-
porting the water from Mar-
lette Lake to Hobart Creek.
Studies have been made as to
the feasibility of a tunnel
directly from Marlette Lake
to Hobart Creek, pumping
over the hill from Marlette
Lake, and of practically
every other method which
presented itself. 1In addi-
tion to the cost factors,

. the one factor which makes
Fig. 18. East portal of tunnel show- it impractical and uneconom-

ing spring outflow, 1968. ical to abandon the tunnel

is the water which the tun-

nel supplies to the system.
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Using the estimated 400
g.p.m., and assuming a de-
mand for the full capacity
of the system, this would
amount to $42,000 at 20
cents per thousand per
year. Even under the pres-
ent conditions, when the
demand would only be for
© 100 days it would amount to
over $11,000 per year.

3. Tunnel to Red House
flume.

Water had been transport-
ed from the east end of the
tunnel to Hobart Creek .
above the diversion dam Fig. 19. Hobart Reservoir dam
through a flume 14,800 feet looking west, 1968.
long. This flume has

decayed and settled to a
point that even with plas-
tic lining it would hardly
carry the 300 g.p.m. from
the tunnel. This flume
must be replaced by pipe-
line in order to bring the
water from the tunnel and
from the springs and
streams which can be
picked up by the line be-
tween the tunnel and Red
House.

This pipeline should
have a capacity to handle
all future requirements--
all the water from the
tunnel and the interceptor
points above the pipeline
plus the water from Mar-
lette Lake. Transporta-
tion facilities to deliver
up to 4 million g.p.d.
from Marlette Lake should be ultimately installed; this amount would
not be required during peak flow periods from the interceptors.
However, it should be able to carry the 4 million g.p.d. from Mar-
lette Lake and up to 2 million g.p.d. from the tunnel and intercep-
tors. At the slope available, an 18-inch diameter pipe will be
required to deliver 6 million g.p.d. at Red House.

Fig. 20, Wesf face of Hobart Dam
looking east, 1968.

4., Hobart Reservoir.

The Hobart Reservoir dam has a height of 28 feet above the bottom
of the creek, with 7 feet of freeboard, or a spillway height of
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Hobart Reservoir
as seen from Sun-
flower Hill,
looking south,
1968.

Fig. 21. Hobart Reservoir

looking south,
1968.

Fig. 23. Red House diversion dam, c.
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26.

Red House diver-

sion dam, 1968.

Tanks, 1968,
showing inflow
water and old
flumeline.

of
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25.

Tanks and valves at
diversion point for
Carson City and
Virginia City
water, 1968.




22 feet. (Figs. 19, 20;) The reservoir has a capacity of
35,000,000 gallons. (Figs. 21, 22.) The outlet is two 12-inch di-
ameter gates and pipes.

This reservoir stores a very small percentage of the spring runoff
from the drainage basin. 1In order to make all the water from the
drainage basin above the reservoir available for use, it will be
necessary to provide a storage capacity somewhat above the normal
runoff, to take care of wet years. Reid's report contains plans for
© a reservoir with a capacity of 838 million gallons.

5. Red House diversion dam.

The diversion dam located at Red House diverts the water from all
sources of the Marlette system into a pipeline for transportation to
the tanks, thence to the place of use. The dam is a concrete, grav-
ity type dam, containing 150 cu. yds. of reinforced concrete. The
dam is constructed to form a stilling basin to reduce the amount of
silt, and can be flushed out. (Figs. 23, 24.)

6. Pipeline: Red House to tanks.

This pipeline consists of 800 feet of 24-inch diameter, 1l0-gauge
pipe and 21,460 feet of 18-inch diameter l2-gauge pipe. The 800
feet of 24-inch pipe begins at the diversion dam and has a drop of
about 510 feet. The purpose of this is to get the flow into the
pipeline and build up sufficient head on the 18-inch pipe to bring
its carrying capacity to at least 8,500,000 gallons per day. The
elevation at the diversion dam is 7,360 feet, and at the top of the
tanks 7,147 feet, or a total drop 213 feet. This pipe was installed
in 1959.

7. Tanks.

The tanks at the end of the pipeline described above in "6." are
two wooden water tanks of about 9,000 gallons capacity each. (Figs.
25, 26.) Until 1959 this was the end of the flumes and the tanks
existed for the purpose of entrance tanks for the siphon pipelines.
Now one of them serves as entrance to the siphon carrying water to
Virginia City, and the other takes water for the state pipelines.

8. Siphon.

There is now but one pipeline carrying water to the Virginia
Hills. This pipe is a 10-inch diameter pipe, varying in wall thick-
ness as the head on the pipe increases, so that at Lakeview it is
five-sixteenths of an inch thick. The pipe has threaded ends and
sleeve connections. This pipeline is almost 90 years old but is
generally in good condition. (Fig. 27.) About 1962 when construc-
tion was started on the Lakeview Hill section of U. S. Highway 395,
it was necessary to lower the pipeline. To do this a new section
of pipe, approximately 500 feet long, was put in so as not to dis-
rupt the flow of water to Virginia City any longer than necessary.
When the o0ld pipe was taken out it was found to be in surprisingly
good condition. While there are occasional breaks in the pipe,
usually due to extreme temperature conditions, the pipe welds very
well and repair is not too difficult. Reid's opinion is that this
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Fig. 27. Exposed pipe on
Ophir Grade look-
ing north, 1968.

pipe will serve for many years more if the pressure range does not

exceed 800 p.s.i.

The siphon drops from an elevation of 7,147 at the top of the
tanks to 5,140 at Lakeview, a distance of 10,300 feet. This gives
a head of 2,007 feet at Lakeview or 871 p.s.i. if the outlet were
closed off. However, the outlet end of the siphon where it previ-
ously entered the flume, is at an elevation of 6,670 feet or a
vertical head of 1,530 feet or a static head of 664 p.s.i. This is
a length of 26,500 feet, making a total length of the siphon pipe-
line of 36,800 feet. At the east end the siphon connects with an
8-inch pipeline 17,000 feet long to the Five-Mile Reservoir. (Fig.
28.)

Theoretically, 800 p.s.i. at Lakeview would deliver about 700 gal-
lons per minute. This is probably high as there are many conditions
along the pipeline by which the flow may be affected. 1In order to

Fig. 28. East end of
siphon to Vir-
ginia City, look~-
ing east, 1968.




deliver about 200 g.p.m. to the Five-Mile Reservoir, the gauge at
Lakeview is usually held at about 750 p.s.i.

The 8-inch line from the end of the siphon to Five-Mile Reservoir
was installed in February 1957, as an emergency measure, for it had
become impossible to get water through the old flume to Virginia
City, and its inhabitants were out of water.-

Five-Mile Reservoir has a capacity of about 5,000,000 gallons of
~water, and is the end of the state system toward Virginia City.
(Fig. 29.) Virginia City Water Company takes the water through a
meter and their own pipeline to serve the Virginia City, Gold Hill
and Silver City areas.

-3
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Fig. 29. Five-Mile Reservoir,
looking east, 1968.
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PART V

Water Rights in Marlette Lake Water System

The Reid report alerted the subcommittee that there has been no
determination on the water rights in Marlette Lake. In reviewing
the status of the system's water rights, Mr. Reid stated:

The water rights on Franktown Creek and tributaries,
"which includes Hobart Creek" has (sic) been determined
and were set out by Case No. 182418, Washoe County Dis-
trict Court about three years ago.l The terminations
under this case are on record in the State Engineer's
Office. However, the rights as adjudicated to the Mar-
lette Lake Company, and Curtiss-Wright Corporation,
successor to the Virginia City Water Company and prede-
cessor to the State of Nevada, are briefly as follows:

"The full and earliest right to a flow of 10.0 cubic
feet per second (6,480,000,000 g.p.d.) of water flowing
at or above the diversion points on Hobart Creek and at
the Tunnel and along the flume. The water may be stored
in Hobart Creek Reservoir and they may be released and
diverted at any and all times and in quantities neces-
sary to satisfy any demand on the distribution system."”
This does not include any rights from Marlette Lake.

There has been no determination on the water rights at
Marlette Lake. The history of the storage and diversion
of water from Marlette Lake is that the Virginia City
Water Company used all or any portion of the water from
this source as needed and as the facilities would allow.
In discussions with the State Engineer's Office, they
have indicated that it was their opinion that under the
law the right to all the water from this source belongs
to the Virginia City Water Company and their successors.
This has been further substantiated by the fact that
since the enlargement of the Marlette Dam in 1959, no
water has been released from Marlette Lake into Lake
Tahoe except for a small amount during work on the pipe-
line and tunnel this past summer. I believe this indi-
cates that the State has full rights to the water from
the Marlette drainage basin.

On August 8, 1967, the subcommittee requested Mr. Roland D. Wester-
gard, State Engineer, a member of the subcommittee, to review the
status of the water rights of the Marlette Lake Water Company. In
response to this request he provided the subcommittee with two memo-
randa from his office, both dated May 29, 1963, regarding the extent
of the Marlette Lake water rights, in which he stated: "No inter-
vening water filings have been made to this date (September 11, 1967)
to appropriate any of the waters of Marlette Lake and the data con-
tained in the two * * * memorandums are correct and applicable to
this date." The memoranda referred to are as follows:
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May 29, 1963

MEMORANDUM TO: Hugh A. Shamberger, Director
Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources

FROM: Elmo J. DeRicco, State Engineer

SUBJECT: Opinion of the Extent of the Marlette Lake
Water Rights.

Although the extent of the Marlette Lake Company's
rights in and to the waters of Marlette Lake has not
been determined by adjudication proceedings, it is my
opinion that this Company has exclusive rights to all of
the waters of this source upstream from its natural dis-
charge.

It is a further opinion that the rights on Marlette
Creek below the natural discharge of the Lake have in
the past been satisfied and are restricted to service
from inflow below the dam at the outflow of the Lake.

These opinions are based on the following facts: There
has been no contest or protest of the use made in the
past of Marlette Lake waters by the Marlette Lake Company
or its predecessors, there was no contest or protest when
the Marlette Lake Company built additional storage facil-
ities at the outlet of the Lake; there are no proofs of
appropriations or valid appropriative rights of record of
other parties on waters of Marlette Lake; Map 896-D-7
dated June 1913, on file in the State Engineer's Office -
indicates that the Virginia and Gold Hill Water Company's
water works included facilities to convey water from Mar-
lette Lake for use in the Virginia City area. Considera-
tion of the date of this map and the extent of the works
existing at that time would indicate initiation of use
prior to 1905, which in turn would substantiate the ex-
istence of a vested right initiated by a predecessor of
the Marlette Lake Company.

May 29, 1963
MEMORANDUM

Subject: Marlette Lake Company Rights to Waters of Frank-
town Creek and Tributaries and Marlette Lake.

In Opinion 4386 In the Matter of the Determination of the
Relative Rights in and to the Waters of Franktown Creek and
its Tributaries filed September 27, 1961, the Supreme Court
of the State of Nevada affirmed judgment entered by the
Second Judicial District Court, Washoe County, Grant L.
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Bowen, Judge. This judgment approved the final order of
determination made by the State Engineer.

The judgment thus entered permits Marlette Lake Company
to appropriate 10.0 c.f.s. of water from Hobart Creek, a
tributary of Franktown Creek, above the Red House diver-
sion for municipal, commercial, industrial, and domestic
purposes. The period of use is designated as January lst
to December 31lst, in the general area comprising the
Cities of Carson City, Virginia City, Silver City, and
Gold Hill. Reference is made to the Franktown Creek adju-
dication files for specific details.

Application for approval of reconstruction of Hobart
Creek Reservoir Dam (J-31) filed by the Virginia City
Water Company was approved on September 10, 1956. An
application to appropriate the water to be stored was not
filed, apparently because this dam was to provide regula-
tory storage for the vested water rights.

Application for approval of Red House Diversion Dam
(J-49) filed by the Marlette Lake Company was approved
August 24, 1959. The purpose of this dam is for diver-
sion of Hobart Creek waters.

The above are the only valid water rights of record of
the Marlette Lake Company or its predecessors in the
Hobart and Franktown Creek watershed.

There are no valid rights of record to appropriate
water of Marlette Lake. The La Grande Oro Consolidated
Hydraulic Mining Company filed a claim to surplus waters
flowing into Marlette Lake. This claim was recorded in
Washoe County on January 22, 1896. No proofs of appro-
priation, applications, or other documents have been filed
in the State Engineer's office to support this claim.

Application 361 and Application 18940 filed for the
waters of Marlette Lake were withdrawn by the applicants,
and Application 18442 was canceled.

The Marlette Lake Company filed an application for the
approval of reconstruction of Marlette Lake Dam (J-48)
on July 13, 1959. This application was approved August 24,
1959. The purpose of the dam is storage and apparently
waters to be stored are those claimed under vested rights.
This dam is located within the SE 1/4 Sec. 12, T. 15 N.,
R, 18 E., or at the natural outlet of Marlette Lake.

There have been numerous filings for waters of Marlette
Creek at points downstream from the natural outlet of the
Lake. The following filings for waters of Marlette Creek
have either been withdrawn or canceled: Permit 8350, Per-
mit 10055, Permit 10162, and Permit 10163. Application
8288 for waters of Marlette Creek (East Branch of North
Fork) for irrigation and domestic purposes, and Applica-
tion 8311 for waters of Marlette Creek for power purposes,

-37-



(Applications 8288 and 8311l stand in the names of Hope,
Walter D. and William S. Bliss.) and Application 12084
(George Whittell) for waters of Marlette Creek (Main
North Fork and Tributaries) for gquasi-municipal and
domestic purposes, are still pending. Certificates have
been issued under Permits 12085, 12086 and 12087 to George
Whittell for waters of Marlette Creek: - for power and do-
mestic purposes.

State Land Office records indicate that the E 1/2 Sec.
12, 7. 15 N., R. 18 E,, M.D.B.&M., was patented on
August 13, 1869 to O. P. Willis. The original Marlette
Lake, prior to enlargement, was located within this area.

The chain of title to the land surrounding the lake is
not complete on our office records. However, the earliest
deed of which we have a record was dated April 17, 1922,
between Virginia and Gold Hill Water Company and The
Virginia and Gold Hill Water Company. This deed includes
a description of property surrounding Marlette Lake as it
appears on the Carson City, Nevada, quadrangle sheet
dated 1956. This deed also includes a general clause to
assign interest in waters, water rights, control struc- E\
tures, and coOnveyance systems.

A deed dated December 2, 1957, between Curtiss-Wright
Corporation and Marlette Lake Company includes in part a
description of the same property surrounding Marlette
Lake. This deed also specifically refers to waters having
a source in Marlette Lake.

Map 896-D-7 on file in the State Engineer's Office,
which is dated June, 1913, bears the title "General Map -
of the Works Comprising Virginia and Gold Hill Water Cos
System". This map includes the Marlette Lake watershed,
the Marlette flume, the tunnel, siphon, and remainder of
the conduit to the Virginia City area.

The above is a summary of information included in the
records of the State Engineer's Office pertaining to
rights or evidence of rights of the Marlette Lake Company
to waters of Franktown Creek and Tributaries and Marlette

Lake.
Roland D. Westergard, Chief
Adjudication Section
Mr. Westergard further advised the subcommittee: "In addition to

the Decree by the Second Judicial District Court in the Matter of
the Determination of the Relative Rights in and to the Waters of
Franktown Creek and its Tributaries and affirmed by the Nevada
Supreme Court in Opinion 4386,3 the State Engineer has issued cer-
tificates under all water rights in accordance with the above de-
cree. The right under the Franktown Creek Decree for 10.0 c.f.s. of
water from Hobart Creek, and which may be stored in the Hobart Creek
Reservoir, stands in the name of the Marlette Lake Company. The
date of priority is August, 1871; the period of use from January 1lst
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to December 31lst of each year and the place of use is within the
cities of Virginia City, Gold Hill, Silver City and Carson City.

"The proposed California-Nevada Interstate Compact of the waters
of Lake Tahoe, Truckee River, Carson River and Walker River Basins
* * * recognizes a diversion of 3,000 acre-feet per annum from Mar-
lette Lake for use in Nevada as an existing transbasins diversion
* ¥ ¥ This is not a determination of the water rights of Marlette
Lake but if accepted and compacted under the California-Nevada
Interstate Compact would only be an allocation of water between Cali-
fornia and Nevada."%

On October 6, 1967, the State Engineer recommended to the subcom-
mittee that:

1. The state initiate proceedings to adjudicate the sources of
water where a claim of vested right can be supported; and

2. If there are sources of supply where the use was initiated too
late to be considered a vested right, applications to appropriate be
filed.

Following the recommendations of the State Engineer, the Director
of the Department of Administration, on behalf of the State of
Nevada, has initiated proceedings to adjudicate the sources of water
where a claim of vested right can be supported and has filed appli-
cations to appropriate water from sources of supply where the use
might have been initiated too late to be considered a vested right.
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PART VI

Supervision and Administration of the Marlette Lake Water
System by the Buildings and Grounds Division,
Department of Administration

A. In General.

The 1963 legislature created the Marlette Lake water system and
designated the Department of Administration as the supervising
agency. The working capital fund was established to receive depos-
its from the sale of water and other revenue and to pay for the cost
of operation.l The purpose of the system is:

l. To preserve and protect the sources of water.
2. To provide adequate supplies of water to the areas served.
3. To improve and preserve the watershed.

4, To maintain the system in a condition calculated to assure
dependable supplies of water.

5. To sell water under equitable and fiscally sound contrac-
tual arrangements.

On October 16, 1967, Mr, Howard E. Barrett, Director, Department
of Administration, described to the subcommittee his department's
activities concerning the system. The system was secured in 1963
and the responsibility for its operation and maintenance placed in
the hands of the Department of Administration, where it has been
ever since, specifically under the direction of the Buildings and
Grounds Division. Mr. Barrett's involvements had been in the areas
of water use, budgets and studies, with the most interesting, he
said, being the preparation of the contract for sale of water to the
Virginia City Water Company, in which were involved rate hearings
before the Public Service Commission of Nevada.2

Mr. Barrett stated he felt the state should not be in the public
utility business. However, he said his judgment was tempered by two
things: (1) The proposed park system in the surrounding area would
make it desirable to include the Marlette land already owned by the
state in the system. He felt agreement on possible disputes could
- be more easily reached between two state agencies such as the Nevada
State Park System and the Buildings and Grounds Division than be-
tween the State Park System and a private company leasing the
state's water system; and (2) if the state needs the Marlette water
for its own use in the capitol complex.

"I believe," he continued, "that the Marlette Lake system should
not be operated at a profit to the state (which it is in no danger
of being at this time) but the system should not be operated with
tax moneys collected from all citizens of the state purely to bene-
fit local water consumers in Carson City and Virginia City. I would
ask that in your study you consider the possibility, if the state is
going to retain the system, of adding language into the law giving
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us more explicit direction as to what information should be taken
into account when we build rates for the sale of the wholesale
water." '

The system should charge sufficient rates, Mr. Barrett stated, to
repay the interest on the bonds that were sold to purchase the sys-
tem in the first place. There being nothing in the statute requir-
ing such a procedure, he had found it difficult to "defend" the
proposal in hearings before the Public Service Commission of Nevada
on rates.

B. Egquipment.

The current working equipment includes one Jeep pickup; one four-
wheel drive International pickup; one Studebaker truck; one D-7
Caterpillar with dozer; and one small
John Deere diesel tracklayer with dozer.
Also, the diesel pump installed in 1966
to help supply Carson Water Company with
peak needs is in position, has been
overhauled and is ready for emergency

Fig. 29A, Caretaker's house at Marlette
dam (1968), which was main-
tained by Virginia and Gold
Hill water Company. Similar
caretaker residences were
maintained at west portal of
tunnel, Red House diversion
dam, Tank House and Five-
Mile Reservoir.

use. The pickups and truck have been
overhauled, and it is planned that the
tractors will be overhauled this winter
(1969). With proper maintenance the
existing eguipment should suffice for
some time.

C. Personnel.

~Mr. Jac Shaw, Chief of the Buildings and Grounds Division, de-
scribed the existing operation on October 16, 1967, as one that
covers only the bare necessities of keeping water moving to the
vital areas. Basically it is a one-man operation4 with little or no
opportunity to develop or improve either the water system or the
value of the real estate. (Fig. 29A.) The current budget allows
for one permanent unclassified employee plus a half position for
emergency help. Hobart Reservoir was cleaned with a $35,000 appro-
priation from the 1967 legislature.”® This project was accomplished
by a time and material contract with Savage Construction Company of
Carson City. Mr. Shaw recommended that the system should have three
permanent employees: One stationed at Lakeview as watermaster and
another stationed at Red House (nearly the center of operations) to
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eliminate the many "tough, man-killing trips" necessary during the
winter months, and a third as laborer when needed.

Mr. Harry E. ("Red") McGovern, who maintains the system under

Mr. Shaw's direction, agreed. For good supervision and maintenance
of the system, at least three employees would be needed, since the
job is a 24-hour one. "Water runs that way," he remarked. "It
doesn't take any holidays." Water must be checked in order to as-
sure its purity, up in the hills and near intakes. Once a week the
whole pipe system must be personally inspected. Continual surveil-
lance is required to be sure obstructions are removed and breaks
(sometimes caused by vandals) are promptly repaired. This requires
maintenance personnel to continue inspections in winter by the use
of snowshoes and skis, and a careful watch on ice formation and
water flow control is necessary.

D. Health Division's Recommendations,

Mr. Wendell D. McCurry, Public Health Engineer, Health Division,
Department of Health and Welfare (now Department of Health, Welfare
and Rehabilitation) in a letter to Mr. Shaw on October 12, 1967,
made the following observations.

It is time the State made up its mind about what to do with
this system. If the State continues to operate the system
and provide water to the Carson Water Company, there should
be a definite commitment from the Carson Water Company on
the amount of water they will need, so the system can be
designed accordingly.

Below is a list of recommendations * * *:

1. Complete the cleaning of muck and debris from
Hobart and this includes the removal of such
material from the drainage basin or stabiliza-
tion of the material so that it cannot be
leached or washed into Hobart or the creek
from Hobart.

2. Clean the creek channel immediately below
Hobart reservoir and any other place where
the water flows through dead or decaying
organic material. The ultimate solution for
this is to pipe the water from Hobart reser-
voir to Red House.

3. Steps should be taken to insure that cattle
are kept out of the drainage basin.

4. Cover the two tanks where the Virginia City
and Carson City lines take off.

5. Clean five-mile reservoir and establish a

routine schedule of applying chemicals to
control algae.
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6. Cover the two concrete tanks near Carson City
where chlorine is applied.

7. Build a dike to protect the concrete tanks
- from flash floods.

8. Revamp the treatment system so that taste,
color, iron and odor can be removed when
necessary. This may require complete treat-
ment, i.e. flocculation, sedimentation and
filtration.

9. Develop the water above the flume line be-
tween Red House and the tunnel. This water
should all be piped to the diversion at Red
House. Because this is such high quality
water, the water supply will be considerably
enhanced by using this water from above the
flume line to dilute the water from Hobart.

10. The State will need to employ a consulting
engineer to design an adequate treatment
systen,

E. 1968 Summer-~-Autumn Activity.

At the final subcommittee meeting held November 14, 1968, Mr. Shaw
reported what the Buildings and Grounds Division had accomplished in
the system during the summer and autumn of 1968, It was an excep-
tionally bad water year. The demands from Carson Water Company were
excessive, and the company agreed to furnish the capital necessary
to provide more water. The pump at Marlette Lake was completely
overhauled (Figs. 30, 31)
and the section system prop-
erly engineered. Pipe (8
inch) was supplied by the
company and the pipeline
extended down the canyon
into Hobart Creek. (Figs.
32, 33.) Aadditional creek
waters were also captured
by this pipe installation.
Capital costs approximated
$33,000 paid by Carson
Water Company. While the
pump was in operation, the
Building and Grounds Divi-
sion supplied 'round-the-
clock crews. The pumping
operation left a margin of
roughly $20 a day of in-
come over expense. "It was

a break-even operation." Fig. 30. Pumping station north end
The cleaning of Hobart Res- Marlette Reservoir looking
ervoir was finished, cre- west, 1968,

ating problems of unclear
water. It took all year to
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Fig. 32. East portal of tunnel,
1968, showing installation
of catchment weir to cap=-
ture water flow.

Fig. 31. Exposed pipeline.
running between
Marlette pumping
station and Red

House diversion
dam, 1968.

resettle and it will not be
known until next year wheth-
er this activity is going to
change or lessen coloration.
Fire danger in the area was
extreme during this period.
The buildings at the tanks
were demolished with the
help of prison crews to
lessen fire danger, and the

area was completely cleared Fig. 33. Pipeline and catchment sta-
to lessen the chance of the tion installed in 1968 near
wooden tanks' burning. east portal of tunnel.

F. Finances.

The system is financed from water sales to Carson Water Company,
Virginia City Water Company and the Buildings and Grounds Division.
The rate is 16 cents per thousand gallons of water used, less 10
percent for evaporation and spillage. The budget of the Buildings
and Grounds Division, Department of Administration, requests autho-
rization of $33,795 and $34,376 for the 1969-1971 biennium to oper-
ate the system. The following chart shows actual and projected
consumption by the three customers of the system:
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Actual and Projected Sales by Marlette Lake Water System

—9 v—.

State Carson City Virginia City System
Year Gallonsl sales? Gallonsl sales? Gallonsl sales? Gallonsl sales?
1964-65 63,051 812,610 93,390 518,678 50,423 $1,000 206,864 $32,288-
1965-66 101,767 17,683 61,221 9,800 53,790 1,000 216,778 28,483
1966-~67 55,310 10,334 86,851 16,805 46,757 7,213 188,918 34,352
1967-68 88,998 13,774 72,178 11,548 53,521 7,711 214,697 33,033
1968-69 95,000 13,680 85,000 12,240 55,000 7,920 235,000 33,840
1969-70 95,000 13,680 85,000 12,240 55,000 7,920 235,000 33,840
1970-71 95,000 13,680 85,000 12,240 55,000 7,920 235,000 33,840

1. Gallons are reported in thousands.

2., Prior to 1966-67, the rate was 20¢ per thousand gallons for the State and Carson City,
and $1,000 per year for Virginia City. In 1966-67, Virginia City's rate was raised to
16¢ and in 1967-68 all three users were assessed at 16¢ with a 10% reduction for evap-
oration and spillage. The rate for the coming biennium is recommended to continue at
16# per thousand gallons less 10% for evaporation.



A summary of capital costs and receipts and expenditures of the
system's working capital fund was prepared by the Fiscal Analyst for
the subcommittee on May 20, 1968. Copies follow.
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RUSSELL W. McDONALD FiscaL AND AuDITING DiviSION
ROBERT E. BRUCE

Dmzcron STATE OF NEVADA Fisnel Anclyst
FRANK W. DAYKIN .
Depurr Dmscron : LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU teoki Dvsox
' Room 45, Caprror BumpiNg . Legislative Counsel
RESEARCH Division

CxarsoN Crry, Nevaps 89701 ARTHUR J. PALMER, Jr.
. Research Director

May 20, 1968

TO: ALL MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION'S SUBCOMMITTEE FOR STUDY OF
THE MARLETTE LAKE WATER SYSTEM

We have prepared the following statements for your review regarding the
State of Nevada's investment in the Marlette Lake Water System:

Exhibit A - Summary of Capital Costs.
Schedule No. 1 - Allocation of State's Purchase Cost and
Additions.

Schedule No. 2 - Plant Investment in the Marlette System
by the Curtiss-Wright Company as of
December 31, 1959.

These statements do not reflect the investment by the State for the
distribution system from the reservoir to Carson City and in Carson City.

These statements are not intended to reflect the current value of all or
any part of the Marlette Lake Water System.

In addition, we have prepared the following statement which reflects the
‘results of operation of the Marlette Lake Water System:

Exhibit B -  Receipts and Expenditures.
Respectfully submitted,

AR

Robert E. Bruce, C.P.A.
Fiscal Analyst

REB:ss
Attachments
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MARLETTE LAKE WATER SYSTEM
SUMMARY OF CAPITAL COSTS -
FROM AUGUST, 1963 TO APRIL, 1968

EXHIBIT A
Acquisition Additions Total
Cost From By Costs
Curtiss-Wright State 4/30/68
LANDED CAPITAL
Water Shed Land $ 376,066 ~ $ 46,197 $ 422,263
Storage Land 50,357 -——- 50,357
Transmission Land 221,927 -—-- 221,927
Other Land 19,046 -~ 19,046
Total Landed Capital $§ 667,396 $ 46,197 $§ 713,593
SOURCE OF WATER SUPPLY" :
Collection and Impounding System $ 217,085 $ 49,177 $ 266,262
TRANSMISSION '
Structures and Improvements $ 2 $ --- $ 2
Reservoir and Tanks 66,175 --- 66,175
Mains 663,360 - 663,360
Total Transmission $§ 729,537 - $§ 729,537
GENERAL PLANT $ 35,982 $ 19,905 $ 55,887
COMBINED TOTALS $1,650,000 $115,279 $1,765,279

NOTE:
Refer to Schedule No. 1 for further information regarding method used in
determining allocation of purchase price.
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MARLETTE LAKE WORKING CAPITAL FUND
RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES

EXHIBIT B
: o Ten Months
Fiscal Year Ended Ended
6/30/64 6/30/65 6/30/66 6/30/67 4/30/68
BALANCE, JULY 1 § --- $25,000 $ 5,375 $21,035 $ 7,347
RECEIPTS
General Fund Appropriation $25,000 $ --- § --- $ --- $ —--
Water Sales 12,464 32,288 28,483 35,846 17,331
Board of Examiners Emergency Fund - 25,000 --- -—- .-
Miscellaneous 48 19 8,263 - ——
Total Receipts $37,512 $57,307 836,746 $35,846 $17,331
Total Funds Available - $37,512 $82,307 $42,121 $56,881 $24,678
EXPENDITURES )
Payroll Costs $ 5,298 $ 6,535 $ 6,829 $12,020 $11,098
Travel § --- S --- § --< $ 191 § ---
Operating Costs:
Equipment Rent § == § 712 $ 158 $ 462 $ 140
Postage ——— 3 1 274 -—
Heat and Power 216 405 385 264 125
Telephone 182 168 119 133 97
Insurance 294 30 7 6 6
Equipment Repairs 542 439 1,464 2,675 1,763
Bldg. & Grounds Maintenance 36 374 460 190 135
Contract Services - 46,197 --- 156 27
Truck Operation 1,045 1,745 1,709 1,989 1,295
Flume & Pipe Replacement 1,603 13,942 5,181 25,815 1,406
Prisoners' Stipends & Food 51 1,933 1,804 247 26
Interest on Bonds -——- 4,225 --- - ---
Miscellaneous ' - 173 292 77 251
Total Operating Costs $ 3,969 870,346 $11,580 832,288 $ 5,271
Equipment Purchases § --- S 51 $ 2,677 S 35 $ 1,021
Total Expenditures $ 9,267 $76,932 $21,086 844,534 $17,390
TRANSFERS TO BOND AND INTEREST FUND § --- $ --- § --- $ 5,000 $ ---
REVERSIONS TO GENERAL FUND $§ 3,245 § --- § --~ § --- § ~--
BALANCE, JUNE 30 $25,000 $ 5,375 $21,035 $ 7,347 $ 7,288
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MARLETTE LAKE WATER SYSTEM
ALLOCATION OF STATE. PURCHASE
COST AND ADDITIONS

SCHEDULE NO. 1

Investment at Change in Value Total State Additions State's
12/31/59 By No Increase Purchase Subsequent Investment
Curtisgs-Wright Decrease Change Amount % of Total Allocation Cost to Purchase 6/30/67
LANDED CAPITAL
Water-Shed Land:
Marlette Lake - 1410 Acres $ 51,200 $ - § ~-- $ 51,200 8.54% $ 137,837 $ 137,837 - $ 137,837
Tunnel & Tunnel Flume Rights 5,000 - --- 5,000 .83 13,396 13,396 46,197 -59,593
North Flume Rights 1,000 --- --- 1,000 .17 2,744 2,744 --- 2,744
Hobart Creek & Reservoir Rights 10,000 -—- --- 16,000 1.67 26,954 26,954 -—- 26,954
Additional Acreage 72,496 --- == 72,496 12.09 195,135 195,135 --- 195,135
Total Water-Shed Land $139,696 § --- § -~ $139,696 23.30% $ 376,066 $ 376,066 $ 46,197 $ 422,263
Storage Land:
Marlette Lake - 380 Acres $ 13,800 $ --- $ --- $ 13,800 2.30% $ 37,122 $ 37,122 $ --- $ 37,122
Additional Acreage 4,917 - -~ 4,917 .82 13,235 13,235 --- 13,235
Total Storage Land $ 18,717 § --- § ==~ $ 18,717 3.12% $ 50,357 $ 50,357 $§ --- $ 50,357
Transmission Land:
Land at Tanks - 80 Acres $ 1,000 $ --- $ --- $ 1,000 .17% $ 2,744 $ 2,744 § ~-- $ 2,744
Land at Five Mile Reservoir
80 Acres 1,000 --- - 1,000 .17 2,744 2,744 --- 2,744
Additional Acreage 80,454 --= --= 80,454 13.41 216,439 216,439 == 216,439
Total Transmission Land S 82,454 $ --- $ --- $ 82,454 13.75% $ 221,927 $” 221,927 S --- S 221,927
Other Land:
Lakeview - 130 Acres $ 2,000 $ --- $ --- $ 2,000 .33% $ 5,326 $ 5,326 $ --- $ 5,326
Other Rights not Specified 500 --- -—- 500 .08 1,291 1,291 --- 1,291
Additional Acreage 4,605 -—- - 4,605 .77 12,429 12,429 - 12,429
Total Other Land $ 7,105 $ --- $ ==~ $ 7,105 - 1.18% $ 19,046 $ 19,046 § =--- $ 19,046
Total Landed Capital $247,972 $ --- $ --- $247,972 41.35% $§ 667,396 $ 667,39 $ 46,197 $ 713,593
SOURCE OF WATER SUPPLY
Collection and Impounding System:
Marlette Dam $ 70,651 $ --- $§ --- $ 70,651 11.78% $ 190,131 $ 190,131 --- $ 190,131
Hobart Creek Reservoir Dam 10,000 --- - 10,000 1.67 26,954 26,954 49,177 76,131
Total Source of Water Supply § 80,651 $§ -=- $ --- $:80,651 13.45% $ 217,085 $ 217,085 $ 49,177 $§ 266,262
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MARLETTE LAKE WATER SYSTEM

ALLOCATION OF STATE PURCHASE

COST AND ADDITIONS

SCHEDULE NO. 1 (CONT.)

Investment at Change in Value Total State Additions State's
12/31/59 By No Increase Purchase Subsequent Investment
Curtiss-Wright Decrease Change Amount % of Total Allocation Cost to Purchase 6/30/67
TRANSMISSION ‘
Structures and Improvements:
Red House $ 500 $ 499 $ 1§ --- - % $§ --- $ i $§ --- $ 1
Five Mile Reservoir House 2,699 2,698 1 --= --= --- 1 --= 1
Total Structtures & Improvements § 3,199 $ 3,197 S 2 § --- --- % $ --- $ 2 § --- $ 2
Reservoir and Tanks:
Tanks $ 1,000 $ --- $ --- $ 1,000 17% $ 2,744 $ 2,744 $ --- $ 2,744
Red House Dam 23,572 --- --- 23,572 3.93 63,431 63,431 -== 63,431
Total Reservoir and Tanks $ 24,572 § --- § -=- $ 24,572 4.10% $ 66,175 $§ 66,175 § --- $§ 66,175
Mains:
Pipeline-Syphon to Five Mile
Reservoir $ 40,000 $ ~-- $ --- $ 40,000 6.67% $ 107,655 $ 107,655 $§ --- $ 107,655
Syphon 10,000 -—- -—- 10,000 1.67 26,954 26,954 - 26,954
Pipeline-Red House to Tanks 196,415 --- --- 196,415 32.76 528,751 528,751 --= 528,751
Total Mains $246,415 $ --- [ $246,415 41.10% $ 663,360 $ 663,360 $§ --- $ 663,360
Total Transmission $274,186 $ 3,197 $ 2 $270,987 45.20% $§ 729,535 $ 729,537 § --- $§ 729,537
GENERAL PLANT .
Structures and Improvements $ 8,572 R $ 8,572 § --- ---% $§ --- $ 8,572 -2 $ 8,572
Transportation Equipment 4,004 - 4,004 --- ~-- .- 4,004 3,578 - 7,582
Tools and Work Equipment 23,406 ——- 23,406 ——- - —— 23,406 16,327 39,733
Engineering During Construction 26,111 26,111 --- -—- - -—- --- --- ---
Legal Expense During Construction 34,376 34,376 --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Organization Expense 4,501 4,501 - - - - --- --- -==
Total General Plant $100,970 $64,988 $35,982 § =--- === % § --- $ 35,982 $ 19,905 $ 55,887
COMBINED TOTALS $703,779 868,185 835,984 $599,610 100.00% $1,614,016 $1,650,000 $115,279 81,765,279

NOTES: (1) Refer to Schedule No. 2 for further information regarding the amount of investment by Curtiss-Wright at December 31, 1959.
(2) Information regarding the amount of investment by Curtiss-Wright from 12/31/59 to 8/63 was not available.



" MARLETTE LAKE
PLANT INVESTMENT IN THE MARLETTE SYSTEM BY
THE CURTISS-WRIGHT COMPANY AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1959
PER REPORT PREPARFD BY ROY A. WEHE, CONSULTING ENGINEER

SCHEDULE NO. 2

Plant Additions Total
Acquired from Made by Investment
V.C. Water Co. Curtiss-Wright at 12/31/59
LANDED CAPITAL
Water-Shed Land:
Marlette Lake - 1410 Acres $ 51,200 $§ --- $ 51,200
Tunnel and Tunnel Flume Rights 5,000 -——— 5,000
North Flume Rights 1,000 - 1,000
Hobart Creek and Reservoir Rights 10,000 --- 10,000
Additional Acreage --- 72,496 72,496
Total Water-Shed Land $ 67,200 - $. 72,496 $139,696
Storage Land:
Marlette Lake - 380 Acres $ 13,800 $§ --- $ 13,800
Additional Acreage -== 4,917 4,917
Total Storage Land- $ 13,800 $ 4,917 $ 18,717
Transmission Land: , )
Land at Tanks - 80 Acres $ 1,000 § --- $ 1,000
Land at Five Mile Reservoir - 80 Acres 1,000 -——- 1,000
Additional Acreage -—— 80,454 80,454
Total Transmission Land $ 2,000 $ 80,454 $ 82,454
Other Land:
Lakeview - 130 Acres $ 2,000 § --- $ 2,000
Other Rights Not Specified 500 - 500
Additional Acreage --- 4,605 4,605
Total Other Land $ 2,500 $ 4,605 $ 7,105
Total Landed Capital $ 85,500 $162,472 $247,972
SOURCE OF WATER SUPPLY
Collection and Impounding System:
Marlette Dam $ 9,500 $ 61,151 $ 70,651
Hobart Creek Reservoir Dam 10,000 -——— 10,000
Total Source of Water Supply $ 19,500 $ 61,151 $ 80,651
TRANSMISSION
Structures and Improvements:
Red House $ 500 $ --- $ 500
Five Mile Reservoir House 1,500 "'1,199 2,699
Total Structures and Improvements $ 2,000 $ 1,199 $ 3,199
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MARLETTE LAKE
PLANT INVESTMENT IN THE MARLETTE SYSTEM BY
THE CURTISS-WRIGHT COMPANY AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1959
PER REPORT PREPARED BY ROY A, WEHE, CONSULTING ENGINEER

SCHEDULE NO. 2 (CONT)

Plant Additions Total
Acquired from Made by Investment
V.C. Water Co. Curtiss-Wright at 12/31/59
TRANSMISSION (CONT.)
Reservoir and Tanks:
Tanks $ 1,000 ‘ $ --- $ 1,000
Red House Dam --= 23,572 23,572
Total Reservoir and Tanks $ 1,000 $ 23,572 $ 24,572
Mains:
Pipeline - Syphon to Five Mile Reservoir § 40,000 § --- $ 40,000
Syphon i 10,000 - 10,000
Pipeline - Red House to Tanks - 196,415 196,415
Total Mains , ' $ 50,000 © $196,415 $246,415
Total Transmission $ 53,000 $221,186 $274,186
GENERAL PLANT
Structures and Improvements § --- $ 8,572 $ 8,572
Transportation Equipment --- 4,004 4,004
Tools and Work Equipment - 23,406 23,406
Engineering During Construction .- 26,111 26,111
Legal Expense During Construction .- 34,376 34,376
Organization Expense --= 4,501 4,501
Total General Plant -—- $100,970 $100,970
COMBINED TOTALS $158,000 $545,779 $703,779
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PART VII

WategVService For Virginia City, :
Gold Hill and Silver City N\

Prior to May 1862, Virginia City and Gold Hill were supplied with
water by the Virginia Water Company and the Gold Hill Company. On
May 12, 1862, the companies consolidated to form the Virginia and
Gold Hill Water Company. On December 19, 1862, the Nevada terri-
torial legislative assembly granted to Robert C. Buhan,_his heirs
and assigns, a 20-year water franchise for Silver City. Water was
to be furnished free of charge to the town for fire purposes, and
the town was given the right after 10 years to purchase the works
and franchise. The growth, expansion and operation of the Virginia
and Gold Hill Water Company is detailed in Part II of this report.
The distribution system eventually covered the territory included in
Virginia City, Gold Hill and Silver City. Three large wooden tanks,
holding 30,000 gallons of water were built on the line of the flume
above the cities, and large storage tanks were constructed at the
numerous mines. Five-Mile Reservoir was built, and eventually two
flumes led to Virginia City and Gold Hill. (Fig. 33A.) The pipe
distribution system included pipes from 1 inch to 4 inches in diam-
eter, with a total length in excess of 87,000 feet.2

Over the years the water company's fortunes followed the rise and
decline of the Comstock. 1In 1933 its name was changed to the Vir-
ginia City Water Company, and there was a financial deficiency in
earnings from water sales for many years. In 1957 the Virginia City
Water Company sold to Curtiss-Wright Company all the water rights,
storage facilities at Marlette Lake, Hobart Reservoir, flumes, and
pipelines up to and including Five-Mile Reservoir. From the pro-
ceeds of the sale the Virginia City Water Company rehabilitated its
Virginia City distribution system by the installation of new mains
and services, and placed meters on all services.

The present Virginia City
water system provides water
service to the towns of
Virginia City, Gold Hill
and Silver City in Storey
and Lyon Counties. (Fig.
34.) The number of custom-
ers perhaps exceeds 200.
The company purchases all
its water at wholesale from
the State of Nevada. Water
deliveries are made and
metered at the intake of
the water company's main
transmission line at Five~
Mile Reservoir from Vir-
ginia City. (Figs. 35, 36,
37.) Water enters the Vir-
ginia system at three

Fig. 33A. Remains of flume from

points where local distri- Five-Mile Reservoir to
bution storage is provided. Virginia City, 1968.
The three tanks have a
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Fig. 34. State and Virginia City Water Company facilities
siphon: Five-Mile Reservoir, Virginia City, Gold
Hill and Silver City.
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35.

Fiqg.

Structure protect-
ing Virginia City
Water Company
catchment gauge
and valves near
Five-Mile Reser-
voir, 1968.

Pipe valves and
gauge inside meter-
ing shack, 1968.
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"Bookkeeping system" em-
ployed for metering water
removed from Five-Mile
Reservoir by Virginia City
Water Company, 1968.



Expésed pipeline for Virginia
City and Gold Hill tanks,
looking south, 1968.

Fig. 39. Virginia City water
tank, l1968.

Fig. 40. Gold Hill water tank, 1968,
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combined capacity of approximately 290,000 gallons. (Figs. 38, 39,
40.) At the outskirts of Virginia City, a tap is made from the
pipeline from Five-Mile Reservoir to another reservoir of perhaps
3,000,000 gallons capacity, known as Divide Reservoir. A pipeline
from this reservoir serves Gold Hill but a short distance further
on, and continues another 4 to 5 miles to supply Silver City.

During the subcommittee's investigations it heard statements by a
limited number of Virginia City residents concerning the dependency
of the area on the Marlette Lake system. Mr. Hobart Leonard stated:
"Virginia City is totally dependent upon the Marlette system for its
water." Mr. Fred Garrett, then county commissioner of Storey County,
stated that at one time there had been hope of Storey County's ac-
quiring the water system, but that the state's price had been too
high and the county and state had been unable to reach agreement.

"I still feel it should be in Storey County, myself,"” he said, "if
some kind of agreement could be made."™ Mr., Garrett explained he was
not referring to the whole system but only to that portion of it ex-
tending from U. S. Highway 395 east.

Mr. Walter Reid, a member of the subcommittee and a resident of
Virginia City, indicated that Storey County's main interest is in
protecting its water supply. "We feel in a matter of time we may
have to take over the distribution system up there * * * jf they
feel * * * they need to take over part of the system in order to
protect themselves, realizing that if Carson City takes it over
their interest is going to be mainly in this area and not in the
Virginia City area. While we are not interested in taking on a big
financial burden, we know we must have water to exist."
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- PART VIII

State Water Facilities in Carson City and Ormsby County

A. History.

As early as 1903 the state moved to secure an additional water
supply in Carson City for the Capitol and the state orphans' home.
The 1903 legislature appropriated $6,000 to the State Board of
Capitol Commissioners to purchase "water or land" to secure the
additional water supply.l In 1905 an additional $10,000 was appro-
priated to the State Board of Capitol Commissioners for the purpose
of providing a larger water supply for the Capitol and the state
orphans' home. The board was directed to commence the sinking of an
artesian well upon the grounds of "the Capitol square" or upon the
grounds of the orphans' home for the purpose of developing an arte-
sian or subterranean water supply for the state's uses.2 In 1929
the legislature appropriated $12,000 for the sinking and equipping
of we%ls on land of the state prison farm and the state orphans'
home.

After the Virginia and Truckee Railway discontinued service in
Carson City, the state attempted to purchase the railway's water
rights in Ash Canyon Creek. The 1959 legislature appropriated
$15,000 for the purpose,4 but the desired water rights were in dis-
pute. In 1961 the sale was accomplished, the railway selling to the
state lands containing a reservoir, pipeline right-of-way connected
therewith, and its interest in the water rights., The state system
serves the Capitol complex within the city and the maximum security
prison. Prior to the purchase of the Marlette water system, its
sources of supply were spring developments in Vicee Canyon, a minor
development of Dead Horse Spring, partial rights to Ash Canyon Creek
flow, and the orphans' home (now the Nevada State Children's Home)
well. Substantial water was purchased from the Marlette Lake Com-

pany.

B. Facilities.

The pipeline to carry water to the state facilities and to the
Carson Water Company takes off at the tanks (described in Part IV of
this report) in an 8-inch diameter pipeline which extends to the
junction with the 4-inch line in Vicee Canyon. This line falls very
- rapidly, close to 1l0-percent slope, which gives it a capacity of
about 3,000,000 gallons per day.

A 10-inch diameter pipeline carries the water from the Vicee Can-
yon junction to the new state reservoir. (Figs. 41, 42, 43, 44.)
This line has a capacity of 3,000 g.p.m, or about 4,000,000 g.p.d.

From the new state reservoir a 1l0-inch line runs to the old state
reservoir, about 3,500 feet, and an 8-inch line runs to the Carson
Water Company reservoir, a distance of about 4,600 feet.

From the o0ld state reservoir an 8-inch line runs into Carson City

to the state facilities, and a 12-inch line diverts water directly
to the Carson Water Company's facilities.
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Upper reservoir,
state water facili~-
ties west of Carson
City, 1968.

Fig. 42, Second reservoir,
state water facil-
ities west of Car-
son City, 1968.

e
- . S

Fig. 43. Third reservoir,
state water facili-
ties west of Carson
City, 1968.
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Fourth and lowest
reservoir, state
water facilities
west of Carson City,
1968.

The new state reservoir has a capacity of 1,000,000 gallons and
the 0ld reservoir has a capacity of 235,000 gallons. As the demand
for water in the Carson City area increases this storage capacity
should be increased to at least twice the present capacity. It may
be possible to do this by enlarging the old V & T reservoir and mak-
ing it usable. At present it is not being used.

In Vicee Canyon there is a 2-inch pipe carrying water from Upper
Rose Spring, and this connects with a 4-inch line at Lower Rose
Spring, which carries the water from the springs, and a tunnel to
the 10-inch line. There is a 4-inch line from Dead Horse Spring and
a 2 1/2-inch pipe from Ash Canyon carrying water into the state res-
ervoir.

The production from these
sources amounts to about 40
g.p.m. during the spring
but usually drops to 15 to
20 g.p.m. during the late
summer. Under these con-
ditions where the flow is
so small during the period
of greatest demand it does
not appear that much ex-
pense in developing these
sources would be economi-
cal. However, the flows
should be maintained and
used so as to maintain the
water rights.

The length of the pipe-
line from the tanks to the
Nevada State Prison tank,
the end of the system, is = tank
8.5 miles. (Fig. 45.) !
There is an 8-inch line
from the lower reservoir to

Fig. 45. Nevada State Prison water

showing gauge and
pump house, 1968.
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a point in front of the children's home. One 4-inch line serves the
Supreme Court and the Heroes' Memorial buildings. A 4-inch line
serves from the east side of the Capitol to the old state printing
office and the National Guard building. One 2-inch  line serves the
Nye Building; one 4-inch line serves the Blasdel Building, and one
6-inch line serves the new state printing office. The 8-inch line
in front of the children's home goes into the property where it is
reduced for cottage and sprinkler system use. From the children's

" home to the state prison the line is reduced to 4 inches. The ca-
pacity of the prison tank is 500,000 gallons. The Carson City fire
department uses and maintains 15 fire hydrants on the state's water
lines at no charge. The following existing buildings are not con-
nected to the state water system, due to the fact that distribution
lines are not available: Nevada State Museum, the Department of
Highways, Department of Motor Vehicles, Nevada Industrial Commission
and the Employment Security Department.

The distribution system within the city generally is in good re-
pair with the exception of a portion approximately two blocks long
which needs replacement. Mr., Jac Shaw, Chief, Buildings and Grounds
Division, Department of Administration, described the well at the
children's home: - "At the Children's Home at the corner of Fifth and
Stewart," he said, "we do have probably the best well in the valley.
It produces at least 1,000
gallons a minute. The well
serves as a standby in case
of need and is only uti-
lized when actually re-
quired." (Fig. 46.)

C. Water Rights.

The State Engineer sup-
plied the subcommittee with
the following information
regarding the water rights
of record in the name of the
State of Nevada from Vicee
Canyon Creek, Dead Horse
Spring and Ash Canyon.

l. Vicee Canyon Creek;
Lower Rose Spring.

Fig. 46. Well at Nevada
State Children's
Home, 1968,

There are no water rights
of record in the name of the
State of Nevada on Vicee
Canyon Creek. However, Permit No. 8807 was issued to the State of
Nevada for waters of Lower Rose Spring on June 27, 1960, for 2.0
c.f.s. for irrigation and domestic purposes. The Proof of Commence-
ment of Work was filed January 30, 1961, and the Proof of Completion
of Work was filed January 5, 1962.

2. Upper Rose Creek.

Permits Nos. 8808 and 15973 were issued to the State of Nevada for

-64-




the waters of Upper Rose Creek on April 16, 1965, for 1.0 c.f.s.
each for irrigation and domestic and for general domestic purposes
respectively. The Proof of Commencement of Work was filed under
each on November 18, 1965.

3. Ash Canyon Creek.

Rights to the use of the waters of Ash Canyon Creek (or Gregory
Canyon Creek) were determined by a civil decree of November 14, 1885,
R. R. Bigelow, District Judge of the Fourth Judicial District of
Nevada, presiding in the District Court of the Second Judicial Dis-
trict of the State of Nevada. Although there is no record in this
office of the assignment of these rights, we understand the State of
Nevada is the present owner of the Virginia and Truckee Railroad
Company water right. This right is defined in the decree as a
guantity of water that will flow into and through an iron pipe 5
inches in diameter at the upper end and 3 1/2 inches in diameter at
the lower end. The decree provides that the rights of all other
parties to the action are subject and subordinate to the rights of
the Virginia and Truckee Railroad Company. Application No. 14597
was filed by the Virginia and Truckee Railroad Company on October 24,
1952, to change the place and manner of use of this decreed water
right. No action, has been taken on this application * * #*,

4., Dead Horse Spring.

There are no water rights of record in the office of the State
Engineer on Dead Horse Spring.

D. Future Demands on State Water Facilities.

Mr. Jac Shaw stated to the subcommittee that eventually the 24~
block Capitol complex will be serviced by the state water system.
Water use will increase considerably as buildings and landscaping
are added within the complex. Mr. William E. Hancock, Manager,
State Planning Board, enlarged:

In consideration of the development indicated by the Master
Plan, water use at the present time must be considered to
be minimal. For example, it has been estimated that the
new Legislative Building will require a total of 9,595,000
gallons of water per year for domestic, mechanical, and
irrigation purposes. The scope of building projects be-
ing submitted to the State Planning Board for capital im-
provement consideration are increasing to a point where
we, undoubtedly, will consider high rise air-conditioned
buildings as a solution. This, obviously, will substan-
tially increase demands over what now exists, due to the
fact that existing buildings are small and non-air-
conditioned, and landscaping is limited.®
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" PART IX

Carson Water Company

A. History. -

Hutching's California Magazine in April, 1860, in describing Car-
son City, praised the fact that the town was laid out in regular
squares. About the water supply, the writer said: "Water of the
- best quality is abundant, running through the town in small ditches
dug for the purpose. It is procured both from the springs adjacent,
and the streams coming down from the mountains, which never fail,
winter or summer."

In 1861 the Nevada territorial legislative assembly granted a 50-
vear water franchise to John J. Musser, Jonathan Wilde, Sarah A.
Blackburn and John G. Kelly and their associates to lay distributing
pipes in Carson City and Ormsby County.l Water rates were to be
fixed by the board of county commissioners, and the city or county
had the right to purchase the works and franchise after 5 years.
Apparently, the 1861 franchise holders failed to perform under the
terms of the legislative act, for in 1864 T. G. Smith and his asso-
ciates were granted a l5-year water franchise in Carson City and
Ormsby County.2 Incorporation of the Carson Water Company followed
in 1878.

In 1893 the board of trustees of Carson City were authorized to
contract for water supplies for 10 years for sewers, fire and other
municipal purposes.3 In 1919 and 1921 the board of trustees of Car-
son City were authorized by legislative acts to call elections for
the issuance of bonds to provide funds for the acquisition of water-
works and other public utilities.? Nothing came of this enabling
legislation, although the board of trustees, at a meeting held
March 3, 1919, adopted a resolution strongly endorsing the Greater
Carson Club's movement for municipal ownership of a distributing
water system for the city.>

In 1960 a special city bond election was held upon the proposed
issuance of the city's general obligation water bonds in the aggre-
gate principal amount of $550,000 for the acquisition by purchase
and construction of a municipal waterworks system. The bond question
failed to carry.

B. Water Supply and Facilities.

Carson Water Company, owned by Southwest Gas Corporation, serves
Carson City (except the Capitol complex described in Part VIII of
this report) and portions of Ormsby County, including New Empire and
Carson Industrial Park. Its owned water sources are: 29 percent of
the water supply originating in Ash Canyon; 28 percent of the water
supply in King's Canyon, the yield being supplemented by spring water
from the Premier Mine; and a supply from Taylor Flat Spring through
a 2 1/2-inch pipe to its reservoirs. The company also had (in Sep-
tember 1967) three producing wells in operation, operating full time
against supply pressure. Well No. 1 is at bedrock depth of 525 feet,
well No. 2 at 425 feet, and well No. 3 at 451 feet. The company
maintains three reservoirs with storage facilities aggregating
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approximately 5 million gallons. There are no sites available for
reservoirs of sufficient capacity to be useful for storage of excess
spring runoff from the company's owned sources for later use.

The Carson Water Company presently owns and maintains mains and
service lines of the following types and sizes:

Mains: Steel--2", 4", 6", 8", 12" and 16" (welded and
rubber gasket)
Cast iron--6" and 8" (mechanical joints)
Transite--6", 8" and 12" (rubber joint seals)

Service lines: Copper and steel--3/4", 1" and 2"

The condition of mains and lines is generally good. All mains of a
size below 6 inches are being eliminated.

The number of meter hookups has gained at the rate of approximately
10 percent per year for the past several years. As of August 31,
1966, there were 2,880 meter hookups; on the same date in 1967 there
were 3,183.

Carson Water Company, in times of need beyond the capacity of its
owned sources, purchases water from the State of Nevada at 16 cents
per 1,000 gallons and from ranchers who own rights in Ash and King's
Canyon creeks at 20 cents per 1,000 gallons or more. The price at
which water is purchased frequently exceeds the price at which it is
sold to residential users.

Although not updated to reflect 1967 and 1968 purchases and sales
(See actual and projected sales in Part VI of this report) the fol-
lowing tables are illustrative of the dependency of the water company
on the state's supply.

The following table contains water sales in the service area of the
company, comprising Carson City, New Empire and the Carson Industrial
Park:

Water Sales--Carson Water Company Service Area
(Operating year--September to September)

Month 1965 Gallons Sold 1966 Gallons Sold
September 64,887,000 77,337,000
October 45,903,000 60,499,000
November 34,327,000 38,498,000
December 12,366,000 11,368,000
January 10,044,000 11,077,000
February 11,938,000 12,452,000
March 12,227,000 12,422,000
April 44,961,000 26,388,000
May 76,135,000 46,262,000
June 97,684,000 81,346,000
July 116,090,000 104,812,000
August 97,873,000 104,073,000

Attention is invited to the desperate water condition existing during
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the summer of 1966. In July and August 1966 the company sold to con-
sumers in excess of 208,000,000 gallons. This service necessitated
the purchase during that period from the state water supply of in
excess of 64,000,000 gallons.

The following table provides information concernihg the gallonage
purchased from the State of Nevada from May to September 1966 and
from May to September (estimated) 1967: '

Water Purchased From State of Nevada
by Carson Water Company

Month Gallons

May 1966 11,992,000
June 1966 23,268,000
July 1966 40,070,000
August 1966 24,346,000
September 1966 8,313,000
May 1967 4,557,000
June 1967 9,564,000
July 1967 12,295,000
August 1967 10,070,000
September 1967 (est.) 8,000,000

Commenting on this problem at a subcommittee meeting held Octo-
ber 16, 1967, Mr. Jac Shaw, Chief, Buildings and Grounds Division,
Department of Administration, said: "Another problem that has been
assumed too often is that we're supposed to be a peak supplier for
Carson Water Company for maybe two months' water every second year
and that we were supposed to develop it to do this. This is asi-
nine."

The Eagle Valley water committee of the Carson Chapter of the
Nevada Society of Professional Engineers in a report dated June 28,
1968, urges Carson Water Company to proceed with an immediate pro-
gram of well drilling to provide at least one more high production
well., Commenting on the critical summer shortages the report says:
"k * * it seems apparent to us that no city should be dependent on
emergency programs of temporary assistance to provide so essential
a commodity as its water."

.C. Possible City-County Acquisition.

On May 21, 1968, the subcommittee was advised by Richard R. Hanna,
Esqg., City Attorney of Carson City, and Mr. Henry Etchemendy, City-
County Manager of Carson City and Ormsby County, that tentative con-
sideration was being given to the purchase of Carson Water Company
from Southwest Gas Company by the city, the county, or by a special
district to be formed for that purpose. Mr. Hanna told the subcom-
mittee:

If the decision is to go ahead with the purchase, atten-
tion will be directed toward the source of supply (the
state's holdings at Marlette Lake and Hobart Reservoir)
and whether the state would then be interested in selling
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to the city the present state water distribution system,
so that the water company would not have an outside large
user right in the middle of its service area. Negotia-
tions are presently being conducted with Southwest Gas
Company, and the matter is being given thorough considera-
tion. If the purchase is made, the city will recognize
the requirement that Virginia City be served.

" Mr, Etchemendy, affirming Mr. Hanna's previous statement, continued:
"Basically, it is our present thinking that there has to be some
thought given to a municipally owned water system here to provide
the best service. Whether it can be provided in a municipal manner
hasn't been determined at present * * *, In the preliminary stages,
we feel we could provide better service than a private entity." Rap-
port existing between the city, county and the state, he continued,
would provide a favorable environment for cooperative service to
Virginia City. In addition, he said, "A public entity possibly
would have a better contact with the public who is being served with
the water and would be more responsive to the public than a private
company might be." One of the biggest problems, of course, is
financing, he continued, but municipal sources of financing are a
great deal less expensive than private financing because of tax ex-
enptions on municipal bonds. This would affect the over-all rate
paid by the people for water. "For all these reasons, we feel
strongly that prior to the time the water company is sold and at the
time it is sold, we certainly want to have * * * at least an informal
right of refusal from Carson Water Company." A tentative report has
been made by the city-county engineer, he concluded, and based upon
this the two entities are considering hiring a water consultant to
make further recommendations and prepare material to support further
negotiations.

On November 11, 1968, the subcommittee was advised by Mr. Etche-
mendy that Carson City was actively engaged in getting an appraisal
of the value of Carson Water Company for the purvose of eventually
going to the voters to obtain authority for the issuance of bonds to
acquire the company's assets. He indicated that if voter approval
were obtained the city certainly would want to deal with the state
for acquisition of the state water system. He indicated the city
would prefer to get the water at its source.

Under its present special charter,6 Carson City's financial abil-
ity to acquire Carson Water Company is seriously questioned. Section
35, 3(h), provides that "the total bonded indebtedness of the city
incurred for water purposes shall at no time exceed an amount equal
to 10 percent of the total of the last assessed valuation of taxable
property situated within the city." However the consolidation of
Carson City and Ormsby County as proposed by Senate Bill No. 75,7
introduced January 28, 1969, in the 55th legislative session, if
effected, would appear to permit the issuance of sufficient water
bonds to acquire and improve the water system in question.’

The Eagle Valley water committee report, dated June 28, 1968, of
the Carson Chapter of the Nevada Society of Professional Engineers
contains the following cogent reasons why the city should acquire
Carson Water Company:
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The water company has indicated its willingness to sell; the
city has expressed interest in the purchase. The major Eagle
Valley water problem is the supply of Carson City. Plans and
decisions concerning Carson City water should preferably be
made in Carson City. It does not appeal that any ownership
problems of importance would result from later consolidation
of city and county.

We believe that the city as owner would have the confidence
of the people and be able to accomplish water rate increases
if these were necessary to assure adequate water supplies.

We believe that the city would similarly enjoy the confidence
of the state and be able to work out acceptable long-term
agreements with the state which would:

(a) Permit the full and economic development of all the
water resources of the area; and

(b) Allow consolidation of the distribution systems, with
the state then buying its water from the distributor
in the same manner as other users. It would then be
possible for the city to make at least portions of re- -
guired payments to the state by rebates on water bills,
thus relieving the requirement for funds.

Federal grants of 50 percent of approved construction costs
may be available to the city. Such grants do not require
repayment; they cannot be secured by private utilities.

While purchase of the water company would reduce city and
county tax rolls, we believe that this would be offset by
city financing through tax-free bonds and resultant better
interest rates on development loans than can be secured by
private companies.

We favor city ownership over general improvement district
ownership for the following reasons:

(a) City ownership would avoid expensive duplications of
controlling boards, work forces, administrative forces
and equipment for billing.

(b) Problems of coordination would arise with a water board
as one more element in an already complex situation
involving the city and state.

(c) We believe the city could deal more effectively with
the state than could a new and untried board.

(d) Administrative problems could be better solved by the
city. The city would not be under the control of the
Public Service Commission of Nevada and would resul-
tantly have greater freedom of action and decision.
Either city or district will require technical
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management. We believe the city, with its engineer-
ing and management organization, would be best
qualified to oversee such management.
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PART X

Nevada's Cutthroat Trout Program

A. Introduction.

In the 1880's eastern brook trout were plated in Marlette Lake by
Captain J. B, Overton. Their numbers decreased rapidly because they
. were a delicacy and taken for their spawn to stock the surrounding
lake areas.l Robert V. Broadbent, M.D., member of the State Board
of Fish and Game Commissioners, wrote in 1967:

It was at Marlette Lake in 1883 that, through the courtesy
of the old Virginia and Gold Hill Water Company, Nevada
performed its first spawn take of any kind. The Fish Com-
mission seined spawners at the mouths of the ice-clogged
streams, eyed them in troughs built on the spot, then
transported them with men on skis and snowshoes to the
Carson City Hatchery. The total take that first year:
250,000 eggs. Spawning of the fall-run brook trout was

a yearly affair at Marlette until 1930 when operations
were discontinued in favor of less expensive sources of

eqggs. 2

The state's purchase of the Marlette Lake water system imposed the
responsibility of managing its fisheries resources on the State
Board of Fish and Game Commissioners. The board's management pro-
gram is best described in the following two statements (designated
"B" and "C" of this Part X) filed with the subcommittee in September
and October 1967 by Mr. A. Jack Dieringer, Assistant Chief of Fish-
eries, State Board of Fish and Game Commissioners.

B. Marlette Lake and Its Potential as a Cutthroat Trout
Brood Stock Area.

"Since 1947, the Nevada Fish and Game Commission has attempted to
find a suitable location for the establishment of a cutthroat trout
brood stock. The cutthroat trout Salmo clarkii henshawi is the
native trout of the State of Nevada and is classified as one of the
rare and endangered species of fish found in the United States. It
has the desirable ability of adapting to the wide range of water
quality conditions found in the state. It does equally as well in
the clear cold waters of the high mountain lakes, such as Marlette,
‘or the eutrophic, highly mineralized waters of Pyramid or Walker
Lakes. These fish also have the ability to reach exceptionally
large size, in fact, the largest cutthroat trout ever taken on hook
and line was recorded at Pyramid Lake in 1925. The fish was caught
by John Skimmerhorn and weighed 41 pounds.

"With these attributes it is obvious that a fish of this type
has an important place in the fisheries management program of the
state. Since there were no reliable brood stock source of these
fish in Nevada, attempts were made to establish them in Catnip Res-
ervoir on the Charles Sheldon Antelope Range, Squaw Valley Reservoir
and Wall Canyon Reservoir, all in northern Washoe County. Squaw
Valley proved to be completely unsuitable, Wall Canyon did develop
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a sizable population of trout, but the temperature of the water of
the inflowing stream had such a diurnal fluctuation, that egg taking
could only be accomplished in the early morning and made holding the
fish in pens impossible.

"Catnip Reservoir shows a definite potential as a brood stock area,
but several improvements will have to be made to bring it to its full
potential. The existing dam should be raised and the two streams
flowing into the reservoir will have to be joined to provide suffi-
cient water flow to maintain the fish in the holding pens during the
spawn taking period. Since this land is administered by the Refuge
Division of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, there is no
assurance that these items will be accomplished, Even if they are,
the total production of eggs from this source would not meet the de-
mands.

"Negotiations with the Summit Lake Indian Tribal Council have been
carried on since 1949. Summit Lake which lies entirely within the
Summit Lake Indian Reservation in western Humboldt County, has a
population of cutthroat trout. The Tribal Council however, has not
been willing to enter into more than a yearly agreement with the Com-
mission for egg taking at the lake, and on occasion, has refused to
allow any egg taking at all. Due to the unreliability of this
source, it has been eliminated from consideration.

"The main source :of cutthroat eggs for the Commission has been
Heenan Lake in Alpine County, California. The operation has been
conducted cooperatively with the California Fish and Game Department.
In 1952, California only had a passive interest in the spawn taking
operation and utilized only 250,000 eggs. Last year their basic re-
quirements were 1,250,000 eggs and it is evident that a good possi-
bility exists in future years there may not be any eggs left for
Nevada.

"Also during this period, contacts were made with the Virginia City
Water Company to see if they would be receptive to the use of Mar-
lette Lake and Hobart Reservoir as cutthroat trout brood areas. They
were not interested, desiring to maintain only the brook trout that
were in the two lakes. When Curtiss-Wright Company purchased this
area from the Virginia City Water Company, they too were uninter-
ested, since they desired to maintain the fishing in the lakes for
visiting dignitaries from prospective customers. This of course was
completely uncompatible with the operation of a brood stock area.

"When the State of Nevada purchased the Marlette Lake water system
from the Curtiss-Wright Corporation in 1964, a meeting of interested
state agencies was held in Carson City and the Nevada Fish and Game
Commission was given the responsibility of managing the fisheries re-
source of the system. The stocking of cutthroat trout in Marlette
Lake started that fall and has continued each year. To date, a total
of 122,783 fish have been planted. In the spring of 1965, a small
spawning run of cutthroat trout was noted ascending the tributary
streams of the lake. During the spring of 1966, temporary trapping
facilities were installed on the main tributary stream and the first
egg taking operation occurred on June 3. (Figs. 47, 48, 49, 50, 51,
52.) At the conclusion of the operation over 900 fish had been han-
dled and 190,000 eggs taken. The 1967 egg take was considerably
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larger as was the size and number of fish handled. Approximately
820,000 eggs were taken with over 3,000 fish passing through the
pens. It was obvious from the excellent condition of the fish that
Marlette Lake is a suitable environment for them and that plans for
increased stocking and permanent holding pens should be prepared.
In developing these tentative plans it is proposed to replace the
temporary holding pens with a concrete facility fully covered and
enclosed so as to provide the most efficient type of operation and
maximum protection to the fish. It is estimated that sufficient
population of cutthroat trout can be developed in the lake to pro-
vide a minimum yearly production of 3,000,000 eggs. 1In addition,
any surplus fish could be hauled from the lake to surrounding waters
and planted.

"For comparative purposes the average price of the standard domes-
ticated trout eggs such as rainbow, brook and brown, is $2.50 to
$3.00 per thousand. Specialty species and those available only in
limited quantity, Kokanee salmon and Kamloops trout, vary from $3.25
per thousand to $5.00 per thousand.

"Since the cutthroat trout eggs of this strain are not available
from any other source, it is obvious they would fall in the limited
supply category and should have at least a $5.00 per thousand value
or approximately $15,000 per year for the estimated yearly egg pro-
duction.

"As long as a sufficient minimum pool is maintained there is no
reason why, if it is necessary to use water from Marlette for domes-
tic purposes, that the two operations could not be compatible.

"Over 100 years ago Marlette Lake played an important part in the
history and economy of the State of Nevada, providing the necessary
water for the growth and development of Virginia City and the fabled
mines of the Comstock. Today with the tremendous interest in out-
door recreation and fishing and the ability of the native cutthroat
trout to reach a premium size and the beauty of its untouched natu-
ral surroundings, it may well be ready to write another page in
history."

C. Evaluation of the Economic Effect of the Cutthroat Brood
Stock in Marlette Lake for the State of Nevada.

"In the 1965 National Survey of Fishing and Hunting conducted by
‘the U. S. Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, the average expen-
diture per angler day amounted to $4.98.

"pDuring 1963, the Nevada Fish and Game Commission compiled an
angler questionnaire composed of a 10 percent sample of all fishing
licenses sold in the state. From this information it was determined
that 35,904 angler days were spent on Pyramid Lake and 27,871 on
Walker Lake. Since the native cutthroat trout is the only trout
known to date that will live in Walker Lake and the only trout that
gives satisfactory results in Pyramid Lake, it is safe to assume
that the fishing effort expended on these lakes is directly attrib-
uted to the cutthroat trout planted there. With the developing
brood stock of these fish in Marlette Lake, making it possible to
plant larger numbers of cutthroat in Pyramid and Walker Lakes, then
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the economic values derived therefrom can be said to be applicable
to the value of Marlette Lake to the people of the State of Nevada.

"The annual amount involved would be as follows:

Pyramid 35,904 x $4.98 = $178,801,92
Walker 27,871 x $4.98 =" 138,797.58
Total &3,775 x $4.98 = $317,599.50

"These figures can be considered as a minimal evaluation since the
basic trend in angling interest has been increasing steadily over
the last 20 years. As an example, in the State of Nevada in 1957,
there were 59,127 fishing licenses sold, 83,964 in 1963 and 110,392
‘in 1966. This represents an increase of 51,265 licenses in 9 years.

"In ascertaining the value of cutthroat trout, several factors
must be considered. The production facilities available, the number
of waters suitable for these fish, the ability to live in certain
waters that other game fish species cannot tolerate, etc.

"Until recently, production of cutthroat trout had been extremely
limited with planting restricted to Pyramid and Walker Lakes., How-
ever, since 1964 with the completion of the re-construction of the
Verdi Hatchery and the initial construction phase of the Lahontan
National Fish Hatchery in Carson Valley, the outlook has markedly
improved. The Verdi Station will produce approximately 30,000 pounds
of cutthroat annually and the federal hatchery, when completed, is
expected to approach 125,000 pounds, of this poundage, 75,000 pounds
are to be cutthroat trout. The Lahontan National Hatchery is being
constructed in association with the Bureau of Reclamation Washoe
Project and fish from this station are restricted in distribution to
the effected waters of that project. Walker Lake was added to the
list of eligible waters at the request of U.S. Senator Alan Bible.

"When production quotas are met, then plants of the cutthroat will
be available for selected waters throughout the state, At the pres-
ent time, experimental plantings of limited amounts are being made
in Lake Mohave, Topaz, Ryepatch, Lahontan and Dacey Reservoirs,
South Fork of the Humboldt River, the highlakes in the Ruby and
Snake Ranges and several other small streams and reservoirs. It is
too early to evaluate the results, but some fish of appreciable size
have been taken from Lake Mohave. Any increased angler effort in
these waters because of these fish could also be considered an eco-
nomic benefit, resulting from Marlette Lake."

D. Fisheries Potential of Hobart Reservoir.

Hobart Reservoir has a potential, according to fish and game offi-
cials, for a project similar to Marlette Lake, but program develop-
ment has been delayed pending completion of the state's cleaning and
enlargement of the reservoir. Eventually the water there will have
to be treated, at which time the reservoir will have great recrea-
tional value. (Fig. 53.)

E. Possible Recreational Angling.

During the subcommittee's investigations there was discussion, in
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Fig. 53. Eastern brook trout taken
from Hobart Reservoir, 1968.

connection with the proposed parks program, as to whether the possi-
bility exists of allowing limited or restricted fishing in Marlette
Lake. Mr. A. Jack Dieringer explained that part of his agency's
program is to learn whether the lake will support such an activity,
saying that the possibility does exist of fishing limited to the use
of lures only, or perhaps a "fish for fun" program where fish are
caught and then released with none being taken home by the fisher-
man. "The lake," he said, "is like a built-in classroom. We put
them (cutthroat trout) in for the first time. We can recognize and
classify them * * *," and thus check their cycles of growth and re-
production.

F. Impact on Cutthroat Trout Program by Water Withdrawal
From Marlette Lake.

At its meeting of May 21, 1968, the subcommittee, looking to a re-
quired increased use of Marlette Lake water to supply Eagle Valley,
inquired how much water could be sold out of Marlette Lake without
interfering with the fish operations of the Nevada Fish and Game
Commission. Mr. Walter A. Reid explained that what would be sold
would be the annual replacement and a certain percentage of lake
.storage, balancing from one year to the next, storage being an im-
portant part of the function of the lake for the purpose of a carry-
over from a wet to a dry year. Even though the level of the lake
drops, there would be a good amount of water remaining. Mr. Dierin-
ger said a certain amount of water could be taken without affecting
the fish, but the winter low would have to be watched to avoid a
winter kill. If there were not sufficient inflow there would have
to be depth. Mr. Reid added that after the dam was raised by
Curtiss-Wright Company, one-third more capacity had been developed
and that there had been no problem of winter kill even in the old
reservoir.
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PART XI

State Parks and Outdoor Recreation

A. Generally.

Authorization to acquire 12,102 acres for a Lake Tahoe state park
became a reality in the 1964 special and the 1965 regular sessions
of the Nevada legislature.l The Marlette Lake parcel ties together
‘the north and south park parcels. (Fig. 54.) According to Mr. Eric
R. Cronkhite, Administrator, Nevada State Park System, and a member
of the subcommittee, "It has been envisioned by state park system
personnel that the Marlette Lake properties would continue in public
ownership as an important link in the over-all state park. It is,
however, recognized that management policies governing consumptive
use of the waters in Marlette Lake may necessitate restrictive rec-
reational use of the area. Retention of the land for recreation and
watershed purposes has always been assumed. The legislature studied
and acted on the Marlette purchase at the same time that the Lake
Tahoe state park proposal was introduced. It has been further as-
sumed that the legislature considered a part of the investment in
the Marlette property for outdoor recreation purposes.

"Marlette Lake and adjacent lands compliment the area proposed for
a state park and the adjacent national forest lands. These lands
with their magnificent scenic beauty (Figs. 55, 56) afford the op-
portunity for many miles of hiking and horseback riding trails which
is a form of outdoor recreation now becoming extremely popular. By
removing the Marlette Lake property from this recreation proposal,
access north and south in the high country would be virtually im-
possible,

"The Marlette Lake
property in addition
to above recreation
uses affords oppor-
tunities for boating
(nonmotor), fishing
(if compatible to the
Fish and Game Commis-
sion's cutthroat-
rearing program) ,
camping and picnicking
{walk-in type), nature
study and mountain
climbing. The road
through North Canyon
could be developed for
light traffic with a
terminal point within
one-half mile of Mar-
lette Lake. With this
form of improved ac- X
cess, many recreation- Fig. 55. Marlette Lake and Marlette
ists would have the Peak, c. 1877.
opportunity to enjoy
the breathtaking high country in the area.
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Fig. 56, Marlette Lake, 1968.

"In addition te outdoor recreation, retention of Marlette Lake in
state ownership, would prove to be an important asset in preserva-
tion of scenic beauty in the Lake Tahoe Basin. These lands in their
natural state are needed for watershed and pollution protection in
the basin, Carson City and its environs. This land is exceptionally
scenic and by its very character possesses high quality potential
for outdoor recreation.

"* * * the State Park System is amenable to the multiple use con-
cept for management of our natural resources. It is realized that
fish and game programs, a potable water supply and watershed protec-
tion are important benefits to be derived from the Marlette Lake
properties.”

At a subcommittee meeting held May 21, 1968, Mr. Cronkhite said:

I have strong feelings about the land resource. I defi-
nitely felt when I came on the committee, and I feel
strongly now, that the 5,000+ acres involved in the Mar-
lette system are extremely important recreation-wise.

They will be more valuable in the future. They tie in
with the Lake Tahoe Park purchase. They are going to be
very significant as far as offering high mountain type
experience in recreation--riding, hiking, picnicking

(the fisheries I will leave to fish and game [represen-
tatives on the subcommittee]). I think we would be giving
away this land if we were to dispose of it; I think we
would be making a mistake we would look back on. The
recreation land will be more valuable as time goes on.
These land resources are needed and we should retain them.

B. Land Values.

In a letter to the subcommittee dated October 11, 1967,
Mr. Cronkhite said:
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I have discussed this matter with a forest appraiser in
the U.S. Forest Service who readily agrees on one point;
land of this general type does not sell for less than
$100 per acre. -

From a total acreage of 5,300 acres, 500 acres com-
prises Marlette Lake and its immediate environs, and
4,800 acres comprise various land types in the remainder
of the area.

An average of $150 per acre for 4,800 acres of this
property was considered by the U.S. Forest Service spokes-
man to be a realistic value. In addition, we can assume
that approximately 400 summer home lots could be hypo-
thetically subdivided on lands adjacent or close to Marlette
Lake. A reasonable value may be $2,000 per lot under
present road access. If access could not be granted over
adjacent property, this value may be greatly deflated.

Using this basis for judging land value, we could assume
that the value of the Marlette Lake lands exclusive of a
water supply and improvements would not be less than $1.5
million. ’

Potential value of this land undoubtedly could be much
higher as a good recreation land becomes scarcer and ac-
cess is improved.

C. Land and Water Conservation Fund Dedication.

The Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund Act was created for
purposes of assisting states in providing for more outdoor recre-
ation opportunities. From this fund, federal financial assistance
on a 50-percent matching basis is available to states for acquisi-
tion of recreation lands.

Preliminary investigation with the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation,
administrating agency for the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act,
indicates that all or part of the Marlette Lake property, if dedi-
cated by the legislature for outdoor recreation purposes, could
qualify for 50-percent matching funds of its appraised value.

- The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation Manual, Part 640, entitled
Acquisition and Development, Chapter 2, "Criteria for Acquisition
Projects,” states as follows:

Nonrecreation uses that are compatible with and secon-
dary to recreation, such as water conservation, timber
management, grazing and other natural resource uses may
be carried out within the area. Such uses must be thor-
oughly described in project proposals.

Acquisition of land and water, or interest therein, may
be accomplished through purchase, eminent domain, trans-
fer, gift or other means. When the acquisition is by
gift, the nature of any restrictions of the use of the
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donation will be examined to assure they are compatible
‘with the purposes of the project.

Prior to making an application for matching assistance from the
Federal Government, it will be necessary to conduct a land appraisal
to determine the actual value of the property. The next step would
be for the legislature (in conformance with the criteria for federal
fund eligibility) to pass a resolution dedicating the property for
outdoor recreation use.

D. Economic Impact.

It is impossible to assess accurately how much visitor impact
could be expected on the Marlette Lake property until certain policy
determinations are made regarding the use of the property, access
and the type and magnitude of development on the adjacent Lake Tahoe
state park.

It is assumed that most of the visitor use of the Marlette Lake
recreation area would be in conjunction with use of the proposed
Lake Tahoe state park. It is further assumed for purposes of this
report that at least the final mile to Marlette Lake will be reached
on foot and that.limited fishing will be allowed on Marlette Lake.
On this basis, we will envision a thousand persons per week may rec-
reate on Marlette Lake property, to fish, hike and to enjoy the
scenery. Major visitation periods would spread over the summer
12-week season. For an entire year, we can probably expect up to
15,000 visitors.

Expenditures made by this group would be very difficult to docu-
ment and certainly there would be no direct expenditures in the
Marlette Lake recreation area. Using an average of expenditures
computed for various types of recreation such as camping, picnicking,
hiking and fishing, we would estimate that recreation expenditures
for all types of goods and services would amount to approximately $2
per visit per day. Conceivably, $30,000 of recreation expenditure
could be attributed to the Marlette Lake area.
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PART XII

Future Water Needs of the Carson City-Eagle Valley Area

A. Future Requirements.

Carson Water Company advised the subcommittee on November 13, 1967,
that if Eagle Valley continues at its present rate of growth, the
total Marlette yield will be utilized in less than 10 years. Popu-
‘lation increase projections for the Carson City-Eagle Valley area
indicate a population of 50,000 to 70,000 by the year 2000.

B, Possible Sources.

The Eagle Valley water committee report describes and analyzes
five possible water sources to meet future requirements:

1. Surface water development in Eagle Valley. -

The lack of storage reservoir sites makes use of water lost from
spring runoff unlikely. The water committee recommends that the
agency supplying water should engage in a continuing program of ac-
quisition of additional water rights as agricultural lands in the
valley are converted to high density uses.

2. Imports from Washoe Valley.

The water committee eliminates this possible source of supply as
of little significance because of water rights problems.

3. Diversions from the Carson River; proposed Watasheamu
Dam and Reservolir.

While the purchase of water rights in the Carson River is possible,
the water committee eliminated this source from significance because
of expenses of diversion, pumping and piping. The proposed
Watasheamu Project, considered as another possible source, will not
be available in less than 10 years and water will be expensive.

4. Wells in Eagle Valley,

The water committee concluded that there is good potential for the
development of large quantities of water from wells, but actual well
drilling has been disappointing because of the absence of well-
defined aquifers. Also large-scale development of underground
sources for municipal supply will lower the water table and possibly
affect production of small, individually owned wells serving outlying
areas.  The committee cautions that "a multiplicity of problems could
result."

5. Increased imports from the Marlette Lake water system.

The water committee recommends avoiding the necessity for large
expenditures in reopening the tunnel and piping water from Marlette
Lake to the tunnel. It suggests the development of a large reser-
voir on Hobart Creek, which would not interfere with present uses
nor diminish the area's recreational and fisheries potentials. The
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committee's opinion is that "a reliable annual supply on the order
of 500 million gallons can be provided by raising the dam and in-
creasing the reservoir storage as recommended by [Mr,., Walter] Reid.

"To achieve this high ratio of reliable supply to6 normal annual
runoff will require continuing present arrangements whereby Marlette -
water can be pumped into the Hobart watershed during dry cycles. We
believe this can be accomplished with only relatively minor modifi-
cations to the present pumping equipment. The unique situation of
Marlette Lake just over the hill from the proposed storage develop-
ment provides the safety factor for prolonged dry cycles which make
this proposal feasible."
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2.

4.

- PART 1I

History of the Water System

More detailed accounts are found in Galloway, Early Engineering
Works Contributory to the Comstock, University o of Nevada Bulle-
tin, Vol. XLI No. 5, June 1947, Geology and Mining Series No. 45,
pp. 58-74; Thompson and West, Hlstory of Nevada (188l), pp. 600-
602; De Qullle, The Big Bonanza, Knopf (1947), pp. 231-237; and
Scott, Saga of Lake Tahoe, Sierra-Tahoe Publishing Co. (1957),
PpP. 299-304.

De Quille, The Big Bonanza, p. 233.

Ibid., p. 236.

At the Five-Mile Reservoir for several years ice was cut during
the winter and stored in an ice house at the site for city and
mine use.

Pioneer, politician and entrepreneur, Seneca Hunt Marlette was
born near Syracuse, New York on January 18, 1824. His public
school education was followed by graduation from Rensselaer
Institute at Troy, New York, as a civil engineer. Starting as
a railroad surveyor, he switched to the study of medicine, but
abandoned that pursuit for employment as a civil engineer with
the New York & Erie Railrocad Co. He joined the gold rush to
California, arriving in San Francisco by ship around Cape Horn
on September 23, 1849, After prospecting for a short time in
Calaveras County, he soon returned to San Francisco where he
was employed by the city surveyor. He returned to Calaveras
to establish a general merchandise store in Mokelumne Hill with
former Governor Edwards of Missouri,

In 1852 he was elected County Surveyor of Calaveras County, and
his mercantile business was terminated at a loss. On June 23,
1853, he was nominated on the second ballot of the state demo-
cratic convention held at Benicia for the office of state Sur-
veyor General, and on September 7, 1853, he was elected, defeating
Selim E. Woodworth, the self-declared savior of the suffering
Donner Party, by a vote of 42,100 to 34,663. He served as Sur-
veyor General of California from January 1854, to January 1856.
On May 29, 1855 he was again nominated by the state democratic
convention held at Sacramento, this time without opposition,
but was defeated by a vote of 49,994 to 46,977 at the general
election held September 5, 1855.

During his term of office he became California's first highway
builder. In April 1855, the California legislature provided

by act for the construction of a wagon road from the Sacramento
Valley to Carson Valley. Marlette, as the state's Surveyor
General, was charged by the law to select the most practical and
economical route by careful reconnaissance. The only thing the
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California legislature forgot was an appropriation to accomplish §\\
the directed project. But he did the job anyway by appealing for ‘
and receiving funds from the people of Placerville and Calaveras
and the supervisors of Eldorado County. Under his direction the
road was built over the Sierras to Carson Valley, now the route
followed by the U.S. highway from Sacramento through Placerville
to Lake Tahoe and then into Nevada.

Marlette purchased an interest in a San Andreas mine which he
retained until 1860, when Washoe beckoned, and he departed for
Carson County, Utah Territory, in March 1860. Soon after arrival
he was elected County Surveyor of Carson County, but not without
protest. On August 24, 1860, Thomas J. Atchison of Silver City,
his defeated opponent, filed a petition with the county court of
Carson County alleging Marlette's election to be invalid because
he had not been a resident of Utah Territory for 1l year previous
to the election. The county court disallowed Atchison's petition,
stating it had no jurisdiction to try the right or title to the
office.

The same county court during this period, although without legal
authority, was most liberal in granting petitions for land grants

in the county. On October 29, 1860, Marlette petitioned the -
county court for a 640-acre grant of a tract of timberland about -
6 miles southwesterly from Carson City on the head of the south

fork of Clear Creek. The grant was made to him December 3, 1860.

He subsequently surveyed the grant for himself on December 7 and

8, 1860.

Being an enterprising man, on December 6, 1860, he filed another
petition with the county court seeking the right to construct a
canal to carry waters from Clear Creek and Steam Boat Creek to a
point on Gold Canyon near Devil's Gate for the purpose of float-
ing timber and the construction of reservoirs and flumes. His
petition was granted the same day.

The year 1861 found him in Gold Hill boarding at the Main Street
Hotel, and on August 14, 1861, he was appointed by Governor Nye

as County Surveyor of Carson County, Territory of Nevada. On Sep-
tember 18, 1861, he and Eilley Orrum (Mrs. L. S. "Sandy" Bowers)
became joint owners of 320 acres of coal mine land in the Butte
Mining District, 7 miles south of the Carson River and 10 miles
east from Chinatown (now Dayton). His apparent acquisitive nature
led him to purchase 640 acres in American Flat on October 22,
1861l. He continued to follow surveying, being appointed County
Surveyor of Storey County on December 12, 1861, and during this
period maintained his business office with Sylvester A. Kellogg,
Justice of the Peace for Gold Hill, on Main Street in Gold Hill.

When the Nevada territorial legislative assembly enacted a law in
1863 authorizing the formation of mining corporations in the ter-
ritory the big rush to sell mining stock set in. Capital was nec-
essary for mine development, and Marlette joined the crowd of
incorporators filing articles with Orion Clemens, Secretary of the
Territory. In 1863 he was an incorporator and director of 10 min-
ing corporations:
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Texas Gold and Silver Mining Co., incorporated February 4,
1863, Virginia Mining District, capital stock $450,000;

Jacob Little Gold and Silver Mining Co., incorporated Feb-
ruary 21, 1863, Virginia Mining District, capital stock
$372,000;

Polhemus Co., incofporated February 21, 1863, Gold Hill
Mining District, capital stock $600,000;

Gold Hill and Virginia Divide Mining Company, incorporated
March 12, 1863, Gold Hill Mining District, capital stock
$500,000;

Silver Hills Gold and Silver Mining Co., incorporated March
23, 1863, Gold Hill Mining District, capital stock
$200,000; ‘

Marlette Gold and Silver Mining Co., incorporated April 11,
1863, Virginia Mining District, capital stock $220,000;

Aylesworth Gold and Silver Mining Co., incorporated April
30, 1863, Gold Hill Mining District, capital stock
$800r000; : .

Gold Hill and Virginia Tunnel and Mining Co., incorporated
May 2, 1863, Gold Hill and Virginia Mining Districts,
capital stock $5,000,000;

Mountain Peak Mining Company, incorporated September 14,
1863, Gold Hill District, capital stock $1,200,000;

Retribution Gold and Silver Mining Co., incorporated Decem-
ber 15, 1863, Gold Hill Mining District, capital stock
$200,000.

When Nevada became a state, Marlette, who had switched his polit-
ical affiliation to the Republicans, was elected the state's first
Surveyor General. His first term was from 1864 to 1866. He was
reelected in 1866 but failed to qualify, so the Governor appointed
him to the position until the 1868 general election. Marlette's
reports, the legislative journals and his office records indicate
his disenchantment with politics in the young state. 1In his 1865
report he said:

I believe that during the next term of this office there
will be sufficient to keep a competent incumbent constantly
employed. An accurate map of the State should be made; accu-
rate statistics collected; plans proposed for the irrigation
and reclamation of lands; the State lands must be selected
by somebody. I would therefore recommend that the salary be
increased for the next term sufficient to secure the services
of a competent man. If this be deemed unadvisable, I would
recommend that the office be abolished. This office, for the
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past year, has been running on its own responsibility, and
paying its own expenses for postoffice and express charges,
stationery, fuel, rent, etc. Now, I would recommend a small
appropriation as a contingent fund, just enough to show that
this is a State office. * * * Should the report fall short
of what might have been expected from an officer enjoying a
large salary, and able to devote his whole time to his of-
fice, I would remind your Excellency that such is not the
case in this instance, and suggest that where but little is
given, but little should be required.

In 1866 he engaged in a running battle with the State Board of
Examiners and the legislature concerning the refusal to pay cer-
tain claims made by him for operating his office. On April 30,
1866, the State Board of Examiners approved his claims in part
only, and on May 14, 1866, Charles Martin, clerk of the board
wrote Marlette: '

Sir--The following was the action on your bill by the
Board of Examiners, April 30th, 1866, viz: Approved for
$45.75, being amount of proper contingent expenses since
January- 1st, 1866. Rent deemed improper charge, because
there is no authority of law for allowing the Surveyor
General an office. Porterage and printing Errata deemed
improper charges. All expenses incurred in 1864 and 1865
are rejected on the ground that the Annual Report of the
Surveyor General for the year 1865 (page 28) shows that
up to the close of that year the Surveyor General's office
had been running on its own responsibility, and paying its
own expenses for post office and express charges, stationery,
fuel, rent, etc. You will find a warrant for the amount
approved, at the Controller's office.

In his 1866 annual report Marlette answered the State Board of
Examiners. Alluding to Martin's letter, he wrote:

That the above is a remarkable document to issue from a
Board consisting of the Governor, the Secretary of State,
and the Attorney General of the State of Nevada, will,
doubtless, be generally conceded; but, as your Excellency
had been for some time absent from the capital at the time
of its issuance, the glory of its authorship must be con-
ceded wholly to the other members of the Board. At first
view, it appears like a practical joke perpetrated at my
expense, or like the quibble of a tricky lawyer employed
by a dishonest debtor to defraud a creditor, but as the
document bears the impression of the "Great Seal of the
State of Nevada," it is doubtless genuine; and as the Board
was acting under a solemn oath to faithfully perform its
duties, the supposition of a joke or a quibble must not be
entertained, especially as the reason assigned by me for
asking for an appropriation is ostentatiously paraded by
the Board as a reason for rejecting my bill, viz: "That
this office has been running on its own responsibility,
paying its own expenses, etc.;" in other words, that I had
paid the expenses, which the Board ought to have known was
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the intended meaning, especially when followed by a bill of
items, vouched for by affidavit. Does not the foregoing doc-
ument declare that the Board rejects my claim for expenses
of this office because I had paid those expenses? Such a
stultifying pretext for the rejection of a bill never should
have been acknowledged by a Secretary of State and Attorney
General. The bill for 1864 and 1865 amounts to $474.25 in
coin; the bill for the first four months of 1866 is $237.75
in coin. Total, $712 in coin, all of which was rejected by
the Board, except $45.75 of the latter bill, for the items
designated thus, (*) for which I was offered a warrant worth
about $20 in coin, which I declined to accept. The Board
did allow six dollars for a record-book in 1865, the only
sum received by the undersigned for contingent expenses of
this office since its organization, over two years, to the
close of 1866, and by the liberal action of the Board I
might have received about $20 more, in coin, or $26 in all--
a trifle more than one dollar per month. Has an equally
rigid economy governed the Board in its action on the bills
of other State officers? My bill for the last eight months
of 1866 amounts to $205 in coin, of which the Board would,
if presented to it, have rejected all but $51.25, for which
it would probably have allowed a warrant worth about $25 in
coin. To save time I therefore send this bill to be trans-
mitted directly to the Legislature, to which I have appealed
from the decision of the Board upon my former bill. It may
not be improper to remark, in this connection, that when I
assumed the duties of this office, the provision was that
the salary should be paid in coin; but, by virtue of a deci-
sion of the Supreme Court, I understand it would have been
paid, for the last three quarters of 1866, in greenbacks,
had there been any greenbacks to pay with, but it has been
paid in warrants, worth less than fifty per cent. in coin;
and although I believe there are not more than two of the
executive State offices which demand a greater amount of
personal attention than does this, and although this is the
poorest paid of all, yet as all are alike affected by the
decision of the Court and the lack of funds in the treasury,
I make no complaint, and, had a decent pretext been given
for rejecting the bill of expense prior to 1866, merely a
respectful appeal from the decision of the Board would have
been presented. But when it was rejected under such a pre-
text, it appeared to me that intentional insult had been
added to injury, and that a mild protest against the action
of the Board would not be out of place.

* % %

In conclusion, I would state that it has been my endeavor,
under rather discouraging circumstances, to make this office
useful to the State; and although I have fallen far below
even my own expectations, and perhaps much more below those
of others, yet I believe all intelligent men will concede it
is no fault of mine., I therefore appeal to the Legislature,
confidently expecting that justice will be done, and asking
for nothing more.

-91-



NOTES

Marlette found a sympathetic ear in the 1867 senate to hear his
official troubles. On February 23, 1867, the chairman of the
committee on clalms, submitted a report on Marlette s appeal.
The report read in part:

We find that there is no law compelling the State to fur-
nish an office for the Surveyor General, or pay the contin-
gent expenses connected with the same; but we do £ind that,
by an Act approved March 10th, 1865, the Governor, Secretary
of State, Supreme Judges, Clerk of the Supreme Court, State
Treasurer, and Attorney General were allowed offices; and
that in some cases, former Legislatures have ordered the
State to pay for offices other than above.

We find on a close examination of the items, that those
for porterage, amounting to $107, should not be allowed,
and that of $90, for eighteen days' assistance in copying
and compiling statistics, we could not report favorably
upon, only under the circumstances of the case, requiring
that his report be made out by a certain day in accordance
with law; and the delay of the county surveyors to send in
their reports made it necessary to employ such assistance.
The charges for rent we deem very reasonable, being one-
fourth of the amount which he paid for an office to transact
both his own and the business connected with State. The
balance being for contingent expenses, we can see no reason
or precedent why it should not be allowed.

We find that the duties of the office are much greater
than we had supposed, requiring about three months' labor
to make out the annual report required by law; and here we
are happy to state that the reports of the Surveyor General
are very elaborate and able, reflecting credit upon him as
an officer, and imparting valuable information to the citi-
zens at large, both of this and other States.

In view of all the contingent expenses having been paid by
him in coin (should he not be reimbursed) the salary of
$1,000 in currency is a very small compensation for the
duties enjoined, services performed, and expenses incurred;
and with all due respect to the State Board of Examiners., we
cannot see how they could interpret from the gquotation taken
from the Surveyor General's Report of 1865, that the office
itself has reimbursed the officer, while, on the contrary,
he says the office "has been running on its own responsi-
bility, and paying its own expenses." It seems plain enough
that he has individually paid all these expenses. From the
equity of the claim, and believing that the Surveyor General
should be entitled to a reasonable rent for an office and
the necessary expenses of the same, do recommend that a bill
herewith submitted appropriating $810, do pass.

Marlette also had his difficulties with county officers, partic-
ularly with Thomas J. Reed, County Surveyor of Lander County. In
his 1867 annual report he included the following correspondence
and delightful rebuttal to charges made by Reed concerning the
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Surveyor General's refusal to make a survey of the boundary line
between Lander and Nye Counties.

The following choice specimen of official correspondence,
in which the wit and humor are about equal to the liberality
and official courtesy, was received October 13th:

I acknowledge the receipt of 12 cents postage stamps, but
as the gentleman had not sense enough to profit by my "ad-
vice," I shall return him the $0.0l--the 1l cents I have
used for the State.

I cannot grant the gentleman's "earnest prayer," and make
my "future residence" with him. I will however, give him a
"drop of water to cool his parched tongue," which he will
appreciate more highly than he does good advice.

i ——————

Austin, October 5th, 1868.
S. H. Marlette, Esq., Surveyor General of Nevada:

Dear Sir:--Some weeks ago I was induced to telegraph you
in reference to the county line at White Pine District. I
only incurred the expense of telegraphing, in the fond hope
that you might take some action in the premises. Your an-
swer to my telegraph and my first letter showed me how ut-
terly useless it was for me to rely on you for prompt action.
If it had not have been for a message given me by Major E. A.
Sherman I would not have troubled you a second time; but if
this tract of land is in dispute at election time, it will
cause a great deal of trouble and expense to both counties,
besides what may be caused by assessments and collection of
taxes. This, together with the belief that the message I
received originated with you, made me risk another attempt
to get you to take action in the matter. I have found my
mistake, and hope some day you may awake from the awful
lethargy into which you have fallen. My only object in
asking the appointment was to save expense.

In thus closing our correspondence, allow me to remunerate
you for your valuable services, time and advice, together
with your expenses. I believe the account stands thus:

Lander County to S. H. Marlette, Surveyor General
Of Nevada‘..........’...OOIO.Q...‘.O0.00......0.’.0.0 Dr.

To incidental expenses...Q...l."0.0..0..'Q.O'...C.Q'..so 06
SerVices and timel'0......O.............0.0...........0 005

Advice....................'..‘...‘.'..0.0..'.‘...00.... 001
Total"...‘.0..'.0.....‘....‘............Il.0...0.$0 12

Received payment.
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Please sign and return.
Yours truly,
Thos. J. Reed, County Surveyor.

P.S.--My earnest prayer is that your future residence may
be cast in a country where blankets are not at all essential
to the comfort of the inhabitants.

Surveyor General's Office, )
Carson City, Nevada, December 10, 1868. )

County Surveyor:

Dear Sir:--Your curt letter of the 5th inst has just been
received. ‘

You are entirely mistaken, no such request as that of
which you speak having been made.

Yours truly,
S. H. Marlette, Surveyor General.

In 1869 (then ex-surveyor general) Marlette was once more back
in the legislative halls with a claim for $5,835.77 for salary
as register of the state land office from 1867 to 1868 and for
necessary expenses of the office of Surveyor General for the
same period. The committee on claims in the 1869 senate re-
ported:

Having carefully examined into the merits of the foregoing
claim, and somewhat into the manner in which the ex-Surveyor
General has performed his duties, we indorse and approve
every one of the above named items as reasonable and just,
and recommend that they be paid.

We would further say, that we believe said officer has
faithfully performed his duties under circumstances of pecul-
iar trial, and that the relief asked for will fall consider-
ably short of compensation for the damages sustained by him
in being so long deprived of what legally and rightfully
belonged to him.

We would respectfully submit a bill, sent up with this
Report, for his relief, and recommend that it do pass.

The 1869 legislature was sympathetic. The members unanimously
passed his relief bill, but alas, Governor Blasdel vetoed it
after the session on the ground it was unconstitutional to draw
money from the school fund as directed by the bill. Marlette
afterward received a warrant for $4,541.67, that being the amount
for which appropriations had been made. The warrant was drawn

on the general fund in which there was no money, after the pre-
liminaries of a law suit and payment of a lawyer's fee. It was
not until 1881 that Marlette finally settled with the state.
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The 1881l legislature reduced the amount of his outstanding claims
against the state by almost one-half ($270) the senate committee
on claims saying:

While your committee are of the opinion that the original
bill is just and equitable and should be paid; still, to put
the question beyond all cavil, and in the promotion of tardy
justice, your committee have reduced the amount nearly one-
half, so that if possible there shall be but one opinion in
the matter.

In September 1880, Marlette and Gilman Nathaniel Folsom of Washoe
City became partners intending to supply logs and cordwood from
timberland at Crystal Bay, Lake Tahoe, to Walter S. Hobart's Mill
Creek mill. Their business prospered, and eventually they em-
ployed 150 French-Canadian lumberjacks and 225 Chinese woodchop-
pers to fulfill the partnership's contract obligations. The
partnership was dissolved in May 1890, but not without legal dif-
ficulties. See Folsom v, Marlette, 23 Nev. 459 (1897). Marlette
remained at Crystal Bay but depletion of timber reserves made him
abandon his logging operations in 1895.

In 1883 he had made a trip to southern California searching for
timberlands. After disposing of his interests at Crystal Bay,
he moved to Los Angeles, organized the Mentone Irrigation Com-
pany, and engaged in raising oranges. On May 3, 1874, he had
married Alice Ingham. Seneca Hunt Marlette, pioneer, politician
and entrepreneur, died in Los Angeles on August 24, 1911, at the
age of 87 years.

6. In his testimony before the Legislative Commission's subcommittee
on October 16, 1967, Mr. Hobart Leonard, President of the Virginia
City Water Company, described the tunnel:

In addition to water for the water system a lumber V-£flume
went through there. They had it all timbered to prevent rock
from falling in this flume and.jamming lumber up being sent
down the flume. 1In the last 30 years a portion of this un-
necessary timber had been removed, and in walking through
those sections it is really a pleasure to see it the way it
is through this solid granite. The engineers in those days
had a pretty sharp transit. They started at both the east
and west portal and you can't see where they joined unless
you know where to look in the rock for the drilling holes.

PART III

Acquisition of the Water System by the State of Nevada

Marlette Lake Water System

1. 331.160 Marlette Lake water system: Creation; purposes; super-
vision and administration; employees.
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1. The Marlette Lake water system, comprised of the water
rights, land, easements, pipelines, flumes and other fixtures and
appurtenances used in connection with the collection, transmission
and storage of water in Washoe, Ormsby and Storey Counties,
Nevada, acquired by the State of Nevada pursuant to law, is
hereby created.

2. The purposes of the Marlette Lake water system are:

(a) To preserve and protect the sources of water.

(b) To provide adequate supplies of water to the areas served.

(c) To improve and preserve the watershed.

(d) To maintain distribution lines, flumes, dams, culverts,
bridges and all other appurtenances of the system in a condition
calculated to assure dependable supplies of water.

(e) To sell water under equitable and fiscally sound contrac-
tual arrangements.

3. The department of administration is designated as the state
agency to supervise and administer the functions of the Marlette
Lake water systen.

4. The director of the department of administration may assign
the supervision and administration of the functions of the Mar-
lette Lake water system to one of the divisions of the department
or may establish a separate division to carry out the purposes
of NRS 331.160 to 331.180, inclusive.

5. Subject to the limit of funds provided by legislative appro-
priation or expenditures authorized pursuant to the provisions of
chapter 353 of NRS, or both, the chief of the division shall em-
ploy necessary staff to carry out the provisions of NRS 331.160
to 331.180, inclusive. The water system supervisor employed by
the private owner of the system on the date of acquisition by the
State of Nevada shall be employed by the chief of the division,
which position shall be in the unclassified service of the state
until such employee terminates his employment with the state.
Such employee shall receive an annual salary in the amount spec-
ified in NRS 281.115. Thereafter such position shall be in the
classified sexrvice of the state.

(Added to NRS by 1963, 1312; A 1967, 1494)

331.170 State department of conservation and natural resources:
Cooperation; allocation of monevs by director, department of ad-
ministration. The state department of conservation and natural
resources is directed to cooperate in carrying out the purposes
of NRS 331.160 to 331.180, inclusive. The director of the depart-
ment of administration is empowered to allocate moneys appropri-
ated by the legislature or authorized to be expended pursuant to
the provisions of chapter 353 of NRS for the Marlette Lake water
system to the state department of conservation and natural re-
sources for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of NRS
331.160 to 331.180, inclusive.

(Added to NRS by 1963, 1313)

331.180 Marlette Lake water system working capital fund: Cre-
ation; use; transfers.

1. The Marlette Lake water system working capital fund is
hereby created in the state treasury. Such fund shall not revert
to the general fund nor shall it be transferred.
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2. The Marlette Lake water system working capital fund shall
be used for the:

(a) Deposit of revenue resulting from the sale of water and
any other receipts.

(b) Payment of costs of operation in accordance with the pro-
visions of chapter 353 of NRS. ,

3. At the end of each fiscal year,; the state controller is
directed to transfer the difference between revenue received and
costs of operatmon paid out during the fiscal year to the con-
solidated bond interest and redemption fund to reduce the ad
valorem tax necessary for amortization of and payment of interest
on the general obligation bonds of the State of Nevada issued to
acquire the Marlette Lake water system. When such bond principal
and interest have been fully paid any excess of revenue over costs
of operation shall be transferred by the state controller to the
general fund in the state treasury at the close of business at
the end of each fiscal year.

(Added to NRS by 1963, 1313)

PART IV

Water Supply, Storage and Facilities of the Present System

Following is a summary of Water content of the snow pack at the
snow course at Marlette Lake as of April 1 of each year. The
April 1 reading is used, as it shows the greatest snow pack.
This is the basis of runoff predictions for the various basins.
It is nearly always a little greater than the March 1 readings
and May 1 readings. While there is often some runoff started
during March, there is usually an addition to the snow pack dur-
ing March also. By May 1 the snow pack has lost more water from
runoff than has been added by April storms.

Water Content Water Content
of Snow Pack of Snow Pack
' on April 1, on April {1,
Year in inches . Year in inches
1915.ccccecee 18.5 1926cceccenes 12.8
1927 cierencnns 33.6
1916.........n0 measurement 1928..c0ccene 17.8
1917.........n0 measurement 1929....0000 12.7
1918..ueeena 25.7 1930ccecacecs 18.6
1919, c0ceves 27.2
1920..cevenan 20.0 1931......... 13.1
1932.ccceneane 28.7
1921.iececnes 23.0 1933. 00000 19.7
1922...000.e. 34.8 1934,..00000 8.2
1923 . eeeceas 25.6 1935.ccecccsa 18.2
1924. .00 9.0
1925, cc0cenn 20.6
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2.

3.

- Water Content Water Content

of Snow Pack of Snow Pack

on April 1, on April 1,
Year in inches Year : in inches
1936ccsecons 35.0 195lceceaccces 11.0
1937 e eecnen . 30.3 1952 .. cecenes - 35.1
1938cciecece 37.9 1953, cceccces 22.1
193%.ccetans 10.2 1954.ccececns 17.6
1940..c0icceane 32.6 1955 .cccecteans 19.4
194l..cccceee 25.8 1956 cceccace 31.5
1942....c00. - 29.5 1957 cecencces 17.6
1943. .0 c0aens . 33.2 1958.ccacccens 34.0
1944......-0 "2401 - 1959000000000 13.7
1945, 000 - 2647 1960.ecaceanns 13.7
1946. 000 31.8 1961l.ccececsn 13.9
1947 ceeeveen 20.5 1962cecescces 26.9
1948. . 000 e 12.6 1963 .ccareces 7.0
1949..c.0cee 19.0 1964.ccceccee 12.2
1950.ceceaca 27.3

The snow survey uses 23.3 as the expected average and make the
runnoff predictions based on the yearly measurements of water
content in relation to the average water content.

A report of Montgomery Engineers of Nevada (September 1965) dis-
cussing the water supply available from the Marlette system

states:

During the tunneling operations to reopen Marlette Tunnel,

a source of water, reported to flow from 300 to 400 gallons
per minute, was encountered. This flow is indicated to be

continuous throughout the year. It is our opinion that the
short history and lack of reliable data regarding this flow
make it an unreliable source to be included in a long term

hydrologic evaluation.

Regarding'this sale, Mr. Hobart Leonard, President of the Virginia
City Water Company, in a statement before the Legislative Commit-
tee's subcommittee on October 16, 1967 said:

Let's go back to 1955-1956-1957. The Virginia City Water
Company actually was fighting the battle of attrition. 1In
1955 we had, as a result of that heavy winter and the floods
that followed, lost Hobart Creek Reservoir, which was re-
built through flood damage aid. We also had following that
a series of transmission problems from this source into Vir-
ginia City. During that particular period, we didn't do a
great deal with the north flume water, and it wasn't a 24-
hour flow. Sometimes it would be off for considerable pe-
riods. We weren't actually dependent upon it as an actual
source of water, but it was important as far as water rights
were concerned. In a separate conveyance we deeded to Cur-
tiss-Wright these particular water rights; and this was in
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1958 and disposition made of those rights since.then is some-
thing that I don't have knowledge of.

On December 21, 1964, Mr. Howard E. Barrett, Director of the De-
partment of Administration, by letter advised the Legislative
Commission that $52,373.72 had been expended in a concentrated
effort to open the tunnel. Of the funds expended $25,000 came
from the Marlette Lake water system working capital fund and
$25,000 from the state board of examiners' fund. He described
the efforts made to open the tunnel:

After unsuccessful attempts to run water into the west
portal of the tunnel and to remove the material blocking the
flow of the water, the contractor and the Buildings and
Grounds superintendent recommended the clearance of the tun-
nel from the east portal. The east entry was cleaned and
faced. Sixty feet of old tunnel was cleaned. A new tunnel
of 312 feet was drilled as a by-pass to the old tunnel that
was blocked. At the point where the new tunnel was to enter
the old, a soft area was discovered and a slough off occurred.
In order to again by-pass this slough off and others that
would probably block the old tunnel it is the recommendation
of the contractor that an additional 480 feet of new tunnel
be drilled. At this point the work on the tunnel has ceased,
because of funds and weather.

PART V

Water Rights in Marlette Lake Water System

See Franktown v. Marlette, 77 Nev, 348, 364 P.2d 1069 (1961l).

In his testimony before the subcommittee on October 16, 1967, Mr.
Hobart Leonard, President, Virginia City Water Company indicated
that the company's records show clearly, through deeds and agree-
ments that date back prior to 1870, that the corporation was given
control of all of the water rights "above the transmission lines,"
and advised that such rights should be preserved for the future.

See note 1, supra.
Section E of Article V of the proposed compact reads:

E. In addition to the other allocations made by this com-
pact, transbasin diversions from the Lake Tahoe Basin in both
states existing as of December 31, 1959, may be continued,
to the extent that such diversions are recognized as vested
rights under the laws of the state where each such diversion
is made.
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The diversion of a maximum of 3,000 acre-feet per annum
from Marlette Lake for use in Nevada is hereby recognized
as an existing transbasin diversion within the meaning of
this Section E, '

See A.B. No. 60, 55th session, Nevada_Leéislature, introduced Jan-
uary 23, 1969. '

PART VI

Supervision and Administration of the Marlette Lake Water
System by the Buildings and Grounds Division, Department
of Administration

l. NRS 331.160-331.180, inclusive.

2, On September 25, 1967, Mr. Charles Morse, utility engineer with
the Public Service Commission of Nevada wrote the subcommittee:

After. the State acquired the land and system from Curtiss-
Wright the Department cf Administration, in an attempt to
place the system on an economically sound basis, proposed
to increase the price to the Virginia City Water Company to
20¢ per 1,000 gallons. Virginia City Water Company applied
to the Commission for an increase in its retail rates to
cover the increased wholesale cost of water. Because of
the large increase in water rates in Virginia City made
necessary by the price of 20¢ per 1,000 gallons, the pub-
lic protested, and Governor Sawyer directed the Department
of Administration to reduce the price of water to Virginia
City to 16¢ per 1,000 gallons, which was done. The present
contract was entered between the State of Nevada, Marlette
Lake Water System, and the Virginia City Water Company early
in 1967, for delivery of water from the reservoir some 5
miles Southwest of Virginia City, at 16¢ per 1,000 gallons,
less 10% for leakage and other losses, and with the provi-
sion that Virginia City not be required to pay for water
used for fire fighting or other catastrophies.

3. Mr. Harry E. ("Red") McGovern, who maintains the Marlette Lake
water system under the supervision of the Chief of the Buildings
and Grounds Division, in listing the equipment on hand for the
subcommittee, said: "Everything is in bum shape right now, but
it's there."

4. Mr. McGovern, age 63, was employed by the Virginia City and Gold
Hill wWater Company from 1934 to 1941; by the Virginia City Water
Company from 1947 to 1957; by the Marlette Lake Company from 1957
to 1963; and by the State of Nevada from 1963 to the present.
Since his employment with the state he has had but 10 days' leave
(including 2 days for jury duty). His average work day is 12 to
14 hours. From 1934 he has personally and almost single-handedly
kept the system running.
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Chapter 521, Statutes of Nevada 1967.

l.
2.

PART VII

Water Service for Virginia City, Gold Hill
and Silver City

Chapter XLVII, Laws of the Territory of Nevada 1862.

In 1875 and 1876 the Mayor and Board of Aldermen of Virginia City
executed contracts with the Virginia and Gold Hill wWater Company
for the purchase of reservoirs, pipes and hydrants within the city
constructed by the company for fire protection. The contracts
were validated by Chapter VI, Statutes of Nevada 1877, and the
town was authorized to issue $224,000 of water bonds for payment
of the works. The bonds bore interest at 12 percent per annum.
After retirement of the bonds the town agreed to pay the company
not to exceed $500 a month for water. The 1877 statute was sup-
plemented as to the payment of the bonds in 1879. See: Chapter
III, Statutes of Nevada 1879.

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

PART VIII

State Water Facilities in Carson City and Ormsby County

Chapter XCII, Statutes of Nevada 1903.

Chapter CXI, Statutes of Nevada 190S5.

Chapter 108, Statutes of Nevada 1929.

Chapter 172, Statutes}of Nevada 1959.

Chapter 141, Statutes of Nevada 1961.

Letter to the Legislative Counsel, dated May 10, 1968,

PART IX

Carson Water Company

Chapter XLIV, Laws of the Territory of Nevada 1861.

Chapter CXV, Laws of the Territory of Nevada 1864.

Chapter XXII, Statutes of Nevada 1893.
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4. Chapter 156, Statutes of Nevada 1919; Chapter 112, Statutes of
Nevada 1921.

5. Minutes, Board of Trustees of Carson City, meeting of March 3,
1919. .

6. Chapter 43, Statutes of Nevada 1875, as from time to time amended.
7. See Section 7.010 of S.B. 75 where debt incurred for acquisition
of property used for and related to the water supply is to be

excluded from the proposed statutory debt limit.
PART X
Nevada's Cutthroat Trout Program
l. Scott, Saga of Lake Tahoe, Sierra-Tahoe Publishing Co. (1957),
pp. 303, 493. 1In 1955 it was stated that the maximum-size brook
trout in Marlette Lake weighed 3 pounds.
2. Broadbent, Robert V., Marlette Lake, Nevada Outdoors, Wildlife
Review, Vol. 1, No. 4 (1967), p. 8.
PART XI
State Parks and Outdoor Recreation
l. Chapter 1ll, Statutes of Nevada 1966; Chapter 121, Statutes of
Nevada 1965.
PART XII
Future Water Needs of the Carson City-Eagle Valley Area
l. On October 12, 1967, Mr. H. Smith Richards, Project Manager,

Lahontan Basin Projects Office, Bureau of Reclamation, advised

the Legislative Counsel that if the agricultural interests in

the Carson River basin are unable, or do not desire, to meet

the contractual obligations for the Watasheamu Division yield,

and it is then reanalyzed, giving consideration to municipal and
industrial water use, it could easily be 10 to 12 years, includ-
ing planning, reauthorization and a 5-year construction period,
before water would be available. This would roughly coincide with
an indicated need for project water in Carson City by the year
1976-1978.
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As early as 1959 the city council of Carson City expressed inter-
est in reserving 4,500 AF of Washoe Project water for Carson City,
based on a projected 1980 need. 1In April, 1965, Carson Water Com-
pany expressed an interest in obtaining water from the Watasheamu
Division and estimated that 12,000 AF of divertible water would be
needed from the project by year 2000. The estimate was based on
development and utilization of all nearby sources, including
ground water to about 17,000 AF annually. The company estimated
that project water would be needed by 1976.

The estimated cost of municipal and industrial water would appear
to be about $30 per acre-foot on a divertible water basis and
approximately $60 per acre-foot on a depletion basis, (this
assumes 50 percent of the water diverted was consumed and the
other 50 percent would return to stream systems for other uses
downstream.) If the Stampede and Watasheamu Divisions of the
Project are combined financially as one repayment entity, and
assuming all of Nevada's estimated share of the yield from both
divisions is used for municipal and industrial purposes, the cost
or rate for such water is estimated to be about $15 per acre-
foot on a diversion basis, or $30 per acre-foot on a depletion
basis. -

-103-



SPO, Camson Crry, NEVADA, 1969




	79	The Marlette Lake Water System--A Report on the Feasibility and Desirability of its Retention (1969)
	Frontispiece:  Aerial view of Marlette Lake, May 31, 1968
	Table of Contents
	1. Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 21 (1967)
	2. Report of the Legislative Commission
	3. Report to the Legislative Commission from the Subcommittee for Study of the Marlette Lake Water System
	Part I:  Subcommittee's Findings and Recommendations
	A. Introduction
	B. Problems of Divided Ownership
	C. Required Improvements to the System; Costs
	1. Pipeline from tunnel to Red House
	2. Tunnel
	3. Pipeline:  Marlette Lake to tunnel
	4. Hobart Creek Reservoir dam
	5. Pipeline to Carson City
	6. Replacement of tanks

	D. Subcommittee's Recommendations
	E. Acknowledgment
	F. Suggested Legislation

	Part II:  History of the Water System
	Part III:  Acquisition of the Water System by the State of Nevada
	Part IV:  Water Supply, Storage and Facilities of the Present System
	A. Water Supply
	B. Water From Tunnel and East Slope Area
	C. Storage
	D. Facilities
	1. Marlette Lake
	2. Tunnel
	3. Tunnel to Red House Flume
	4. Hobart Reservoir
	5. Red House Diversion Dam
	6. Pipeline:  Red House to Tanks
	7. Tanks
	8. Syphon


	Part V:  Water Rights in Marlette Lake Water System
	Part VI:  Supervision and Administration of the Marlette Lake Water System by the Buildings and Grounds Division, Department of Administration
	A. In General
	B. Equipment
	C. Personnel
	D. Health Division's Recommendations
	E. 1968 Summer-Autumn Activity
	F. Finances

	Part VII:  Water Service for Virginia City, Gold Hill and Silver City
	Part VIII:  State Water Facilities in Carson City and Ormsby County
	A. History
	B. Facilities
	C. Water Rights
	1. Vicee Canyon Creek; Lower Rose Spring
	2. Upper Rose Creek
	3. Ash Canyon Creek
	4. Dead Horse Spring

	D. Future Demands on State Water Facilities

	Part IX:  Carson Water Company
	A. History
	B. Water Supply and Facilities
	C. Possible City-County Acquisition

	Part X:  Nevada's Cutthroat Trout Program
	A. Introduction
	B. Marlette Lake and Its Potential as a Cutthroat Trout Brood Stock Area
	C. Evaluation of the Economic Effect of the Cutthroat Brood Stock in Marlette Lake for the State of Nevada
	D. Fisheries Potential of Hobart Reservoir
	E. Possible Recreational Angling
	F. Impact on Cutthroat Trout Program by Water Withdrawal From Marlette Lake

	Part XI:  State Parks and Outdoor Recreation
	A. Generally
	B. Land Values
	C. Land and Water Conservation Fund Dedication
	D. Economic Impact

	Part XII:  Future Water Needs of the Carson City-Eagle Valley Area
	A. Future Requirements
	B. Possible Sources
	1. Surface water development in Eagle Valley
	2. Imports from Washoe Valley
	3. Diversions from the Carson River; Proposed Watasheamu Dan and Reservoir
	4. Wells in Eagle Valley
	5. Increased Imports from the Marlette Lake water system


	Notes






