FILED WITH THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA - 9/11/2026

Agenda 17-26; Item No. 3B Draft Order for discussion at agenda

THIS ORDER IS NOT A FINAL ORDER AND MAY BE SUBSTANTIALLY REVISED
PRIOR TO ENTRY OF A FINAL ORDER BY THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF NEVADA
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The Public %%%/

N

~ [PROPOSED] ORDER

N

o

mmission of Nevada (“Commission”) makes the following
findings of fact and conclusions of law:

I INTRODUCTION

On April 20, 2026, SV RNO Property Owner 1 LLC (“SV RNO”) filed with the
Commission an application, designated as Docket No. 26-04026, under the provisions of the
Utility Environmental Protection Act (“UEPA”), for a permit to construct the South Valley
Temporary Power Generation Facility consisting of a temporary 144-megawatt (“MW”’) natural-
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gas-fueled electric generating facility and associated facilities to be located on private land in
Storey County, Nevada.

On April 20, 2026, PR RNO Property Owner 1, LLC (“PR RNO” and jointly with SV
RNO, the “Applicants”) filed with the Commission an application, designated as Docket No. 26-
04027, under the provisions of the Utility Environmental Protection Act, for a permit to construct
the Peru Ridge Self-Generation Project consisting of a temporary 218-MW natural-gas-fueled
electric generating facility and associated facilities to be located on private land in Storey
County, Nevada (together with the SV RNO application, the “Applications”).
The Applicants filed the Applications pursuant to the Nevada Revised Statutes (“NRS”)
y . .
luding, but not limited

a
/ /
/////

to, NRS 704.820 through 704.900 and NAC 703 415 throug 703.427.

-
.
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The Commission grants the Applications;*
items delineated below. The Commission finds that
required by NRS 704.890(1). The Projects are temporary,
within an industrial park, and remain su%o substantial
permitting. On the record developed in t solidated doc
balances their adverse environmental effecﬁ@ Jrq ects se
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n in Docket No. 26-04026.

1ted on previously disturbed land

state, and local environmental
he need for the Projects

¢ ié public interest.
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III. PROCEDURAL HISTORY "

On April 20, 2026, P INO fi ssion an application in Docket No. 26-

A
\\\\\\\\\\i

the apphc

o The Regulato

pursuant to NR%

e On May 20, 2026, Nevadans for Clean Affordable Reliable Energy (“NCARE”) filed notices
of intent to be a party in both Docket Nos. 26-04026 and 26-04027, pursuant to NRS
704.885(1)(e).

e On May 22, 2026, the Commission issued a Notice of Prehearing Conference in Docket No.
26-04026.

e On May 28, 2026, the Commission issued a Notice of Prehearing Conference in Docket No.
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26-04027.

e On June 8, 2026, the Applicants filed motions to dispense with the hearing in Docket Nos.
26-04026 and 26-04027 (“Applicant Motions”).

e On June 12, 2026, NCARE filed responses in opposition to the motions in both Docket Nos.
26-04026 and 26-04027 (“NCARE Opposition™).

e On June 15, 2026, Staff filed letters indicating it was not taking a on on the pending
motions in both Docket Nos. 26-04026 and 26-04027, and the presiding-officer held a
prehearing conference in Docket No. 26-04026, attended by the Applicants, Staff and
NCARE, wherein consolidation, the pending motion and schedule were
discussed. No party objected to consolidation.

-

e On June 16, 2026, the presiding officer held a prehearing conference in t No. 26-
04027, attended by the Applicants, Staff and NC, in consolidation, the pending

motion and a procedural schedule were discussed. 1 jected to consolid:

y N
!

e On June 17, 2026, the presiding officer issued Procedu |
Nos. 26-04026 and 26-04027 for hear urposes and se

//) procedural schedule.
e On June 22, 2026, the Applicants filed 3 p{%{g | direct testimony, - //{d a reply to the NCARE

n issued a Notice of Hearing,

Opposition (“Applicant Reply”).

g

L )
ff filed prepared:direct testimony. That same da , NCARE
o prep y y

e OnJ 8 %/%/ /%/?resuff@@fﬁcer issued Procedural Order No. 2.
e On - 0, 2026, NC , filed a motion to compel discovery.
e OnlJuly %%// 26, the Applicants filed a motion to strike portions of NCARE’s testimony.

e OnJuly 23, 2026, |
n July 23, %//e
o OnJuly 24, 2026,

plicants and Staff each filed responses to NCARE’s motion.

e Applicants filed prepared rebuttal testimony.

e On July 27, 2026, Staff filed a response to the Applicants’ motion.

e On July 30, 2026, a hearing was held. The Applicants, NCARE, and Staff were in
attendance. At the beginning of the hearing, the presiding officer denied both pending

motions. At the conclusion of the hearing, the presiding officer admitted Exhibits 1-14 to the
record.
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e On August 18, 2026, the presiding officer issued Procedural Order No. 3, requesting the
Applicants to file an exhibit and soliciting comments from interested parties.

e On August 19, 2026, pursuant to Procedural Order No. 3, the Applicants filed Exhibit 15
with the Commission.

IV.  APPLICATIONS

A, Nature of the Projects’ Probable Effect on the Environm%%//NRS 704.890(1)(a)

Applicants’ Position / /

1. The Applicants state that both applications ;/neﬁ/ ( the req
7

statutory criteria and

,
é effects of the S\//

o8
O

)

S and PR RNO

provide detailed evaluations of the probable environ

ents of each application. (Ex. 4

rovide that the environmental

-
//)//

e potential and probable

) A

categories. (Ex. 4 at 7.) The
//{(f{(z/

etermined that the Projects will

statement for each project provides ampl : %tion to deter
|

)

é/{pplicatio

environmental effects across multiple enviror

\
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not have significant/un

)

.
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N

acts on the ment. (/d. at 10.) The Applicants state

[¢]

il

yment are limited to the construction period,

//}

o

| e . . .
and long=term effects ited by the estimated two-to-three-year duration of operations. (/d.

2

5
\\
4
-

_

plicant% tate that both Projects’ environmental statements detail that the

e Ap
.

various probable ef’ environmental resources will not be significant and are capable of
being mitigated by compliance with best management practices and Nevada Division of
Environmental Protection (“NDEP”) or local agency-required permit terms and conditions. (/d.)

The Applicants further state that all generation will be controlled using state-of-the-art pollution

controls capable of meeting the strictest emissions limitations for nitrogen oxides, carbon
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monoxide, and volatile organic compounds for any applicable standards under both NDEP and
the United States Environmental Protection Agency. (/d.) The Applicants note that neither
Project’s construction nor operation will result in significant impacts to soil, air, water, cultural,
biological, or other resources as the Projects are planned to be built in an area previously zoned

for industrial development, and already partially developed. (Id.) N
/,,/

_

NCARE’s Position //
3. NCARE states that the Applications fail t d%%//////// terize the full
. states tha € Applications 1ail 10 a /aey%g €r1z¢ ine 1ull scope

_

Y,

2
"y

y

////

. ////////////y / .
of the probable effect on the environment. (Ex. 7 at 1 CARE provides e probable
effects of the Projects include, but are not limite house gas (“GHG”) emissions, criteria

pollutant emissions, and impacts from construction, oper. > d Ziecommissioning. (Id at11-
.
12.) ////// ; /////////////
A j%ﬁff@%/z ///
. nten - @Q/‘Mrz as generators to create 362
MW in aggregate electr/i/c ,%ws per%//{/é at 100-percent load. (/d. at 8.)
NCARE states that %/% rojects would total approximately 302

o

therms that Sierra Pacific Power Company
o

residential customers in 2025 and the 336 million therms

d/b/a nergy (“Si // sold é%? ]
at S(lj/// as Corpor'/// sold //{ts residential customers in 2025. (Id. at 9.) NCARE

explains that t ojects would annually produce an amount of electricity equal to 118 percent
. {////////

of the total annual us

=

of Sierra’s residential customers in Northern Nevada, which
represents 21 percent of Sierra’s forecasted demand for 2027. (/d. at 10-11.)
5. NCARE states that the Projects would emit 1.42 million metric tons (“MMT”) of

CO2e per year, which excludes the full emission burden from expected liquified natural gas

(“LNG”) and compressed natural gas (“CNG”) processing emissions, and the anticipated annual
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7,300 heavy duty truck deliveries of fuel per facility. (/d. at 12.) NCARE further states that the
Projects could become, for their size, the state’s most polluting generating facilities based on
annual tons of CO2e per MW depending on the capacity factor. (/d. at 12-13.) NCARE provides
that the Projects, in aggregate, would be equal to 11.6 percent of Nevada’s electric sector CO2e

emissions in 2023. (/d. at 13.) o,

6. NCARE contends that the applications contain inc

s providing for three

years while other portions of the applications descri‘t% yeats. (Id. at 15.) C states its

v
%,

y

concern that the application contemplates the ne% or 1
pp p %

i
.
/

that the air quality permits needed for the Projects would /

years before an extension would be neede% ull scope of p % e effects on the environment
are understated. (/d. at 16-17.) NCARE stat %ﬁﬁa‘mre he Projects’ probable effect

arding the retirement date of the

\

o

on the environment cannot certainty re

//‘l/‘nined With%
ative i%a of emiss

Projects because th/ ill increase the longer they remain in

7.

/////////////////////

operation. (/d. :

Staff’s

_
%///////% Staff recom s that the Commission find that the Applications identify the

////
o

.
measures. (Ex. 13 a//

Projects which contained an analysis of existing conditions, potential impacts, and mitigation
measures for each environmental resource category. (/d. at 7-8, 18-19.) Staff concurs with the

Applicants that both Projects will be temporary. (Id.) Moreover, Staff notes that it is not possible
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for generation equipment to run every hour of the year and the information contained in the
environmental statements are theoretical maximums. (Tr. at 121-122.)
Applicants’ Rebuttal

8. The Applicants state that NCARE overstates the environmental impacts regarding

anticipated natural gas consumption, emissions, and operational scenarios. (Ex. 14 at 2.) The

a “worst case” emissions

scenario for Class 1 OPTC and Operating Air Permits with NDEP. (/d //e Applicants state
y o
e Projects’ namep /%apacmes are

/

Applicants explain that the NDEP permitting process requires, by,

that such scenarios are not anticipated or likely becau

oversized relative to the peak load for necessary %p%@ al factors including reli y, optimal

at real-world planning and

/
o
)

%%su ption, emissions, and
4

ontend that permit-related obligations

ing scenarios, and evaluating the expected gas

7

i 1d be misleading. (Id. at 3.
is wou er@@////e ing. (Id. at 3))
-
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e
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o
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7
related environmental impacts. (/d. at 2.) T%@Appﬁ

p
with NDEP are not realisti ///% iCl

i

N\
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7%
y
yns on that

-
C

consumption or emjss

9. Applica o et // so improperly compared its over-stated
n figures Projects to natural gas consumption by other customer classes —

o
&

-scale residen nd commercial users that primarily rely on natural gas for

L /
_ /
%/ e Appli/ ts contend that a more appropriate comparison would compare

heating. (/d. a
’ 4

ith Nevada’s overall consumption of natural gas for power

h
////T
7,

the Projects’ consu
generation. (/d. at 6.) “The Applicants provide that in 2024, Nevada’s overall natural gas
consumption was 2.9 billion therms, 65 percent of which was used for power generation. (/d.)
Accordingly, the Applicants argue that NCARE used a misleading comparison to inflate the

appearance of the Projects’ consumption and paint it as unreasonable. (/d.)



Docket No. 26-04026 & 26-04027 Page 8

10. The Applicants state that electric generation is the single largest use for natural
gas in Nevada and constitutes over half of NV Energy’s energy supply. (/d.) The Applicants

provide that the Projects’ consumption will be equally or more efficient than comparable

generation technologies such as large natural gas turbines. (/d.) The Applicants provide that

operated indefinitely. (/d. at 8-9.) The Applicants emphé ze their intent to only operate the

Projects until they can be served by Sierr h they estimate ¢ o take two to three years. (Id. at

[C Permit all
Vo

a Title V operating permit with a mandatory

s up to one year for

L/

\
g

five-year term. (/d. at 1{ cants provid%)la NDEP does not offer three-year permits.
_

%

(Id)) The Appli tate cally irrational to expect the Projects to

//r o energy. (Tr. at 141.) However, the Applicants state that
an extension is %/essary/ e environmental impacts would be reasonably disclosed
because all rec?%% air perm% contain a disclosure regarding authorized annual tonnages of
@ /

emissions and annu ng requirements. (Ex. 14 at 11.) The Applicants provide that the
multi-year analysis suggested by NCARE is unnecessary and inconsistent with the permitting
framework. (Id.)

12.  Finally, the Applicants note that contrary to NCARE’s representations, both

Applications disclose information regarding truck and vehicle trips for both construction and
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operational activities and emphasize that the average delivery rate per site is less than one truck
per hour, which is insignificant in terms of probable environmental impacts. (Ex. 14 at 9.)
Commission Discussion and Findings

13.  NRS 704.890(1)(a) provides that the Commission may not grant a UEPA Permit

to Construct unless it finds and determines “[t]he nature of the probabl

ceffect on the

mitigation measures for each environmental resource category.

that the environmental statements satisfy the crlt%//%// require

%
7

regulatory framework therein and agree that the environme statements identify the nature of

%

L
.
L

substantively deficient for

2

.
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////////{%

the probable effect on the environment.

o

°

14.  NCARE argues that the enviror
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emissions, criteria pollutant emissions, and
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construction, operations, and dec
.

N\

ommissioning 1 NCARE argues that the Applications

\\\\\
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In doing so, NCARE relies on information from the

4

Projects, as required by NDEP for Class 1 OPTC and

! .

0 . . 7 .
%%j////%peratlonal scenarios of

worst ¢

Y 4

\

<
<
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Operating Air Permit Applic

|\

capacity year-roun ///////////

15. The Commission is not persuaded by NCARE’s arguments. NRS 704.890(1)(a)

ns, wherein the Projects are generating at their nameplate

requires that the Commission determine the “nature of the probable effect on the environment.”
Here, NCARE asks the Commission to leverage the worst-case scenario — that both Projects will

be running at peak capacity nonstop for the duration of their operation, or beyond — to impose a
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heightened environmental standard on the Projects beyond what the law requires. The word
“probable” is not surplusage. A permitted maximum and a probable effect are different things.
The record establishes that NDEP requires a Class 1 OPTC applicant to model a worst-case
emissions scenario, so the ceilings on which NCARE relies are an artifact of the permitting

process rather than a forecast of how the Projects will be operated. (Ex.14 at 2-3.) To read NRS

. %

rulatory assumption into a

_
U,

substantive standard that the Legislature did not enact. At h%% g, St ted that the 24/7
y

v
/Il
Py

Q)
o

.,
Y, _

-
i ible (Tr. at 121-122.
bable, but impossi /%// r. at )

7

.
the Applicants ot

-

4

consider emissions from vehicles, construction and oper

contents of the environmental statements. (. /% LEx lat§
N

activities, is belied by the

.

.
////Z//)fE hibit F; Ex. 3 at § 3.8.2

of Exhibit F.) ////////////// ﬁﬂyy/}%%/@ ) /
16. 1 is also not per% by NC%’ s argument that the

i

N\

7

/ 7 .
cts are undel@%‘[e because, between the construction and
1 ///

o

7

througho

 their Applicati d testimony that the Projects will operate for two to three years,

contingent up V Energy ility to serve the data-center sites. Moreover, the Applicants

@,

/%/

provide that it woul % ¢ economically rational to operate the Projects once the sites can take
bundled service from NV Energy. The Commission acknowledges NCARE’s observation that
the Applications are not uniform in describing the operating period. That imprecision does not,
however, transform the outer bound of an air permit into the probable duration of operations. Air

permits are issued by NDEP in fixed terms that do not track the operating life of any particular
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facility, and the record explains why NDEP does not issue a permit matching the period the
Applicants anticipate. (Ex. 14 at 10.) The Commission’s findings rest on the Applicants’
representations and extend no further. Under NRS 704.865, a facility for which a permit is

required must thereafter be constructed, operated, and maintained in conformity with that permit

B. Extent to Which Projects Are Needed g 1 i ////@ ers in
the State — NRS 704.890(1)(b) 4 '

Applicants’ Position

<

o

17. s are needed to e adequate load service
iy ) 4
while Sierra brings additional, permanent utility infr ure into‘service. (Ex. 4 at 8.)

g//
Y,
ap@

2, .

N,

Z///

ions is inadequate to determine whether the projects will
customers at the data-center campuses. (/d. at 19.)

are critical to serving
Large Load Electric Service Agreements (“LLESA”) are being considered in Docket No. 26-
05027.! (Id. at 19-20.) NCARE provides that those agreements indicate that the Applicants have

entered into interconnection agreements, and short-term and long-term energy supply

! Docket No. 26-05027 is the application of Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy for approval of Large
Load Electric Service Agreements with PR RNO Property Owner 1, LLC and SV RNO Property Owner 1, LLC.
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agreements, with Sierra with services beginning as soon as early 2027. (Id. at 20.) NCARE
argues that this calls into question whether the Projects are necessary to ensure reliable utility
service to the data-center campuses. (/d.)

20.  NCARE states that, in a data request, Staff asked the Applicants to describe the

//al)aci%’/%/%;@)straint; 2) assistance

//// oad, an(% the projec

Sierra in an orderly manner. (/d.

Sierra’s system gradually instead of as a large bl

reliability bridge to ensure that the applicant’s load trans/

L

%
Wi 7
21, NCARE argues that the Projects wo it defer load because new customer and

fi
at are addrg

sed in a queue that also considers

at 20-21.)

il
.

interconnection needs are |
“ , 1 o

N\
g

maintaining reliablee qlic service for its custom@s. d. at 21.) NCARE states that rather than
. 7

ek to jump the queue for interconnection with

ARE argues that a delay in service would not prevent a

deferring the A %/wants’ loads;
-2 imi
A , L
large pe block of dem: rom %g to the grid simultaneously, nor would the
|
D

NVEne/.(Id.atZ/// %%%//NC
Applications serve.e

y bridge, because the Applicants cannot interconnect to NV

.

upon factors such as customer need, existing capacity, and the timeline to bring additional
system resources needed to meet a customer’s request. (/d. at 22.)

Staff’s Position
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22. Staff recommends that the Commission find that the Applications address the
extent to which the Projects are needed to ensure reliable utility service to customers in Nevada.
(Ex. 13 at 26-27.) Staff explains that while the Projects will emit GHGs, the Applications detail
that the Projects are necessary to provide reliable electric power to the SV RNO and PR Reno
sites before NV Energy can provide permanent utility service to the loc///%////ﬁ/;%?s. (Id. at 8-10, 20.)

Staff states that the Applications demonstrate that the Tahoe Ren //ustrial Center (“TRIC”)
L
astruc//%

ilities, the Applica

to activate and operate the data centers, delayin signif nomic 1nvestment/ evada.
p ying ///;//};

(Id)
%,

////////
, _
/.%} iy ////////

oject ecause NV Energy cannot

%%és fo{fﬁj)%%ﬁ

Applicants’ Rebuttal

23.  The Applicants state that th

(¢
o
=

N\

o

N

provide the power require (s data-center ope ¢ next two to three years due to
increased power de%% e%/ n supported%/%%/ Sierra’s Sub-system Reliability Assessment
in its 2026 Inte %%/ ni X 14 at 12.) The Applicants state that the Projects
Sierra’s ¢ //genef%y and service capabilities to provide reliable service to the
data cen %@y 1) avoiding unnecessary service interruptions or reliability concerns associated

with large loads: ) roviding
g %p ,

"

Valley sites once it brin

a bridge for NV Energy to serve both the Peru Ridge and South

ensuring other NV Energy customers are not affected by additional capacity demands. (/d.)
Commission Discussion and Findings

24, NRS 704.890(1)(b) provides that the Commission may not grant a UEPA Permit

to Construct unless it finds and determines, “[1]f the utility facility emits greenhouse gases and
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does not use renewable energy as its primary source of energy to generate electricity, the extent
to which the facility is needed to ensure reliable utility service to customers in this State.”
25.  Here, the Applicants provide and Staff agrees that the Projects are needed to

provide reliable service to SV RNO and PR RNO until NV Energy can serve them as customers.

Both Staff and the Applicants note that Sierra is unable to serve the anti '/é)ated needs of the data

e TRIC 1s outpacing the
utility’s ability to serve both new and existing customers 704.8% b) refers to

7

“customers in this State.” The Applicants are prospe% customers of Sie

Nevada, seeking service for load that Sierra expect:

centers on the sites for two to three years because development 1

cated in

statute does not confine the inquiry to customers already

y,

26.  NCARE argues that the A%ff% s have not de

neg

f%fr»

o

e

"1

N
N\
\\\\\\\\\\\\

needed because the data centers in questi

e}

d
n LESAs the utility for each
i

as s%//as early ))//7

\

. Moreover, NCARE argues

ine” to be se%d nder traditional processes wherein large

W

ARE’s argument that the Applicants failed to

\

h S
U

.
/ _ . . . .
demonst % ensure reliable utility service to customers in the

state. Here, onstrated that they have a need for reliable electric service to

.

operate their data ce

/4?%%

most recent resource-plan filings and the pending application for approval of LLESAs between

nnot currently be served by Sierra, as demonstrated by Sierra’s

the Applicants and Sierra in Docket No. 26-05027. Regarding NCARE’s queue argument, NRS
704.890(1)(b) directs the Commission to determine the extent to which a facility is needed to

ensure reliable utility service; it does not make that determination turn on an applicant’s position
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in an interconnection queue, and nothing in the UEPA requires a prospective customer to forgo
lawful self-generation while it waits for permanent service.? The Commission further finds that
the Applicants’ election to pursue self-generation through lawful federal, state, and local
permitting processes, rather than to await Sierra’s ability to provide perr//nanent service, does not

diminish the demonstrated need for the Projects.

_

tent to which

dressed the"
X0 $

X
7
|

\
\
.

Projects are
/
. o . i
needed to ensure reliable utility service to customers 1n/ { The record further reflects

that the Projects will limit the near-term ¢ city demands th

Sierra’s existing customers. (Ex. 14 at 12.)///%%%

-

o
% dvers t on the Environment — NRS

o
///
v

uld otherwise be placed on

_

. o
rojects Balane

C. Whether Need fo

704.890(1)(c)

Applicants’ Position "

7

o€

%

\

ts are located to minimize environmental

S\

" &

29. T s

ct// y being co-lo with

impa

_

d

w2

being served on pre-graded land already designated

7

(Ex.4 at 8.) The Applicants state that environmental impacts

A\

<

7

emissions, the use of' anagement practices, terms and conditions of permits, and the short-
term duration of the Projects. (/d.) The Applicants provide that the Projects’ environmental

effects are acceptable given the balance of the Projects’ technical requirements, limitations, and

related economic benefits. (/d.) Accordingly, the Applicants state that the identified mitigation

2 Docket No. 26-05027 is Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy for approval of Large
Load Electric Service Agreements with PR RNO Property Owner 1, LLC and SV RNO Property Owner 1, LLC.
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measures adequately balance any probable adverse environmental effects with the need for the
Projects. (Id. at 9.)
NCARE'’s Position

30.  NCARE argues that, even if the Projects only operate for a maximum of three

statewide GHG emission reductions and renewable energy targets. (/.
y

that the Projects would increase statewide electric-sec //GH@“”by 12 percen

L . . //////// //t
IZ%H

=
) &

p
Y,

minimum addition of 4.26 MMT CO2e over thre//% ///in addit
%

emissions, for the sole benefit of the Applicants’ near-term e:

.

n in the apph(/ ions does not offer an adequate

assessment of whether the Projects and thei @ssoﬁ%ﬁgg} ts ou /eigh the increase in

éf/e hasﬁ%}/)y////ﬁ

; nd to drive climate change,

a
&
=
o
o
D
)
@
@
2,
[22]
=z.
Q
.
@

\\N

impact residents’ health an v

r of hours in the day to safely perform work

nt and wildlife, exacerbate droughts and

wildfires, jeopa

7

activitie/ chasc / . %%%%//4-25.)
L - ,
9 . NCARE no‘v//%?m Ne //a’s statutory GHG emissions goals target 28 percent

7

below 2005 levs /%/) , 4

o /

o /

/////// ool
¥

N

s

<
[\
S
[\
|9,

ercent below 2005 levels by 2030, and zero or near-zero by

2050. (Id. at 25.) ains that Nevada is not currently on pace to meet its goals, and

assuming the projectswere operating in 2030, Nevada’s emissions reduction shortfall would
grow from 24.3% to 27.2%, constituting a further departure from Nevada’s GHG emissions
reductions targets. (/d. at 26-27.) NCARE states that CO2 emissions have an atmospheric

residence time of hundreds to thousands of years, meaning that any departure from Nevada’s
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targeted GHG emissions reductions trajectory will have a long-term impact on Nevada’s climate.
(Id. at 27-28.) NCARE asserts that the adverse effect on the environment from GHG emissions
far outweighs the Applicants’ private need to secure electric service for their data-center
campuses and that the Applicants should not be able to circumvent Nevada Renewable Portfolio

Standard (“RPS”) compliance with fossil fuel generation. (/d.)

Staff’s Position

4
ances any

% nagement practices and

that isturbance will be minor and that

m exhaust and fugitive dust;

through ND@ surface area disturbance (“SAD”) permit
/

7

o
:§§
=
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ects. (Id.) Staff states that once complete, the Projects will

e

o threg-year period, with operational impacts including CNG
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Commission Discussion and Findings
34.  NRS 704.890(1)(c) provides that the Commission may not grant a UEPA Permit
to Construct unless it finds and determines that the need for the facility balances any adverse

effect on the environment. Staff and Applicants both provide that the Applications appropriately
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determine that the need for the Projects balances any adverse effect on the environment given the
temporary nature of the facilities, their locations, implementation of best management practices,
and permitting requirements. Moreover, the Applicants provide that environmental impacts will
be mitigated through the best available technology to mitigate air pollution and control emissions

..on the environment.

and that the economic benefits of the Projects balance any adverse effect.

%,
%

issions redu

oy,
G Em oals and not

{7
- 45

. . c . o : .
consistent with the RPS. The Commission does i« t the Projects will e GHG

N

emissions and will not use renewable energy; however, NC: ’s argument cannot be

reconciled with the structure of the statut%%
)

e Commission is applying. NRS 704.890(1)(b)

) 4

2

]
directs the Commission to make a particular/@/ldifﬁff@% : L

utility facility “emits greenhouse
gases and does not use renéwable i %ﬂ’ source of energy to generate electricity.”

That paragraph presupp: be permitted. Were conflict with the State’s

emissions-reducj;'%n goals c/// e y d lifying, paragraph (b) would have no work to do.

balance. On this record, the demonstrated need for the

R
h
) resj

n mea the siting decisions, the permitting obligations the

temporary character of the Projects balance the adverse effects

36.  NRS 704.890(1)(c) does not require that the Applicants put forth carbon-neutral
facilities to serve state needs or eliminate all adverse effects. In adopting the UEPA permitting
process, in NRS 704.825(1), the Nevada Legislature declared that:

a) There is at present and will continue to be a growing need for electric, gas and
water services which will require the construction of new facilities. It is
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recognized that such facilities cannot be built without in some way affecting the
physical environment where such facilities are located.

b) It is essential in the public interest to minimize any adverse effect upon the
environment and upon the quality of life of the people of the State which such
new facilities might cause.

(c) Present laws and practices relating to the location of such utility facilities
should be strengthened to protect environmental values and to t into account
the total cost to society of such facilities. ™

(d) Existing provisions of law may not provide adequ p yortunity for natural

persons, groups interested in conservation and the pr i %@enwronment

facilities.

//2// //%

37.  The statutory UEPA framework recogn ere.s a growingneed for

%%/
®

electricity and that the construction and %ra‘uon of those facilities will likely cause adverse

. N
////% Wy, ////////% Nt . ) .
ﬁ s requires that applicants identify and
//

cause. Here, the Appl‘ ide d foreseeab@harms and put forth a variety of measures to
@ X
%t nt

mitigate those harms to t

environmental effects. Consequently, the

\\\\\\\\\

minimize those negative effects to balance thu// ee acility against the harms it may
-

///%

.
Appllcatlons
X

.
f

@]

rotection, to y and thoroughly evaluate those permit applications. Issuance of

4

Y 4

prior to the commencing construction of the Projects.

////
38. The Co

ission notes that NRS 704.877 requires the Commission to accept and
incorporate the findings and conclusions made in an environmental review relating to the
construction of a utility facility in its entirety, or to the construction of any portion of a utility

facility, that has already been conducted by an appropriate federal agency or by a state, regional

or local agency. While NDEP’s environmental review has not yet been conducted, that review is
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a condition precedent for any UEPA Permit to Construct that the Commission would issue, and if
NDEP, the State agency possessing the relevant environmental expertise, denies the air permit
applications, no UEPA permit will issue for the Projects. It is beyond the Commission’s
authority to conduct any duplicative environmental review, and the Commission is bound by

NDEP’s determinations.

39. The Commission does not minimize the emissions has quantified.

yerse effects are trivial;

-
2

n one side of at

iy,

. . . . . -
it requires the Commission to weigh them against th%

.

criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions ast

mitigated by best available emissions controls, best mana t practices, and the conditions

2,

//f////..

NDEP will impose. On the other are the NRS 704.890(1)(b), the

ity need fou
I@f@f@ W exi stin/////n/dustrial park, and the

estment, and property tax revenue reflected in
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Applicants’ Pos//

\

_
cants state that the Commission should find that the Projects represent

40. The Ap
the minimum adverse effect on the environment, considering the state of available technology
and the nature and economics of the various alternatives. (Ex. 4 at 9.) The Applicants provide

that they have made efforts to minimize environmental impacts of the Projects, including a host

of environmental controls, for both the construction and operation of the Projects, and
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compliance with all terms of required permits. (/d.) Moreover, the Applicants provide that the
Projects are in industrial areas near existing industrial facilities (including large-scale power
generation, and un-or-under-developed mountainous terrain) and are sited on pre-graded, pre-

leveled land, which will minimize ground disturbances. (/d.) The Applicants state that long-term

environmental impacts are balanced with the Projects’ anticipated short-term nature. (/d.)

///////////

NCARE'’s Position _
( nstrat///////

)
o

the Projects

41.  NCARE states that the Applicants have not dér
y

7
“

iciering the sf@%/%)f available

. : i,
represent the minimum adverse effect on the environment, cons

)
technology and the nature and economics of wri%@%paﬁve% x. 7 at 34-35.%/ ARE

. design options with lower adverse
Y

why alternative

)

states that neither application presented any alternative fa

////

effects on the environment nor any justifi

ions are technologically or

%ﬁff ) 4

W
}%

economically non-viable. (/d. at 35.)

/f{(z/

. . o .
Project application contains no

42. As an exa states t
.

reference to assessi%//// ative %eraﬁng facili%
=

7z )
generator configurations and fuel delivery methods

/////
N 4pplied by the equipment provider with CNG fuel

\\\\\
S \\\\\\\\\\\\

designs, only referring to assessing other

provides that the PR RNO Project

.

delivery from %% 1 ovider provided the best balance of generation capacity,

states that while alternative locations are required to be discussed under the UEPA, it is not a
substitute for an assessment of available technological alternatives. (/d.)
43.  NCARE asserts that neither application satistied NRS 704.890(1)(d) because the

Applicants failed to propose lower-emitting generation facility designs and failed to justify why
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the proposed designs are required to meet the use case compared to various alternatives
leveraging the state of available technology. (/d. at 36-37.) NCARE notes that current
technologies that should have been discussed by the applicants include a suite of low-carbon,
renewable, or zero-carbon options such as utility-scale and rooftop solar, energy storage, demand
response, wind, geothermal, fuel cells, and biofuels. (Id. at 37.) Similazl

electric generation,

W,

e solutions. (/d.)

<

N
.
Y

project design and justified whether and why they are in
Y

////
T

.

44. Staff recommends the Commission he Projects represent the minimum

/Stai of @%%ﬁ

able technology and the nature

.

5

i

Staff’s Position

-27.) Staff states that the environmental

statements in th %///// ications
i
/// ////{/// | mi %@/neasures addressing water resources and air quality. (/d. at
. .

\ 4

-

-
N\

_

i

45.

=
2
a
w2
—
=

e Applicants investigated potential alternatives for the Projects

“

/////
to determine wheth(//%/%? ould be feasible to meet the primary purpose of providing reliable

on-site generation to support the data-center campuses. (/d. at 4, 24.) Staff states that alternative
locations would not meet the operational objectives of the Projects because the generation

facilities are planned to be centrally located on the data-center campuses to serve electric

demand. (/d.) Staff explains that relocating the Projects would increase transmission distances,
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reduce system efficiency, and potentially require additional infrastructure, resulting in greater
environmental disturbances and higher costs. (/d.) Staff states that the selected sites are the most
suitable locations because they minimize the length of interconnection facilities and efficiently

serve electric demand. (/d. at 24-25.) Staff states that no feasible alternative locations or

configurations were identified. (/d. at 14, 25.)

///
Iy,
%

Applicants’ Rebuttal _
_
.

Appli ns’ Environmental

///%%4 t 14.) Th
// a . €

46.  The Applicants state that Section 2 of each of €

Statements discusses the lack of viable alternative g%on possibilities.

Applicants state that prior to determining that theProjects were est suited to me 1r

fi //entlal evaluation to determine the
W
o

e licants state that both direct

.%////

and combined-cycle gas turbines (“CCGT”) MW wind, geothermal, battery storage
Wy

—~— N

(with no source power), and v l%es (natural gas, diesel, and

operational needs, the Applicants conducted an internal, ¢

o
types of power sources needed to support/

propane) were consid . respect to CCGT , the Applicants note that they rejected

/ o
,
.
/ stea/////Applicants explain that they determined that the Projects
n%/g///

t choice amo ilable alternatives to balance project needs, fuel use efficiency,

.

2

o

o
U

.
.. .
and emissions i1

47.
required in UEPA applications. (/d.) The Applicants note that the environmental statements in
both applications state that no feasible alternative locations or configurations were identified that
would adequately achieve the Projects’ goals and objectives for reliable, on-site power

generation for data-center needs. (/d.) The Applicants state that NCARE’s emissions and rates
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analyses attempt to compare the Projects to unavailable alternatives and ignore favorable
portions of the environmental statements, such as information demonstrating that the Projects’
projected emissions rates are lower than other local natural-gas generating stations. (/d. at 13.)
Commission Discussion and Findings

48. NRS 704.890(1)(d) provides that the Commission may not grant a UEPA Permit

to Construct unless it finds and determines that the facility repres the minimum adverse

.
effect on the environment, considering the state of available ﬁ%lnolog//’%/ the nature and

.
.

-
/
%// s did not

N
N

economics of the various alternatives.

.
would be available to serve their load Wit%ﬁ is of their {{/%ibﬂ'ty compared to the

alys
| .

o at the state of available technology

t the statute directs the Commission to

,

s so expressls
7
rmining whether a facility represents the minimum adverse

icant to compile an exhaustive catalog of

i

9

.

///

generati ispre e ach one in turn. The required contents of a UEPA

app 1catl%%z; S 704 .870(1), which calls for a description of reasonable

alternate locatie // ment of why the proposed location is best suited to the facility. It

properly understood as a challenge to the sufficiency of the evidence rather than to a filing
requirement the Applicants have failed to meet. The Commission agrees with the Applicants

that an exhaustive review of all available technologies is not required in UEPA applications.
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50. The environmental statements in both Applications explain that no feasible
alternative locations or configurations were identified that would adequately achieve the
Projects’ goals and objectives for reliable, on-site power generation for data center needs. On

rebuttal, the Applicants also clarified that they considered CCGTs, fuel cells, renewable

generation, and battery storage to serve the sites; however, the prolyw;roj ects best balanced
the Applicants’ needs for operating data centers. /

_
.
.

.
>
it would not be

. . . . . T, .
feasible or economic to select a different site location conffguratlon fort

51. The Commission agrees with Staff and the A D

)

ects. The

ies in an industrial area suited to
g o

). The record also ermi
- 4
e

determination NRS 704.890(1)(d) requires. The A ts evaluats

p ed combined-cycle and
simple-cycle gas turbines, fiel ce i %’//eothermal _battery storage, and several

\

MR
g =

modular generation needed only in the s ts the technology

ing the proposed design, and explained wh
1’%/// prop g p y

com

N
.
=

=

contrast, %%?s

period the Pro

a sources that could not be sited and energized within the
to bridge. An alternative that cannot meet the need is not, for

. 4 . .
04 : d), a viable alternative.
89000,

purposes of NRS
52. The Commission also recognizes the Applicants’ environmental statements detail

proposed measures to minimize adverse effects on the environment. Accordingly, the

Commission finds and determines that the Projects represent the minimum adverse effect on the
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environment, considering the state of available technology and the nature and economics of the
various alternatives.

E. Whether the Projects Conform with State and Local Laws — NRS 704.890(1)(e)
Applicants’ Position

53.  The Applicants provide that the Projects will be ina d ted industrial park

zoned for industrial uses consistent with Storey County’s land use ning. The Applicants

further provide that the applications identify additional necessal quired by NDEP and
building permits required by Storey County. (Ex. % N
Staff’s Position //////////////

54. Staff recommends that the Commission fin t the Projects, as proposed,

conform to applicable state and local laws anc ﬁulations and

// e Applicants have obtained,

e jjre istrations, and approvals required

{((f
%EX. 13 at 26-27.)

by federal, state, and local ions ordinance

hat 1 ition to obtain

.
\ U

licant

Q

y
4

‘.
7

PA Permits to Construct from the

%

local permits, state permits, and approvals

\

before commencing const //ctlon./ /////at 12, 23.) Accordingly, prior to the issuance of a UEPA
Permit t /////struct for the %% ject, Staff recommends SV RNO file copies of the

e

following per 8 /
o  §
//////// A/ 11 C | - Surface Area Disturb P
,B of Air Pollution Control - Surface Area Disturbance Permit;
b) NDEP - Ne\f Construction Stormwater Permit;

¢) NDEP - Class
d) Storey County - Storey County Building Permit.

(Id. at 12.)
56. Similarly, prior to the issuance of a UEPA Permit to Construct for the PR RNO

Project, Staff recommends PR RNO file copies of the following permits:
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a) NDEP, Bureau of Air Pollution Control - Surface Area Disturbance Permit;
b) NDEP - Nevada Construction Stormwater Permit;

¢) NDEP - Class 1 OPTC Air Permit; and

d) Storey County - Storey County Building Permit.

(d. at 23.)

Commission Discussion and Findings

4

57. NRS 704.890(1)(e) has two components. The fir the location of the

facility as proposed conforms to applicable state and local law gulations issued

a0
second is that the applicant has obtained, or is in the pr¢

% The

ning, all otherrequired
& /////0 g, q

A

The Applicants have not yet obtained each of

,
_
them. NRS 704.890(2) addresses that circt@/ el//%

s///“f e directly: wh
%%%%/%/

«///// i, 1 1 1
é%é% Ssue a permit, the Commission

permits, licenses, registrations, and appﬁ%/ls.

|

pplicant has not obtained

o

>

all required approvals as of the date the Commissi

7
“shall condition its permit upon icant obtaining those permits and approvals.” The

compliance items impos rective, and no permit to construct will

issue until thé; %%% ed.
-

ets / proposed, co

¢

Applicants have obtained, or

,
_
registrations, an o

provals

7
_
ordinances. ///
58.  The Commission agrees with Staft’s assessment that in addition to obtaining the

UEPA Permits to Construct, the Applicants also must obtain additional local permits, state

permits, and approvals before commencing construction. Accordingly, prior to the issuance of a
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UEPA Permit to Construct for the SV RNO Project, SV RNO must file copies of the following
permits:

a) NDEP, Bureau of Air Pollution Control - Surface Area Disturbance Permit;
b) NDEP - Nevada Construction Stormwater Permit;

¢) NDEP - Class 1 OPTC Air Permit; and

d) Storey County - Storey County Building Permit.

59. Similarly, prior to the issuance of a UEPA Permit to /%r@gt for the PR RNO
Project, PR RNO must file copies of the following permits:

a) NDEP, Bureau of Air Pollution Control - Surf: /%///(r /Permit;
b) NDEP - Nevada Construction Stormwater Pefmit; ////////

¢) NDEP - Class 1 OPTC Air Permit, and ////
d) Storey County - Storey County Buildi%”?é/ / | N ////%

\

t.
F. Public Interest Determination — NRS 704.890(

%//
f

r 4

i

o
L

.

Applicants’ Position

:

L
O

60. The Applicants state that the Proj : e the

will provide significant

blic interest by enabling PR

RNO and SV RNO to co

%a‘[a-cemer )
/ %/

emporary ¢ tion jobs, and benefit the local economy

/// 16, Ex 3 at 16.) The Applicants provide that

data center and associated infrastructure will also produce

e
sustained ities, property tax revenues for Storey County, and economic

e county’s industrial growth strategy within the TRIC. (/d.)

61. E states that the Projects will not serve the public interest because they will
only serve the energy needs of the Applicants, will emit 1.42 MMT of CO2e per year, and will
increase criteria pollutant emissions and emissions through the 14,600 heavy truck deliveries

required annually. (Ex. 7 at 38-39.) NCARE further argues that the full scale of the probable
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effect of the reported GHG and criteria pollutant emissions on the environment are not fully
analyzed or reported in the Applications and exclude the full emissions burden from liquefied
natural gas and compressed natural gas processing and heavy truck deliveries. (/d. at 39.)
NCARE also argues that emissions are not constrained by a termination timeline, resulting in the

Projects having an unknowable effect on the environment. (/d.)

2
"y

ent that the Applications

P 1

62.  NCARE renews, in the public interest context, its

failed to evaluate design alternatives that could reduce adver

argument addressed in Section IV.D above. (/d.) Therefore, NCARE states t a

f% he

“

environmental burden on the public may not be %@%d (]df//// . //////
_ / .

y
_
63.  NCARE alleges that the Applicants and/or///% d parties may fall under the

L
a’ ider of electric service” per

04.020(2) or %v
%ﬁﬁﬁ ) A
NRS 704.7808, thus subjecting the Applica c% amission certification requirements and the

cts may fall under the definition of NRS

al impacts, an

>

7

W
O

definition of a “public utility” pursuant t?%%
u u ursu
p y P . o

\
i

o

wn
—~
M~
IS
=4
I
P
I
e
N
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.
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7

=

)

7, /
7 7
)

plants will be us % to produce and deliver or furnish power
_

ARE speculates that if the Applicants or any

N
T

704.020(2) because. 1

\

// «Sé (f
//

7,

)

T
////////////////

7

n

L
. ////

_
lectric service” (NRS 704.7808) by selling electricity to

-
/ ////////////
e in violation of RPS requirements set forth in NRS 704.7821,

.
_ -
which would%%% on ‘////public interest. (Id.)

-

7

related parties acted a ovid

64. Staff recommends that the Commission find that the Projects will serve the public
interest. (Ex. 13 at 26-27.)

Applicants’ Rebuttal
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65. The Applicants state that NCARE’s testimony regarding CO2 emissions
improperly accounts for factors not reasonably attributed to the Projects’ operations. (/d. at 7.)
The Applicants assert that the Applications include emissions estimates that factor all LNG or
CNG combusted for the on-site fuel delivery systems in addition to the end-use generators

(Id)) The Applicants

///
y////
//////////

themselves, which are all the emissions required to evaluate the Proj%&

state that to the extent that emissions from LNG and CNG proces S must be included and

. 4 -
analyzed, such emissions from these upstream processes are @%z, parti

the amount of na t% as converted,

consumption of natural gas for power. (/d.) Addition

transported, and used for generation will be dlre%’// S cted tothe Projects’ ac sages, not
p

2

e
theoretical limits included on air permit applications. (]d.////.)

66.  The Applicants disagree t WARE’S assertio /t the Projects may operate as
public utilities under Nevada law (/d. at 12.)///%//he f explain that they have provided
consistent and definitive u on that the Projects will solely provide power to the data-

=4

=

a

o

p—

|l

=+

=

o

w
é\\\\\\\\\\\

center developments‘as self-gener

ol that this type of generating plant is not a

//%
the Applicants explain that the Projects are

il

er Neva A

eratic

“public utility” /%
7

further uded from a3 a public utility under NRS 704.021(13), which provides
that a “p de "[a]ny plant or equipment that is used by a data center to

roduce, nish electricity at agreed-upon prices for or to persons on the premises of
p y atag pon p p p

deliver or fur
U
.
the data center for t%

only with regard to those operations which consist of providing electric service.” (Id. at 12-13.)

rpose of those persons storing, processing or distributing data, but

Commission Discussion and Findings
67. NRS 704.890(1)(g) provides that the Commission may not grant a UEPA Permit

to Construct unless it finds and determines that the facility will serve the public interest.
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68. The Commission finds that NCARE’s assertion that the Projects will only serve
the energy needs of the Applicants does not account for the economic benefits in the
Applications and corresponding environmental statements which include the short-term and

investment in Storey

.

long-term jobs created by the construction and operation of the Project
o

Ve

County, related property tax revenues for Storey County, and econ i diversification consistent

o
with the county’s industrial growth strategy within the TRIC < Similarly, the Commission finds

-
<
tigated by the i

A
7
L

Y, /// ,
""’%‘te-of—t% c- g %////’%mrol

emissions, and compliance with applicable state laws, regul

7,

permitting requirements. Because the Pr¢

re lawful, because the Applicants have

committed to measures that mitigate their enviro
_

%

i
; cts, a ecause the record reflects

fe
-

he Commiission concludes that the Projects

. . |
will serve the public /////////
69. 1 _also decli /’{/tNCARE’s assertion that the Applicants
/ ////////I%/% (13 b 2 (13 M . M 29
may be 1 W% 100 a “public utility” or “provider of electric service” and

be subject f%%rﬁﬁcaﬂ//and RPS requirements. That assertion asks the

presented by these C
-

ns. The Commission agrees with the Applicants and Staff that, as
represented, both Projects fall outside of the scope of a public utility under NRS 704.020 because

the Projects will only provide power to support their data-center operations. Moreover, the

Commission finds that, given the representations made in the Applications, the Applicants likely

3 The Projects will require permitting approval from the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, whose
jurisdiction and subject-matter expertise will address whether the Projects comport with applicable environmental
laws.
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enjoy a statutory exemption from consideration as a public utility under NRS 704.021(13), and,
for purposes of the UEPA, from the definition of “public utility” under NRS 704.855(2), which
excludes plants or equipment used to generate electrical energy that is wholly consumed on the
premises of and by the producer thereof. However, the questions of whether the Projects will be

public utilities and whether the Applicants will be subject to and comply with the RPS are not

G. Disposition of Application

Applicants’ Position

70.  The Applicants seek a permit to c%@% h orary
Q
Generation Facility, a temporary 144-MW natural-gas-fu

€ DO ))f

associated facilities to be located on priv

f%//\l vada, to supply electrical

///// (5]
) 4

enter campus. (Ex. 1 at 1-

7

2) .
s also seek a permit t%///co struct the Peru Ridge Self-Generation
Project, -gas-fueled electric generating facility and

ivate land in Storey County, Nevada, to support the power

.
er campu //é[ed at the TRI Center. (Ex. 3 at 1-2.)

equest that the Commission grant the Applications and issue the

appropriate UEPA its to Construct. (Ex. 4 at 10.)

NCARE'’s Position
73.  NCARE recommends that the Commission deny both Applications on the

grounds that they fail to satistfy the UEPA criteria contained in NRS 704.890(1(a)-(d) and NRS

704.890(1)(g), as discussed in more detail above. (Ex. 7 at 47.)



Docket No. 26-04026 & 26-04027 Page 33

Staff’s Position
74. Staff recommends that the Commission grant the Applications and issue the

appropriate permits, subject to the Applicants obtaining and filing with the Commission as

compliance items, if not already included in the filing, all required permits, licenses, and

y

s . . . .
in the order within five years of its effective date, then t %%g will be

Y
7,

(Id)
.
iss //Z///%Z%
u

75. The Applicants’ rebuttal @%//ons on the i //ontroversy are addressed in
the sections above. W I /
=

without further action by, or order of, the Commissi

7

2 1//}
/
/

Applicants’ Rebuttal

Applicable Law

_
o
////////
_
_
////////
=

y .
890 sets toith the deter //atlons that the Commission must make to

NRS 7 7 o
grant or deny a UEPA Permit 4

4

t. NRS 704.890(1)* states, in relevant part, that:

the Commis:

/// 1
//,/
/ /%Z/j%tenal‘lce of a

a permit for the construction, operation and
either as proposed or as modified by the

(b) If the / facility emits greenhouse gases and does not use renewable
energy as its primary source of energy to generate electricity, the extent to which
the facility is needed to ensure reliable utility service to customers in this State;

(c) That the need for the facility balances any adverse effect on the environment;

4 NRS 704.890(1)(f) is not applicable to the Projects as they are not classified as surplus within the meaning of NRS
704.734. See Ex. 13 at Attachment RMS-6.
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(d) That the facility represents the minimum adverse effect on the environment,
considering the state of available technology and the nature and economics of the
various alternatives;

(e) That the location of the facility as proposed conforms to applicable state and
local laws and regulations issued thereunder and the applicant has obtained, or is in
the process of obtaining, all other permits, licenses, registrations and approvals
required by federal, state and local statutes, regulations and ordinances;

(f) That the surplus asset retirement plan filed pursuant to 870:

(2) Provides for the remediation and reuse o ity within a
reasonable period; and " 4
.

(3) Is able to be reasonably com%’{//é/%@d
.

fund
the application; and //////// /
L
.
77. Given the above analysis and fit
////

(g) That the facility will serve'the public interest. .
i
cing

y

ff@%f@% % ) 4

Commission Discussion and Findings

\
\\\\
\\\\\\\

/ el .
o iission finds that the Applicants

O\

\\%\w

have satisfied all nece /nts of NRS" //4.890(1) for UEPA permits to construct the
requested Projects. Th Commission gra //both applications. Accordingly, pursuant

to NRS 70 (1 / ission finds, 1n//@/%porates, determines, and concludes the

( 2 &

////////////////////////// S1(

nclusions in SV RNO’s ES for the project.

- SV RNO determined the nature of the probable effect of the
project on the environment in the ES. The project emits
greenhouse gases and does not use renewable energy as its primary
source of energy to generate electricity, and SV RNO
demonstrated the extent to which the project is needed to ensure
reliable utility service to customers in this State.

¢) The need for the project balances any adverse effect on the
environment.
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d) The project represents the minimum adverse effect on the
environment, considering the state of available technology and the
nature and economics of the various alternatives.

e) SV RNO has obtained, or is in the process of obtaining, all other
permits, licenses, registrations and approvals required by federal,
state and local statutes, regulations and ordinances, and the
location of the project as proposed conforms to applicable state and

/////
_
//////////////

78 The Commission finds that SV RNO must ﬁl%%ith the /mission, as
compliance items, the following required outstanding permits, licenses, and vals
a) NDEP, Bureau of A — Surface

Disturbance Permit;

c Y {@ );; Permit;
d) Storey County L ! %ﬁ(ﬁﬁ% ding Permit.
< |
79 %NO does not file with the Commission all of

. «
Given the

\
Y

//

an 5%% d findings, pursuant to NRS 704.890(1), the

Q
(¢]

7

Commissio finds, incorporates,
) v

o

N\

\

.

determines, and concludes the following with respect to PR

conclusions in PR RNO’s ES for the project.

b) PR RNO determined the nature of the probable effect of the project on
the environment in the ES. The project emits greenhouse gases and
does not use renewable energy as its primary source of energy to
generate electricity, and PR RNO demonstrated the extent to which the
project is needed to ensure reliable utility service to customers in this
State.
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¢) The need for the project balances any adverse effect on the
environment.

d) The project represents the minimum adverse eftect on the
environment, considering the state of available technology and the
nature and economics of the various alternatives.

e) The location of the project as proposed conf%s to applicable state
and local laws and regulations issued therednderzand PR RNO has
g P a

obtained, or is in the process of obtainin %Z/H other permits, licenses,
r/g %J, state and local statutes,

1 the Commissio/{%// K

— Surface Area

" DR

)
//%o

b) NDEP — Nevad water Permit.

.

7

— Class 1 O@;C Air Permit; and
ounty Building Permit.
O does not file with the Commission all the

within five years of the effective date of this order,

o
/

this order wil > deemed to %vacated without further action by or order of the Commission.
Therefor//{///// i /

1. plication of SV RNO Property Owner 1 LLC, designated as Docket No.
26-04026, 1s granted as provided by and consistent with this order.

2. The Application of PR RNO Property Owner 1, LLC, designated as Docket No.
26-04027, 1s granted as provided by and consistent with this order.

3. No construction may commence on a utility facility that is the subject of these
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applications for Utility Environmental Protection Act permits to construct until after the Public
Utilities Commission of Nevada issues a permit to construct for the respective utility facility.
Compliances

4. Prior to being issued the requested Utility Environmental Protection Act permit to

construct the project, SV RNO Property Owner 1 LLC must file copies.of the following federal,

iection — Class 1 OPTC Air Permit.

d ////// O . .//////// .
) Storey County — Ste ulldlng%lt.
&

7
.
) .

5. Upon the Regulatory Opera‘u@s Sta ublic Utilities Commission of

AV .

pliance items set forth above, the Assistant

\

y
Z

Nevada’s verification of

N\
r

Commission Secret,

‘( S Com@ss'on of Nevada must issue to SV RNO
%

Property Owner //LLC a ntal Protection Act permit to construct.

/ IfSv %2 'y Owner 1 LLC does not file with the Public Utilities

. //
Commis//////// . oft te compliances set forth above within five years of the
effective date %order will be deemed to be vacated without further action by or
order of the Public s Commission of Nevada.

7. Prior to being issued the requested Utility Environmental Protection Act permit to

construct the project, PR RNO Property Owner 1, LLC must file copies of the following federal,
state and local permits with the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada:

a) Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Air Pollution
Control — Surface Area Disturbance Permit.
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b) Nevada Division of Environmental Protection — Nevada Construction
Stormwater Permit.

c) Nevada Division of Environmental Protection — Class 1 OPTC Air Permit.
d) Storey County — Storey County Building Permit.
8. Upon the Regulatory Operations Staff of the Public Utilities Commission of

.

/ ///orth ab//ove, the Assistant

Nevada’s verification of the completion of the compliance items

adar /ssue to PR RNO

“
.
Property Owner 1, LLC a Utility Environmental Prot ’/% 't permit to co//

V4

Commission of Nevada all of the requisite compliances set forth hereinabove within five years of

9. If PR RNO Property Owner 1, LL///

the effective date of this order, this order deem

ed to be " red
A
|

////%/@ /

ithout further action by

.
//
°

or order of the Public Utilities Commission of Neva
. MV 4 .
10. The Public L Comm1ss1or%/§ evada correct any errors that have

i

//

occurred in the draft e / %f this order v@lo t further proceedings.

_ | 4
%/% /

L
.
U

Q
&

By the Commission,

.
5

//

&

HAYLEY WILLIAMSON, Chair

TAMMY CORDOVA, Commissioner

RANDY J. BROWN, Commissioner
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