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Sandra Fairchild

Subject: FW: Comment on proposed regulations in section 34

Importance: High

 

From: Colen Watts [mailto:cwatts@basicco.com]  

Sent: Friday, April 25, 2014 11:13 AM 
To: Craig Pyper 

Subject: Comment on proposed regulations in section 34 

Importance: High 

 

Craig,   

 
As we have discussed, Basic Power Company is not able to allow any third party to have access to the BMI 

complex common electrical system.  We propose that Section 34(5) be modified by adding the following 
provision: 

  

Each Contractor that operates electrical facilities which serve other Contractors may, in lieu of providing 
the Commission with the ability to physically disconnect another Contractor’s power, act at the specific 

written direction of the Commission to disconnect such other Contractor, provided that the Commission 
shall indemnify, defend and hold such Contractor that acts to disconnect another harmless from any claims 

that such the disconnection was not authorized by this Regulation or was otherwise wrongful for any 

reason.     
 

Thank you, 
 

Colen 

 
 

 

 

Colen D. Watts 
Vice President 
Basic Power Company 
875 W. Warm Springs Road 
Henderson, NV   89011 
Telephone   702.567.0460 
Fax            702.567.0472 
  
email:  cwatts@basicco.com 
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Sandra Fairchild

From: CRC Hoover Allocation Team <info@crchooverallocation.com>

Sent: Monday, April 28, 2014 7:35 AM

To: Ann Pongracz; Craig Pyper; Dana Corkill; Jayne Harkins; Jim Salo; Lisa Ray; Sandra 

Fairchild

Subject: FW: City of Henderson Comments on Proposed Changes to Nevada Administrative 

Code Chapter 538

Attachments: SNWA Comments on Proposed Changes to Nevada Administrative Code.pdf

 

 

From: Priscilla Howell [mailto:Priscilla.Howell@cityofhenderson.com]  

Sent: Friday, April 25, 2014 9:24 PM 

To: info@crchooverallocation.com 

Cc: Priscilla Howell 
Subject: City of Henderson Comments on Proposed Changes to Nevada Administrative Code Chapter 538 

 

To Whom It May Concern:   
  

The City of Henderson (COH) respectfully submits this endorsement of the attached Southern Nevada Water Authority 
(SNWA) comments regarding proposed changes to NAC Chapter 538: 

  

• COH endorses SNWA's suggestion that CRC remove the requirement that a Contractor purchasing power obtain 
prior approval of the Commission to change the "point of use" if the "point of use" remains inside the current 

balancing authority or inside the State of Nevada. (reference Section 32, subsection 1)  
• COH also supports the approach taken by CRC clarifying that local government agencies currently receiving 

services from CRC pursuant to Nevada Power's Distribution Only Service (DOS) tariff would not be required to pay 

the fees set forth in NRS 704.787 if the agency has already paid those fees.   (Section 16, subsection 1f) 

  

If you have any questions, please contact me at 702-267-2729 or priscilla.howell@cityofhenderson.com. 
  

Sincerely,  

  
Priscilla Howell  

  
  

Priscilla Howell, Director 
Department of Utility Services 

City of Henderson 

240 Water Street 
PO Box 95050 MSC 124 

Henderson, NV 89009-5050 
(702) 267-2729 
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Sandra Fairchild

From: CRC Hoover Allocation Team <info@crchooverallocation.com>

Sent: Friday, April 25, 2014 2:00 PM

To: Sandra Fairchild

Subject: FW: Comments Regarding Proposed Regulation of the Colorado River Commission of 

Nevada LCB File No R148-13.pdf

Attachments: Comments Regarding Proposed Regulation of the Colorado River Commission of 

Nevada LCB File No R148-13 (1).pdf

 

 

Craig N. Pyper 

Hydropower Program Manager 

Colorado River Commission of Nevada 

(702) 486-2681 

cpyper@crc.nv.gov 

  

 

From: Aaron Baker [mailto:abaker@mesquitenv.gov]  

Sent: Friday, April 25, 2014 1:39 PM 

To: CRC Hoover Allocation Team 
Subject: Comments Regarding Proposed Regulation of the Colorado River Commission of Nevada LCB File No R148-

13.pdf 

 

Good Afternoon, 

 

Attached are the City of Mesquite's comments regarding proposed regulation of the Colorado River 

Commission of Nevada LCB File No. R148-13. 

 

Please confirm that you have received these comments. 

 

Regards, 

 

 

 

Aaron Baker 

City Liaison Officer 

Office: 702.346.5297     Cell: 702.306.0047 

  

 



 

Comments regarding Proposed 
Regulation of the Colorado River 
Commission of Nevada 
LCB File No. R148-13 

Section 13-7 
This requirement seems extremely open-ended.  The City would like further 
clarification of what CRC is hoping to accomplish by this requirement and if there 
are specific areas of concern this is intended to address. 

Section 16-1-b 
While this section does not directly apply to the City of Mesquite, the City does have 
similar concerns to those expressed below regarding Section 16-2-f. 

Section 16-2-f 
The City of Mesquite is concerned about applicable tariff rates and charges.  While 
the City of Mesquite is located in Clark County, it is not served by NV Energy.  
Overton Power District No. 5 serves Mesquite.  It is common knowledge that the 
business models for NV Energy and Overton Power District are different.  
Consequently, it seems unfair to lump a small-scale utility into the same group as a 
large-scale utility company that serves approximately 2 million customers in Clark 
County. 

Section 31-2 
The City seeks clarification regarding the determination of the term of the contract.  
Will both parties have to mutually agree to the term or does the Commission dictate 
it?  The City would prefer a longer term and wants to ensure that remains a 
possibility. 
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Sandra Fairchild

From: CRC Hoover Allocation Team <info@crchooverallocation.com>

Sent: Friday, April 25, 2014 3:04 PM

To: 'Webb, Lloyd B   CLEV'

Cc: Sandra Fairchild; Carla Miguel

Subject: RE: Solicitation for Comments on Chapter 538 of NAC Proposed Revisions

The CRC has received your comments. 
 
Lisa M. Ray 
Assistant Hydropower Program Manager 
Colorado River Commission of Nevada 
 
 

From: Webb, Lloyd B CLEV [mailto:LBWebb@olin.com]  

Sent: Friday, April 25, 2014 12:37 PM 
To: info@crchooverallocation.com 

Cc: Martin, Matt CLEV 
Subject: Re: Solicitation for Comments on Chapter 538 of NAC Proposed Revisions 

 

To the Executive Director, Colorado River Commission of Nevada: 

 

My name is Lloyd Webb and I am the Director, Energy Procurement for Olin Corporation.   Olin has an industrial facility 

located in the Black Mountain Industrial Complex at 350 Fourth Street, Henderson, Nevada 89015.   Although our facility 

is not a Contractor for hydro power with the Colorado River Commission (CRC), we do purchase non-hydro power from 

the CRC and our electrical distribution system is connected to other industrials located in the Black Mountain Industrial 

Complex who do rely on hydro power from the CRC therefor we feel it is incumbent on us to provide comments to the 

changes proposed by the CRC to Chapter 538 of the Nevada Administrative Code (NAC).   Please find below our 

comments: 

 

 

1. Sec. 34  NAC 538.570 – There are situations (e.g. Industrial Parks or Commercial Parks) where the meters, 

switches and breakers are under the command and control of the Landlord or the Operator of their electrical 

systems and not the Contractor.  In these situations the Contractor has no legal right to comply with this Section 

and it is our suggestion that the Party that controls the applicable equipment contracts with the Contractors to 

act as their agent to meet the requirements of this Section.   This requires a minor revision of this section by 

changing “Contractors” to “Contractors or their Agent(s)”.   Under subsection 5, add language that creates a 

two-step process for curtailing the power supply to industrial customers.  Step 1 would be to provide notice to 

cease consuming power and if the Contractor doesn’t comply within 24 hours then CRC will initiate Step 2 which 

would be to terminate the power supply.   This ensures that sufficient planning takes place so an orderly 

shutdown can be effected without putting plant personnel or the public at risk. 

2. Sec. 36 NAC 538.610 subsection 5 – change “for 90 days” to “for 90 consecutive days”.   Contractors often do 

multi-year outage planning where over the course of three years the aggregate of the outages may exceed 

90  days.  We don’t believe that reporting these types of outages over a multi-year planning horizon is the intent 

of this Section. 
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3. Sec. 40 NAC 538.744  subsection 4   CRC establish limits to the expected obligation for Contractor to make 

payments to a cash working capital fund or power prepayment similar to the limits that were established for 

collateral as memorialized in subsection 3 of this Section. 

Thank you for your consideration of the above comments 

 

 

 

 

The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the personal and confidential use of the 

recipient(s) named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or an agent responsible for 

delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this message and any 

attachments in error and that any review, dissemination, distribution, copying or alteration of this message 

and/or its attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 

immediately by electronic mail, and delete the original message.  
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Sandra Fairchild

From: CRC Hoover Allocation Team <info@crchooverallocation.com>

Sent: Friday, April 25, 2014 4:38 PM

To: Ann Pongracz; Craig Pyper; Dana Corkill; Jayne Harkins; Jim Salo; Lisa Ray; Sandra 

Fairchild

Subject: FW: Comments of Valley Electric Association, Inc.

Attachments: VEA Comments 4-25-14 FINAL.pdf

 

 

From: Curt Ledford [mailto:curtl@vea.coop]  

Sent: Friday, April 25, 2014 4:07 PM 

To: info@crchooverallocation.com 

Cc: 'apongracz@crc.nv.gov' (apongracz@crc.nv.gov) 
Subject: Comments of Valley Electric Association, Inc. 

 

Dear CRC: 

 

Please find attached VEA’s comments to CRC’s proposed regulations dated January 16, 2014.  We are available anytime 

to answer any questions you may have.   

 

Thank you for providing this opportunity to comment. 

 

--Curt 

 

Curt R. Ledford, Esq. 
General Counsel 
Valley Electric Association, Inc. 
800 E. Highway 372 
PO Box 237 
Pahrump, NV 89041 
(775) 727-2138  
curtl@vea.coop 

 
This e-mail message may contain legally privileged and/or confidential information and is 

only for the use by the intended recipient(s). 

Receipt by an unintended recipient does not constitute a waiver of any applicable 

privilege. 

If you are not the intended recipient(s), or the employee or agent responsible for 

delivery of this message to the intended recipient(s), you are hereby notified that any 

reading, disclosure, dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail message is 

strictly prohibited. 

If you have received this message in error, please immediately notify the sender and 

permanently delete this e-mail message from your computer. 
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BEFORE THE COLORADO RIVER COMMISSION OF NEVADA 

THE STATE OF NEVADA 

 

 

Proposed Regulation of the Colorado       April 25, 2014 
River Commission of Nevada dated January 
16, 2014 (LCB File No. R148-13) 
 
 

 
COMMENTS OF VALLEY ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION, INC. 

 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Valley Electric Association, Inc. (“Valley”) welcomes this opportunity to present 

comments to the Colorado River Commission of Nevada (“CRC”) regarding CRC’s proposed 

regulations dated January 16, 2014 (LCB File No. R148-13). 

Valley is a Nevada non-profit cooperative utility that serves its members with electricity 

in portions of Clark, Nye, Mineral, and Esmeralda Counties in Nevada.  VEA is currently a 

contractor with CRC.   

 

II. DISCUSSION 

 

1.  Valley suggests adding a definition to the term “densely populated counties” in the 

proposed regulations. 

In Section 16, the term “densely populated counties” is used three separate times.  This 

term is not defined in the regulation.  Valley recommends that a definition for this term be 

included for clarity.   
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2. The proposed changes in Section 32 could be construed to require Valley to treat 

certain cooperative members differently than other members, based only upon 

geographic location.   

Section 32 of the proposed regulations would amend NAC 538.540.  Currently, NAC 

538.540(2) provides that  “[n]o electric utility that contracts with the Commission for power 

from the Boulder Canyon Project, Parker-Davis Project or Salt Lake City Area Integrated 

Projects may resell any of that power outside of its service area without the approval of the 

Commission.” 

 
Section 32 (2)(c) of the proposed regulation states that an electric utility that contracts 

with the Commission for power from the Boulder Canyon Project, Parker-Davis Project or Salt 

Lake City Area Integrated Projects may only “resell that power to serve customers in its service 

territory, within this state and within Western’s defined marketing area, without seeking the 

approval of the Commission.”  This proposed regulation adds two new criteria for resell that 

could potentially impact the practices of existing CRC contractors.  The service territory 

proscribed for Valley by the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada may not be entirely within 

Western’s defined marketing area.  Valley serves Nevada members that are located north of 

Beatty.  Valley believes in equal and fair treatment for all of its members.  Therefore, Valley 

recommends that CRC provide a regulation that does not work to exclude certain 

members/customers of a CRC contracting utility from obtaining affordable and renewable 

hydropower resources that would be otherwise available to other members/customers of the same 

utility, unless such is specifically required by state or federal law or regulation.  Valley believes 

that all of its members should be able to enjoy the benefits provided by the hydropower marketed 

by CRC since Valley is a Nevada-based cooperative and current customer of CRC.  Therefore, 

Valley suggests that the current language of NAC 538.540(2) be preserved, or be modified in a 

way to ensure equal benefit for all of a specific utility’s patrons.   
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3. The proposed changes in Section 39 of the proposed regulation may contain an 

inadvertent error.   

Valley notes that in Section 39, line 3 of page 22 of the proposed regulations, the 

proposed modification changes the total energy in kilowatt hours from 645,989,000 to 

13,698,000.  Valley inquires as to whether that number is correct, or if it contains an inadvertent 

error.    

 

CONCLUSION 

Valley thanks CRC for the opportunity to submit these comments and welcomes the 

opportunity to participate further in additional workshops and comments in the future.   

 

Respectfully signed and submitted this April 25, 2014.   

VALLEY ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION, INC. 

 

/s/   Curt R. Ledford 
___________________________________________ 
 
Curt R. Ledford, Esq. 
General Counsel 
Valley Electric Association, Inc. 
800 E. Highway 372; PO Box 237 
Pahrump, NV  89041 
Phone:  775-727-5312 
 

 
 


