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Detailed responses of Nevada Hydro to  
the issues raised by Forest Supervisor Will Metz  

in his letter dated November 30, 2017 

March 6, 2018 

The Nevada Hydro Company (“Nevada Hydro”) would like to thank Forest Service 
personnel for the productive meeting on February 28, 2018.  As requested at that meeting, 
Nevada Hydro is herein providing detailed responses to the issues raised by Forest Supervisor 
Will Metz in his letter dated November 30, 2017 in connection with Nevada Hydro’s Lake 
Elsinore Advanced Pumped Storage project (“the Project”).   

The issues the Supervisor raised, and our responses thereto, are addressed in the same 
order as they appeared in the Supervisor’s letter.  

1.0. That there have been substantial changes to the proposed action in this latest filing 
under P-14227  

Supervisor Metz described his understanding that the project proposed in our final license 
application filed with the Commission on October 2, 2017 (“FLA”) differs from the project 
described as the staff preferred project in the LEAPS FEIS.  First that the Decker Canyon 
reservoir site is now different from the facility described in the FEIS and second, that the 
transmission line is now “over–designed for the project needs”. As described below, Nevada 
Hydro has gone to great lengths to assure that the proposed Decker Canyon reservoir and the 
transmission line route on USFS lands are identical to that described as “Commission staff and 
USFS staff alternative” in the LEAPS FEIS.    

1.1. Decker Canyon Reservoir 

The supervisor notes that “the reservoir described in the FLA is different from the 
reservoir described on page 2-18 of the 2007 FEIS.”  As noted above, this is simply not the case, 
as the reservoir described in the FLA is essentially identical to the reservoir described on page 
2-18 of the FEIS.   

Nonetheless, due to heightened concerns over stability issues regarding a number of old 
dams in this state and in other locations, Nevada Hydro has commissioned the services of 
Genterra Consultants, Inc., in Irvine California, to develop an enhanced preliminary design 
report to provide a demonstration that the proposed water retention structures are safe and 
adequate to fulfill their stated functions.  This report is being provided to the Commission in 
accordance with the request in their January 2 letter to us and will include the proposed design, 
an assessment of the site, a geotechnical evaluation, and a stability analysis for all probable 
loading conditions of all water retaining structures, including seismic loading.  Genterra is a 
qualified professional engineer and their report is being prepared in accordance with the 
Commission’s Engineering Guidelines, which can be found at 
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http://fercnet/newfercnet/oep/dam-safety/resources/guidelines/engguidelines.asp.  We will 
provide a copy to Mr. Vance at the same time it is provided to the Commission. 

1.2. That the transmission line design should now be modified to a lower voltage 

The Supervisor has concluded that “the newly designed primary 500 kV transmission lines 
are overdesigned for the project needs.”  In its analysis of the connection for LEAPS in the 
LEAPS FEIS, the Commission provided an analysis of the efficacy of alternate voltage levels for 
the project in Appendix B.  This analysis concluded that 500 kV was the correct size for the 
connection. 

2.0. That Nevada Hydro’s Qualifications to pursue the project are somehow questionable 

In his letter, Supervisor Metz questions Nevada Hydro’s capability to pursue and comply 
with license and permit terms.  The supervisor notes that “The Forest Service will be closely 
reviewing the new special use application from TNHC to determine if TNHC has the qualification 
to construct, operate, and maintain the project as proposed on National Forest System lands”.   

Although we briefly touched on this issue during our meeting, Nevada Hydro responds in 
more detail now, as Nevada Hydro believes that it is well qualified to pursue the Project and the 
special use permit through which the project will be enabled.   

First, regarding the availability of funding, Nevada Hydro has financial backing from 
Grafton Asset Management in Calgary, Canada. 

Regarding Nevada Hydro’s technical expertise, in addition to its own in-house expertise 
that allowed it to successfully apply for and receive a preliminary permit from the Commission 
for this Project and to prepare and file its nearly 130,000-page license application, Nevada 
Hydro has at its disposal a team of highly qualified experts which include: 

• Staff of Grafton Asset Management. 

• Barnard Construction in Bozeman, Montana, for construction-related issues.  
http://www.barnard-inc.com/  

• Downey Brand in Sacramento for water rights issues.  http://www.downeybrand.com  

• Genterra Consultants, Inc., in Irvine, CA for geotechnical engineering.  
http://www.genterra.com  

• The Kahlen Group in Corona, for engineering and mapping. 

• Professor Michael Anderson at UC Riverside, for applied lake limnology.  
https://envisci.ucr.edu/faculty/anderson.html   

• Voith Inc., in Pennsylvania for hydro engineering and design. http://voith.com/corp-
en/index.html  

• Winston & Strong in Washington, DC. for FERC licensing issues.  
http://www.Winston.com  

http://fercnet/newfercnet/oep/dam-safety/resources/guidelines/engguidelines.asp
http://www.barnard-inc.com/
http://www.downeybrand.com/
http://www.genterra.com/
https://envisci.ucr.edu/faculty/anderson.html
http://voith.com/corp-en/index.html
http://voith.com/corp-en/index.html
http://www.winston.com/
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• Wood Group/Amec Foster Wheeler in Southern California, for biological issues.  
http://woodplc.com  

• ZGlobal Inc., in Folsom, CA, for electric system modeling and economics.  
http://www.zglobal.biz/  

Although Nevada Hydro believes that the above information should be sufficient to 
alleviate the Supervisor’s concerns, Nevada Hydro would be happy to provide additional 
information to the Forest Service upon request.  Nevada Hydro further notes that the 
Commission includes in all original licenses a special article that will require Nevada Hydro to 
submit detailed financing information to the Commission before Nevada Hydro will be 
authorized to construct the project. 

3.0. New information or changed circumstances 

In his letter, the Supervisor discussed a number of issues under the heading “New 
information or changed circumstances.” These issues apparently support the Supervisor’s view 
that  

There have been substantial changes to the proposed action in this latest filing 
under P-14227 that are relevant to environmental concerns, and significant 
new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns that 
have a bearing on the proposed action and its impacts. These changes and 
new information support the need for additional study and suggest that the 
Commission would need to prepare a Supplemental EIS at a minimum to 
address the new information and changed circumstances (40 CFR 1502.9(c)). 
Our specific study requests are attached. I want to highlight some of the key 
information that is informing our request. 

While Nevada Hydro may generally agree that there may be needs for specific additional 
studies that would support the Commission’s preparation of a Supplemental EIS that would 
address this new information, these needs will ultimately be determined by the Commission 
itself to fulfill its responsibilities under the Federal Power Act and NEPA.  Nonetheless, Nevada 
Hydro also believes that it has addressed and continues to address a number of these 
“concerns” in its ongoing consultation efforts, some of which have already been documented in 
Volume 14 of our FLA which post–dated the Supervisor’s letter.  Clearly, Nevada Hydro would 
be happy to discuss specific concerns with the Forest Service as well as with other interested 
parties to this proceeding. 

3.1. Roadless area conservation rule 

The Supervisor pointed out that it was his understanding that the “proposed Decker 
Canyon reservoir site, which includes permanent access roads, is located within an IRA and 
would not be consistent with the regulation”, reminding Nevada Hydro that any “Forest Service 
decision regarding proposed uses in an IRA, such as this new proposed major unconstructed 
project, is subject to and must be consistent with the RACR.” 

http://woodplc.com/
http://www.zglobal.biz/
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Nevada Hydro believes that this issue was adequately addressed at our meeting on 
February 28, 2018.  At that meeting, Nevada Hydro pointed out to Forest Service personnel that 
the reservoir could be constructed without the need to construct new roads within the 
Wildhorse IRA.     

3.2. Fire hazards and values at risk  

In his letter to the Commission, the Supervisor echoed concerns raised by other parties 
over the potential of the Project, and particularly its transmission lines, to cause or contribute 
to increased fire risk.  Nevada Hydro believes that it adequately addressed this issue in Section 
4.2 of Volume 14 of its FLA, filed with the Commission in December 2017.  Naturally, if the 
Commission decides to require additional studies on this issue, Nevada Hydro would be pleased 
to team with the Forest’s Fire Specialist. 

3.3. Changes in the affected environment 

The Supervisor noted several changes in the area of the project, including the following: 

• “widespread” housing development 

• increasing traffic 

• completed and proposed improvements to the Ortega Highway and other roads 

• approval of helicopter landings for Marine Corps training purposes 

• proposed expansion of the South Main Divide fuel-break 

• newly listed species and discoveries of their populations 

• newly discovered cultural resource sites 

• changed listing status of impaired waterbodies 

Nevada Hydro is already addressing a number of these issues with the relevant resource 
agencies and some of these efforts have been described in Volume 14 of the FLA as well as in its 
upcoming response to the issues raised by the Commission in its January 2, 2018 letter to 
Nevada Hydro.  Nonetheless, Nevada Hydro would be happy to discuss with the Forest Service 
these and other issues that may be of concern. 

4.0. New Study Requests 

In his letter, the Supervisor requests studies related to fire and to undertaking a site-
specific seismic hazard & geotechnical study plan.  Each will be addressed in the following 
subsections. 

4.1. Study on Project Fire Risk, Impacts to Fire Suppression Efforts, & Hazardous Fuels 

The Supervisor notes that the goal “of the study is to determine the extent of hazardous 
fuel loading, fire risk, and potential impacts to firefighting efforts that could be affected by the 
proposed project.”  The Supervisor continues, stating that the “FLA does not contain a current 
assessment of hazardous fuels within or adjacent to the proposed project boundary, an 
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assessment of potential fire risks that would be associated with the project, or an analysis of 
potential impacts to fire suppression efforts posed by the project.” 

The results of the study will provide an opportunity to assess hazardous fuel 
loading and project infrastructure fire risk as part of the project environmental 
review, and then design and implement a plan to both reduce biomass on and 
around proposed project lands within the FERC boundary and mitigate for 
impacts to fire suppression efforts. This in turn decreases risk to the public and 
emergency responders, and minimizes the potential of fires to rapidly spread 
to communities and National Forest System lands and resources. 

While Nevada Hydro agrees with the importance of fire risk management, it addressed 
this issue in Section 4.2 of Volume 14 of the FLA which was published after Supervisor Metz 
filed his letter with the Commission.  As a result, Nevada Hydro is not proposing to undertake 
any additional studies on fire risk–related issues unless required to do so by the Commission.  In 
the event the Commission requires further studies, Nevada Hydro would be pleased to work 
closely with the Forest’s Fire Specialist. 

4.2. Project Site-Specific Seismic Hazard & Geotechnical Study Plan 

The Supervisor notes that the goal “of the study is to conduct deterministic and 
probabilistic seismic hazard evaluations to estimate earthquake ground motion parameters at 
the Project site, assess the potential loads the proposed Project facilities would be subject to 
during seismic events, and develop appropriate design and safety criteria for Project facilities 
and operation.” 

As this request is quite similar to the deficiency noted in the Commission’s January 3, 2018 
letter to Nevada Hydro that requires the preparation of a preliminary design report under 
Commission rules.  As a result, and as noted in Section 1.1, Nevada Hydro will provide the 
Forest with a copy of this report when published.  Nevada Hydro believes that it will 
satisfactorily address the issues in this request, without the need for further studies. 

 

Although Nevada Hydro trusts that the above is fully responsive to the request for 
“detailed responses to the issues raised by Forest Supervisor Will Metz in his letter dated 
November 30, 2017,” Nevada Hydro would be pleased to further address any issue with Forest 
Service personnel. 

 


