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INCLINE VILLAGE GENERAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN 

  

The Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) process supports the Board of Trustees District’s Long Range Principle 
Number Five:  

ASSETS and INFRASTRUCTURE 

The District will practice perpetual asset renewal, replacement and improvement to provide safe and 
superior long term utility services and recreation activities. 

The need for a project is identified in Development Projections, Strategic Plans, Comprehensive Plans, 
Facility Master Plans, Regional Plans, and through Citizen Input. 

Methods for meeting those needs occurs through Condition Assessments and Maintenance Plans, District 
Capital Plans (1 year, 5 year and 20 year), Potential New Acquisition Plans and their review, and Regulatory 
Outlooks or other indications. 

The District’s capital improvement plan is the culmination of input from throughout the District by Venue 
Managers, Senior Team, and public input that results in the plan for approval by the Board of Trustees.  The 
capital improvement process identifies the essential projects and procurements over the next 5 years, with 
strong emphasis on the first three years to maintain or enhance the District facilities and physical assets to 
meet the service levels. As each Operating Budget is developed, the associated 1 Year CIP and 5 Year 
Project Summary is developed and reviewed with the Board of Trustees.  The emphasis on the first three 
years allows District staff to highlight those projects that are soon to be executed or are in some phase of pre-
design, design or acquisition. 

The financial aspects of budgeting for the Capital Improvement Projects is also guided by Long Range 
Principle Number Two; Finance: “The District will ensure fiscal responsibility and sustainability of service 
capacities by maintaining effective financial policies for operating budgets, fund balances, capital 
improvement and debt management.”   As an integral part of identifying and meeting needs, the funding of 
these projects is identified.  The Senior Team, in cooperation with the Department Managers puts together a 
Multi Year Capital Plan (MYCP) that addresses capital infrastructure, operational equipment, and rolling stock 
and other requests over the next 20 years.  The current fiscal year Capital Improvement Plan Budget is 
established from projects listed in Year 1, while the 5 Year Project Summary is comprised of first 5 years 
under the MYCP.  Based on the projects listed for the first year, a recommendation is made to the Board of 
Trustees for eventual adoption during the operating budget process.  The 5 Year Project Summary becomes 
part of the annual Indebtedness Report which is approved in a separate action in July. 

The MYCP processes indentifies a funding source as fund balance, charges for services/user fees, the 
Recreation Facility Fee, the Beach Facility Fee, debt issuance or grant funding and sets the budget for each 
capital improvement project budget from the first year of the MYCP.  Ongoing projects, budgeted in previous 
capital plans, and identified as carryover projects, are not repeated in the current MYCP.  Carryover projects 
for General Fund, Community Services and the Beach are presented in a separate schedule.  Carryover 
projects for the Utility Fund are subject to different budgeting and are separated into one and multi-year 
schedules.  
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How the Capital Planning Process Works 

The Director of Asset Management oversees the MYCP process and works with key District staff members 
that review each project’s capital data sheet.  Though managing the capital process is on-going, each year’s 
capital process officially begins in September and ends with the adoption of the Fiscal Year Capital Budget in 
May, during the budget hearing required by the Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS).  Throughout the year the 
Director of Asset Management and the Director of Finance monitor the progress of the capital project data 
sheets both approved and proposed, which allows more accurate cost analysis on each project. Project 
managers meet quarterly with the General Manager to discuss the status of their CIP.  This provides 
monitoring to facilitate the preparation and submittal for requests for the upcoming MYCP.  Requests at a 
minimum, consider the 5 Year Summary as required by the NRS.  The 5 Year Summary is part of the 
District’s Indebtedness Report issued each July. 

Input from the Board of Trustees is valuable for setting the tone for capital planning.   In November 2010 the 
Board requested a review of the scheduling of projects to minimize the need for changes in the supporting 
Facility Fee.  In the years since, considerable effort has gone into reviewing the scheduling for projects, with a 
goal of scheduling projects, while maintaining the current Facility Fee levels year to year. Beginning with 
2016, the District initiated asset replacement funding to provide a sustainable and predictable inflow, while the 
regular capital improvement project process will establish the rate of acquisition.  The District considers the 
use of fund balance as a way to meet needs from year to year.  Part of this process also identifies larger 
projects that make sense for debt issuance as a funding source.  This provides intergenerational equity 
among users and payers, while also making the funding process more predictable from a planning 
perspective. 

The process follows a similar path each year, this includes meeting with each venue to evaluate and prioritize 
departmental requests within the funding level provided by the Finance Department.  Once all the 
departments have met, information is shared with the Board of Trustees during budget work sessions.  The 
MYCP will go through several iterations before the 5 Year Project Summary is brought back to the Board of 
Trustees.  The following outlines the key timeframes for the consideration of capital projects: 

September – review existing projects and set planning for the overall process 

October – capital project data sheets are released for updating and for submittal of new projects 

December – complete submission or updates of capital data sheets 

January – review all capital data sheets, meets with department and division managers or capital project 
managers, review scope of the project, prioritize projects, verify identified funding, and compiles the 
first draft of the MYCP 

February or March – identify Fiscal 1 Year Capital Budget and 5 Year Project Summary projects to Board 
of Trustees through agenda items or work sessions 

March or April – reach agreement with the Board of Trustees on the first year of MYCP to be adopted in 
May 

May - adopt the Fiscal 1 Year Capital Improvement Project Budget 

July – adopt the 5 Year Project Summary in conjunction with the Indebtedness Report 
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Project Criteria 

A project is established when it has met these criteria (as appropriate to the nature of the project): 

Defined 

Planned 

Justified 

Scheduled 

Funding Identified 

Designed or Specified 

All planned capital items shall fall under one of the following priorities: 

 Major Projects: 

  New Initiatives 

  Existing Facilities 

 Capital Improvement 

New Initiatives 

  Existing Facilities 

 Capital Maintenance 

 Rolling Stock 

 Equipment & Software 

Prioritization Criteria includes: 

 Priority One: 

Existing assets that have reached or are near the end of their useful life and are necessary to 
replace to meet community wants, needs and uses. 

Priority Two: 

Existing assets that have reached or are near the end of their useful loves and require 
modification in order to meet expanding existing programming or capacities for community 
wants, needs and uses. 

 Priority Three: 

New initiatives that create new amenities that are wanted by the community and will be funded 
by new sources. 

 Priority Four: 

New initiatives that create new amenities that are wanted by the community and will be funded 
by existing sources. 
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Project Administration and Reporting 

All proposed capital projects are documented according to the District’s Capital Expenditures Practice 13.2.0, 
Section 3.0, using a capital project data sheet.  Annually, the capital project data sheets are brought up to 
date as to project write up, justification, and financial amounts. 

The Fiscal 1 Year Capital Improvement Project Budget amount of a project may need to be amended from 
time to time.  A budget amendment is when a capital project needs to increase or decrease.  For those 
budget amendments which transfer funds from one capital project to another, the General Manager can 
approve budget amendments below $50,000.  The Board of Trustees must approve budget amendments 
above $50,000. 

From time to time changes of scope to capital projects are required.  A change of scope is when the objective 
or character of the project changes.  An example would be re-scoping a capital project from buying a groomer 
to buying a generator.  The scope of a capital improvement project may be changed by action of the Board of 
Trustees or the General Manager.  The General Manager has the authority to approve scope changes below 
$50,000.  The Board of Trustees must approve scope changes above $50,000. 

The 2017-18 Operating Budget document includes a line item for the current year projects and a line for 
carryover projects in the General Fund and Community Services Capital Project Fund and the Beach Capital 
Project Fund.  Current year and carryover projects for the Utility Fund are reported in separate lines on the 
cash flow statement in the State Budget Form.  The Utility Fund Effluent Pipeline Project is a Long-Term 
Carryover for years two through five.  The 5-Year Project Summary and all Carryover Project Schedules have 
been provided in the same format as used to support adoption of the District Indebtedness Report. 

Quarterly and annual reports comparing budgeted and actual expenditures, by project, by venue, are 
assembled and posted to the District’s Financial Transparency web site. 

Reconciling the Operating Budget including the Year 1 CIP Budget, Five-Year Capital Plan, Long Term 
Carryover Project and the Indebtedness Report as of June 30, 2017.  

   Operating Budget 2016-17 CIP  Long-term Indebtedness 
   Year 1 of CIP  Carryover Years 2-5 Carryover Report 

General Fund  $   119,900  $   159,000 $  1,057,350 $  -  $  1,336,250 

Utility Fund  $4,428,100  $3,576,000 $16,334,820 $9,417,000 $33,755,920 

Internal Service $     30,000  $  -  $       82,700 $  -  $     112,700 

Community Service $4,001,962  $2,215,000 $16,206,587 $  -  $22,423,549 

Beach   $   130,500  $   202,000 $  3,920,460 $  -  $  4,252,960 
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Transition to Asset Replacement Funding 

Objectives for the development of an IVGID Asset Replacement Funding Procedure are consistent with existing Board 
Policy and Practices: 

Applying Board Policy: 

1) Provide predictability to the funding resources (Funding Identified) for physical asset replacement of Buildings, 
 Infrastructure, Rolling Stock, and Equipment and Software, which qualify as capital assets of the District. 

2) Coordinate Asset Replacement Funding with the District’s Indebtedness Report. 

3) Integrate the Asset Replacement Funding into the District’s accounting and financial reporting to enhance 
 understanding of the process and demonstrate compliance with Generally Accepted Government Accounting 
 Principles, as applied to dedicated sources and uses through Capital Project and Debt Service funds. 

4) Integrate Asset Replacement Funding into the District’s annual budget process, coordinating the rate of inflow of 
 resources for asset replacement, the source of making this funding available, as well as the ongoing 
 commitment to maintaining the care and condition of the District’s capital assets. 

Applying Board Practice: 

1) Establish defined classes of replacement funding based upon these factors: 

 A) Length of estimated useful life. 

 B) Cost of assets, considering thresholds which may indicate other forms of replacement funding may exist 
  or be used. 

 C) Need for overall simplicity when possible, yet allowing for enough complexity to be thorough and  
  effective. 

 D) Consideration for the probability of increasing costs to replace existing assets. 

 E) Provide future Board of Trustees with the opportunity to utilize the Policy while allowing latitude given 
  that circumstances can change. 

2) Provide a projection of proposed Asset Replacement Funding as a part of the development of the District’ 
 Operating Budget, Annual Capital Improvement Plan, the Indebtedness Report and the related Five Year Capital 
 Expenditure Summary. 

3) Monitor the sustainability of the Five Year Projection including the known Net Position as of the first year of the 
 projection, factors for anticipated changes, applied to the planned Five Year Capital Expenditure Summary.  
 Consider including a calculation of carryover projects and the resulting Net Position for each major fund (as an 
 analysis of adequate fund balance). 
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Asset Replacement Procedures 

District staff will develop and implement procedures that meet the stated objectives of applying Board Policy and 
Practices as they relate to Asset Replacement Funding. 

What was consider and then utilized to develop the proposed Procedures? 

Two primary sources were reviewed to consider what the District has for records on its capital assets.  These were the 
District accounting depreciation schedules and the 2014 and 2016 Nevada Public Agency Insurance POOL property 
appraisals.  The follow up review was done in conjunction with the Capital Projects Twenty Year Capital Improvement 
Plan update, conducted in conjunction with the 2017-18 budget.  This processed revealed multiple factors that drive 
whether and when an asset should be planned for replacement.  This aligns with the life cycle analysis for major assets.  
The analysis also revealed that useful life, as used for depreciation accounting is a good starting point, but is not 
necessarily solely effective for asset replacement.  Since the District did not engage in componentization of major assets 
prior to 2011, these useful lives do not correlate to some parts of major assets.  Componentization is important because 
it recognizes the differences in useful lives for separate elements of major assets.  For instance a building is looked upon 
as having a 40 to 100 year life span.  However in that time there may be a multiple need for replacement of roofing, 
heating, cooling or other mechanical systems, carpeting and flooring, lighting or other internal service systems.  Each of 
these elements can have their own useful life cycle and thus affect the determination of replacement.   

The review of available records did point to essentially 3 broad categories of useful lives.  The categories are under 10 
years, 10 to 24 years and over 25 years.  By applying an average life to each category, we developed a percentage 
factor that could then be applied to cost.  This factor also provides modest inflation to the formulated annual funding 
recommendation.  The use of a percentage applied to cost, was chosen over simply using accounting depreciation, 
because the District continues to hold and use assets that are fully depreciated.  There has not been funding built up 
over the past years to cover those assets older assets that remain in service.  The plan was formulated in 2015 and re-
evaluated in 2016.  As the process is monitored and evolves, the longer term needs will influence the funding formula.  It 
should continuously develop greater precision.  To start, a broad stroke needs to be applied to avoid implying a precision 
that does not exist.  To further develop the formula for assets with a life of greater than 25 years, our test results 
indicated the need to bifurcate that group based upon whether or not a majority of the assets in that group had a cost 
over $2,500,000.  That is important distinction because those assets are expected to funded by issuing bonds. District 
staff is evaluating the feasibility of the following: 
 

18% Factor – Assets with a useful life of less than 10 years. 

8% Factor – Assets with a useful life of 11 to 24 years. 

4% Factor - Assets with a useful life of 25 years plus, and owned by a Fund of which the group does not have a 
majority of the cost made up of assets individually costing more than $2,500,000. 

2 or 3% Factor - Assets with a useful life of 25 years plus, and owned by a Fund of which the group has a 
majority of the cost made up of assets individually costing more than $2,500,000.  (The lesser factor reflects the 
higher probability to use bonding for replacement.) 
 

The source of the cost records is the accounting depreciation schedules.  While depreciation is not the basis for the 
amount set aside, these schedules are the best record of asset investment and what is in-service.  The Distinct 
reconciles these lists and schedules each year as a part of the audit process.  They are further verified every two years 
for what remains in service.  This makes these lists and schedules the most reliable source of costing records now and 
going forward.  The requirement for the cyclical audit is established by law and thus the District can count on this as long 
term foundation to this process. 
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During its first two years, the source for assets replacement funding has been a budget decision made for each fiscal 
year.  Longer-term the expectation is to not vary much year to year as for source, or the commitment to fully fund the 
formulated amounts.  The primary motivation for developing the Asset Replacement Funding Procedures is that the 
needs may vary in the short term, but strategically they are always present.  A process must be developed to avoid 
overburdening any one operating period. 

The General Fund  and Special Revenue Fund(s) can and may be expected to utilize the “Assigned” designation of Net 
Position to identify amounts held for assets replacement that have not yet been expended or transferred for capital 
expenditure.   The General Fund makes its own capital expenditures.  The Special Revenue Fund(s) transfer amounts to 
the Capital Projects Fund(s) as items are executed.  (The importance of this distinction is that if resources are ever 
collected but never used for a capital project, they remain with the dedicated purpose of the Special Revenue Fund.)  
The Capital Projects Fund may have an accumulated Net Position that represents resources held for carryover projects.  
Transfers from the Special Revenue Fund(s) to the Capital Project(s) are authorized by action of the Board of Trustees 
as a part of their adoption of the operating budget.  The budget transfer schedules are labeled to make a distinction 
between the purposes of transfers.   

The District is developing reports on the status of capital expenditure as budgeted.  These reports are organized by a 
listing by the Capital Improvement Project identification number and amount.  The reports will be use to consider if the 
Capital Projects Fund(s) have received resources for a project that is subsequently cancelled or adjusted.  Such projects 
will be reported at least annually to the Board of Trustees, along with a recommendation as to the consequence on 
subsequent transfers.  The regular accounting for the Operating Transfers, and their use for capital projects, will be 
based on amounts expended.  Though we identify instances where projects are over and under budget, every effort will 
be made to avoid transferring ahead of expenditure.  

Indications from the Five Year Projection 

The five year projection for the application of the Asset Replacement Funding assumes there will be no appreciable 
change in either the nature of operations of each major fund, nor the commitment to executing the planned five year 
capital projects summary.  The 2017-18 Projection no longer indicates that legacy projects for the Community Services 
Fund will be funded by issuing bonds.  The projection also assumes that the costs of the Incline Beach Facility, exceed 
the currently available fund balance in the Beach Fund, will issue a bond.   

When the projection was prepared one other factor became evident for the legacy projects.  A standing start was not 
possible and sustainable without the use of some amount of resources to initiate the process.  Since 2006 the 
Community Services Fund has accumulated resources for reserves in the amount of $2,679,525.  When these were 
accumulated, the District did not designate whether they were for operations or capital.   During this same time the 
District has improved the Net Position of the Community Services Fund.  In 2008 the Board of Trustees adopted a Board 
Policy targeting a certain level of fund balance.  The initial target for that balance included an amount for operations, 
capital expenditure and debt service.  Effective for July 1, 2015, this Policy was updated to reflect that fund balance was 
mostly a focus of the Special Revenue Fund type and that capital expenditure and debt service would be handled year to 
year as a part of the budget.  Two consecutive good years of operations for the ski resort have also added to Community 
Services Special Revenue Fund Balance.  The District has no reserve requirement for its Community Service bond 
issues.  After legacy projects are completed, there is plan for possible use of resources for the Diamond Peak Master 
Plan.  However nothing is approved.   

During a Board of Trustees discussion on this topic in December 2015, Trustees expressed a desire to have a process 
that can track resources and uses by major venue, while also allowing for a discretionary account to be used as or when 
necessary.  Staff has modeled the projected funding to include the Community Services Administration sub fund be used 
to maintain the discretionary accounting.  Over the implementation of the asset funding, that account will reduce its 
inflow and eventually develop its own basis for accumulation.  To start, the discretionary account’s primary purpose is to 
provide stability of the inflow total, not to develop an accumulated target balance. 
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Perhaps the greatest sensitivity to the development and implementation of the Asset Replacement Funding Procedures 
is to avoid extreme fluctuations.  Early guidance was for predictability and stability.  Since 2011 the Facility Fee has been 
unchanged to allow several bonds issues to mature, and thus also plan for legacy projects to be executed without 
significant increases to the Facility Fee.  The five year plan can meet the needs of the capital expenditures and have the 
discretionary account.  The actual results may vary.  This entire process must be approached as an evolution, not set in 
stone, but it also must be given a chance to operate for at least 4 years to get past legacy projects and then establish 
what it all looks like for the next 5 to 10 years thereafter.  Staff is equally sensitive to the idea that one Board cannot tie 
the hands of future Boards, but this commitment to giving it a chance to become established needs to be clear and in 
place from the start. 

The quality and outcome of the Asset Replacement Funding Procedures will depend on accurately maintaining the 
depreciation schedules.  Over time the cost of assets covered could become inflated if we are not conscious of taking 
retired and out of service assets off the schedule.  Otherwise they will continue to be calculated in to the base cost and 
have resources accumulated for a replacement that won’t occur.  This issue has been dealt with on a timely basis, using 
the spring of 2018 is the next planned fixed assets inventory and review.   

The Utility Fund is not covered by the Asset Replacement Funding Procedures, as that funding is done in conjunction 
with the five year utility rate study and is based solely on near term planned replacements.  However, staff intends to 
work on making the Utility depreciation lists as accurate as possible, in case they ever wish to transfer their process, or 
at least consider the forward planning it offers.  It is acceptable for Utilities to have their own plan as they are an 
Enterprise Fund and by that nature, have and continue to fund capital costs in their rates.   

The General Fund assets list consists mainly of the Administration Building and all its alterations and the Information 
Technology network.  The building is slated for replacement in the next ten years and the network was mostly replaced 
in the last 3 years.  Replacements will allow that listing to become accurate and workable under this process.   Many of 
the District’s current desktop computer equipment have been purchased under small equipment expenditures in the IT 
Department.  To facilitate identifying that equipment’s replacement and to give it an added reminder to stay current, it 
has been shifted to the capital project summary and the appropriate line item in the annual budget.  The IT Department 
budget has been reduced accordingly. 

Future Considerations 

A longer term evolution of the Procedure may be developed once the District has retired the 2012 Recreation Bond in 
2023 and the proposed legacy projects are completed.  That change may consider altering the level at which bonding 
may be planned and used in terms of the threshold for single or combined projects.  Another discussion worth holding 
will be if some degree of current resources and bonding could be planned for group of assets whose timing for 
replacement coincides.  The purpose of such advanced planning would be to refine the formulas for annual funding and 
to look 10 to 20 years ahead for the pattern of funding, replacements, and debt service.  All three elements will have 
more credible sources of information, over a longer period of time, once the District has gotten all Master Plans updated.  
This assumes these Plans are applied to the Twenty Year Multi-Year Capital Plan and the District has concluded the 
legacy Community Services capital projects, and has found a solution to the replacement of the Administrative Services 
Building.  (A reminder that new initiatives should still have to have their own source of funding identified and obtained, 
outside of this process.)   

The Beach Fund is also covered by the Asset Replacement Funding Procedures.  It has two near term challenges 
created mostly by its being a standalone operation.  The greatest challenge relates to the planned rebuild the Incline 
Beach Facility and the need to bond for much of the costs.  That results in takes its own resources down to the base 
Policy level of fund balance.  The initial funding of its replacement plan will come only from annual additions.  Therefore, 
staff wants to be very careful to identify, plan and prepare for any other replacements in the first five years to allow those 
to occur.  Any adjustment will be considered with the bond for the Incline Beach Facility.  The total cost of the Incline 
Beach Facility is over the threshold for planning its replacement with bonding. It is possible to consider a bond bundled 
as a part of another issue.  Its cost, and addition to the base formula, will result in about $100,000 a year added to the 
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Asset Replacement Funding provision.  The initial bond will require an increase in the Beach Facility Fee.  The added 
replacement provision will add another $13 per parcel.  The Board of Trustees and staff can review the timing for these 
adjustments as we approach the specific budget periods involved.  A delay in doing both will have consequences on the 
long term.  No decision has been made for this project. 

At the current time, the Beach Fund does not have a majority of total assets come from those with a cost over 
$2,500,000.  However, after the Beach Master Plan is implemented and the value of the major complexes at Incline and 
Burnt Cedar Beach are completed, this will change that dynamic.  That would then change the formulated replacement.  
Staff recommends the initial use of the formula be based on conditions one year at a time, and then adjust accordingly 
over time.  This discipline will serve to conservatively fund the replacements.  It does not address initiatives before they 
develop.  The Beach Master Plan could take many years to be implemented and many existing replacements will come 
and go over that same time.  We should not try to over think or get ahead of ourselves too much.  The objective is a plan 
that will work for decades not just a few years. 

Considering Exceptional Operating Results 

Another aspect of Asset Replacement Funding is what to do in years when the Community Services and or Beach Fund 
has results well in excess of budget and has already met its fund balance targets.  There have been early discussion to 
automatically channel this additional funding to asset replacement.  In the spirit of not encumbering future Boards of 
Trustees, staff recommends that such an analysis be prepared and the possibility be anticipated, but not mandated by 
Policy or Practice.  The same naturally would have to be considered in a year in which budget is not met.   That leaves 
flexibility for future Boards to consider the status of the process and what can be done under the then current 
circumstances to enhance the situation.  However, it does make sense to consider one time resources to be used more 
for one time expenditures (such as Master Plans or project initiatives) than causing a change to recurring expenditures 
that might not be sustainable. 
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