


NOTE 

 

Subject: EPA Comments on NV Energy, Reid Gardner Generating Station, 

Moapa, NV  

Round 9 Draft Assessment Report 

 

To:  File 

 

Date:  June 1, 2011 

 

 

1. On page 3, section “2.1 General”, paragraph 3, line 3, please define the “paint filter test” 

referenced.  Language is somewhat ambiguous in the remainder of the bottom ash 

filtration explanation.  

2. On page 8, Section 3.0 Summary of Construction History and Operation, the dates for the 

commission of each of the units differ from those of the survey response. Please rectify 

the discrepancy. 

 

Management Unit 

Survey Yr Unit 

Commissioned 

Draft Assessment Report Yr 

Unit Commissioned 

4B1 1992 early 1980's 

4B2 1992 early 1980's 

4B3 1992 early 1980's 

4C1 1992 early 1980's 

4C2 2001 early 1980's 

E1 2003 1974 

E2 2003 1974 

F 1986 Late 1980’s 

 

3. On page 9, section “4.2 CCW Impoundments”, paragraph 1, line 1, “ponds” should be 

changed to the possessive, “ponds’.” 

 

4. On page 11, section “5.2.3 Freeboard Adequacy”, it may be advantageous to augment 

this section with a description of “very simplified evaluation using conservative 

assumptions.” Elaborate on both the process of the evaluation and the assumptions being 

made in the evaluation. 

 

5. On page 13, section “7.2.1 Flow Rates”, “discharge” should be changed to the plural, 

“discharges.” 

 

6. On page 16, section “8.4.4 Water Surface Elevations and Reservoir Discharges”, 

paragraph 2, the text refers to “a new method for tracking pond levels” developed by 

RGGS in 2009. No mention is made of this new method. Please elaborate further on this 

new method of measuring pond elevation (e.g., manual gauge reading, electronic reading) 



7. On page 17, section “9.3 Methods of Analysis”, paragraph 2, please include the basis of 

decision (if available from documentation) for the particular loading cases used in the 

geotechnical analysis of slip surfaces in the embankments (e.g. USACE code). 

 

8. On page 19-20, section “9.4 Discussion of Stability Analysis and Results”, it is evident 

from submitted reports prepared by Stanley Consultants that the minimum factors of 

safety as required by EM-1110-2-1902 are not met in Pond B1, Profile B for steady 

seepage or seismic steady seepage and is not met in Pond F for steady seepage. In 

Paragraph 6 please elaborate on the exact parameters modeled and the specific variations 

between input modeling parameters and as-built pond specifications. Please include a 

summary of all communication with NVE subsequent to June issuance of draft report 

concerning provision of additional information concerning insufficient factors of safety, 

along with other EPA comments, in final report 

9. On page 27, under Section 12.6 Acknowledgement of Assessment, please provide a 

condition rating for each individual unit. 

 

10. The following question was not addressed in report: “Is any part of the impoundment 

built   over wet ash, slag, or other unsuitable materials (like TVA)?”  Please include this 

and the response at the end of the field observation checklist. 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 






































