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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI) 

1. Name of Action. 

Construction Of A Stormwater Detention System And Relocation Of 12 Previously 
Assessed Housing Units, Military Family Housing Revitalization Project, Nellis Air 
Force Base, Nevada 

2. Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Nellis Air Force Base (AFB) proposes to relocate four General Officer's Quarters (GOQs) 
and eight Senior Officer's Quarters (SOQs) that were evaluated in the February 2005 Final 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Nellis AFB Military Family Housing (MFH) 
Revitalization Project. The area originally proposed for the GOQs/SOQs was deemed 
unacceptable due to adjacent land uses outside the boundaries of Nellis AFB. The 
GOQ/SOQ units would be relocated to the northeast of the original location. In addition, the 
stormwater detention system was redesigned and relocated to the north of the MFH area to 
protect property from potential damage due to 50-year and 100-year flooding events. The 
No Action Alternative is the only practicable alternative carried forward for analysis. Under 
this alternative, construction of the GOQs/SOQs would occur within the area assessed in the 
February 2005 Final EA. However, the stormwater detention system would not be 
constructed. 

3. Summary of Environmental Resources and Impacts 

Activities associated with the Proposed Action would cause impacts similar to those 
previously assessed in the February 2005 Final EA that resulted in a Finding of No 
Significant Impacts (FONSI) to human health or the natural environment. However, 
additional habitat containing two Federal species of concern, the Las Vegas Bearpoppy 
(Nevada critically-endangered) and the Las Vegas buckwheat (Nevada recommended-for­
full-protection), would be disturbed. This additional acreage comprises 0.1 percent of known 
bearpoppy habitat and 1.9 percent of known buckwheat habitat. The stormwater detention 
system would be designed to avoid impacting the sensitive species to the maximum extent 
possible. Salvaged topsoil would be used to revegetate the project area as studies indicate 
the species will recolonize in disturbed habitat areas . Nellis AFB would apply for and 
comply with the terms of a take permit issued by the Nevada Division of Forestry, as 
required under Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) 527.050. Thus, loss of additional habitat 
would be temporary and long-term impacts would not be significant. 

4. Conclusions 

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, the 
Council of Environmental Quality regulations implementing the procedural provisions of 
NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1580), and 32 CFR Part 989, Air Force Environmental Impact 
Analysis Process (EIAP), the US Air Force, Nellis AFB evaluated the potential impacts of the 
proposed action and documented this evaluation in the attached SEA. Based on the 
findings and conclusions in the SEA, an Environmental Impact Statement is not required for 
this action. 

Date 





COVER SHEET  
DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT  

CONSTRUCTION OF DETENTION BASINS AND RELOCATION OF 12 PREVIOUSLY 
ASSESSED HOUSING UNITS, MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING REVITALIZATION PROJECT, 

NELLIS AIR FORCE BASE, NEVADA 

a.  Responsible Agency:  U.S. Air Force  

b.  Proposed Action:  Relocation and construction of 12 military family housing (MFH) units 
and construction of two stormwater detention basins on Nellis Air Force Base (AFB), 
Nevada.

c.  Written comments and inquiries regarding this document should be directed to:  Mr. Mike 
Estrada, 99 ABW/PA, 4430 Grissom Avenue, Suite 107, Nellis AFB NV 89191; 
telephone (702) 652-2753..  

d.  Report Designation:  Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA)  

e.  Abstract:  This SEA evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the relocation of 
construction of four General Officer’s Quarters (GOQ) and eight Senior Officer’s 
Quarters (SOQ) and the construction of two detention basins at Nellis AFB.  The 12 
GOQ/SOQ units were considered part of the original MFH Revitalization Project; 
however, the proposed location of these units changed since the original February 2005 
Final EA was released.  The proposed action is driven by Office of the Secretary of 
Defense’s (OSD) Defense Planning Guidance (DPG), that tasked the Department of 
Defense (DoD) services to revitalize, divest through privatization, or demolish 
inadequate housing by or before fiscal year 2011.     

This SEA has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
to analyze the potential environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and the 
No-Action Alternative.  Under the No-Action Alternative, no activities associated with the 
detention basins would occur; however, construction of the 12 MFH units would occur in 
the original location.  The Air Force would not be able to protect or reduce the risk of the 
MFH areas currently under construction from future flooding.   

The environmental resources potentially affected by the Proposed Action are 
socioeconomics, land use, aesthetics, transportation, utilities, hazardous materials 
geology, water resources, air quality, noise, biological resources, and environmental 
justice.  Based on the nature of activities associated with the revitalization of the MFH 
areas and the detention basin construction activities, the Air Force has determined that 
impacts associated with these resources would not be significant.    
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1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION  

This Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) has been prepared to comply with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (PL 91-190; 42 USC 4321-4347), as 
amended.  Preparation of this EA followed regulations and instructions established in 32 CFR 
Part 989, Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP) for the US Air Force, and 40 CFR 
1500 – 1508, Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).  This SEA evaluates the potential 
environmental impacts of activities associated with the proposed US Air Force lease of 
approximately 30 cres of land in Area III on Nellis Air Force Base (AFB), Nevada, to a private 
entity for construction and maintenance of Military Family Housing (MFH).  The need for 
construction of detention basins and officers’ quarters in Area III was identified subsequent to 
completion of the 2005 Final Environmental Assessment Military Family Housing Revitalization 
Project, Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada.  Thus, these actions are evaluated in this SEA.  

1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED  

In 2003, the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) issued the Defense Planning Guide 
(DPG).  The DPG directed the Department of Defense (DoD) services to evaluate all MFH units 
and to revitalize MFH by improving or constructing new units, divesting the units through 
privatization, or demolishing the units.  Over 98 percent of the MFH units on Nellis Air Force 
Base (AFB), Nevada were assessed as requiring either renovation or demolition.  To comply 
with the OSD DPG, Nellis AFB began several phases of upgrades that included construction of 
new MFH units.  

In efforts to reduce costs associated with MFH revitalization and maintenance, Nellis AFB 
determined privatization would be a viable option in meeting OSD DPG mandates.  Potential 
impacts for the proposed MFH Privatization actions were assessed in the February 2005 Final 
EA, Military Family Housing Revitalization Project, Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada.  The Finding 
of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was signed on 8 March 2005.   

Engineering and planning designs that have been completed since the release of the 2005 Final 
EA and FONSI identified the need for 20 additional acres in Area III for detention basins and 
easements to channel stormwater runoff.  Currently, stormwater is poorly controlled and has 
caused damage to housing units and property in the Manch Manor housing area.  Locations for 
the proposed detention basins in Area III were identified as the most suitable due to the natural 
drainage pattern of the surrounding landscape.  Stormwater flows toward the south/southeast 
from the Las Vegas Range through numerous washes that converge at the proposed locations 
of the proposed detention basins just north of the MFH area (Figure 1-1).    

About 10 acres to the south of the detention basins would also be needed for the placement of 
four General Officers’ Quarters (GOQs), eight Senior Officers’ Quarters (SOQs), and associated 
access roads and sidewalks.  The SOQs and GOQs were originally to be placed at the western 
boundary of Area III (Figure 1-2), but proximity to the industrial area adjacent to the base 
boundary makes that area unsuitable for family housing.  The acreage was subsequently 
excluded from the MFH Revitalization Project.  A more suitable location along the north edge of 
the current Manch Manor housing area and south of the proposed detention basins was chosen 
for proposed construction of the GOQs and SOQs.    
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1.2 LOCATION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION  

Nellis AFB is located at the northeast edge of the Las Vegas Valley in Clark County, Nevada 
(Figure 1-3).  The base comprises four divisions: Area I, Area II, Area III, and the Small Arms 
Range.  The acreage designated for the proposed detention basins, easements for stormwater 
outlets, and GOQs and SOQs is located in the southwest quarter of Area III.  Area III is situated 
between Las Vegas Blvd North and Interstate 15 (I-15).  The proposed project area is bordered 
by developed commercial properties to the west, military family housing to the south, Nellis AFB 
facilities to the east, and vacant land to the north. 

1.3 SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  

The EA describes and analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the activities associated 
with the Proposed Action and viable alternatives that meet the stated purpose and need.  
Consistent with the CEQ regulations, the scope of analysis presented in this EA is defined by 
the potential range of environmental impacts that would result from implementation of these 
alternatives. Resources that would not be affected by implementation of any of the alternatives 
are not addressed.

Resources that have a potential for impact were considered in more detail in order to provide 
the Air Force decision maker with sufficient evidence and analysis to determine whether or not 
additional analysis is required pursuant to 40 CFR Part 1508.9. The resources analyzed in more 
detail are socioeconomics, land use, aesthetics, Environmental Restoration Program (ERP) 
sites, soils and geology, water resources, air quality, noise, biological resources, cultural 
resources, and environmental justice.  The affected environment and the potential 
environmental consequences relative to these resources are described in Chapters 3.0 and 4.0, 
respectively.

1.4 FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL PERMITS, LICENSES, AND FEES 

The contractor responsible for constructing, operating, and maintaining the MFH units and 
detention basins system would obtain all required Federal, state, and local permits.  The 
contractor would cooperate with Nellis AFB to ensure compliance with all applicable Federal, 
state, and local regulations, and Department of Defense (DoD) and Air Force policy directives, 
instructions, and memoranda.  The contractor would ensure adherence to all applicable Nellis 
AFB environmental plans.    

Permits related to environmental concerns that would be required include, but may not be 
limited to, the following: Clark County Surface Disturbance Permit (dust permit); General Storm 
Water Permit; and Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  
Among the Nellis AFB environmental plans that may be applicable to the proposed actions are 
Nellis AFB Municipal Solid Waste Management Plan (Jan 2003), Nellis AFB Hazardous Material 
Management Plan (December 2000), Nellis AFB Plan 19-1, Facility Response Plan, Volumes I 
& II (May 2002), and Nellis AFB Water Management Plan (May 2004).  
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The contractor would contact the 99th Civil Engineer Squadron/Environmental Management 
Flight (CES/CEV) for assistance in obtaining the appropriate permits and electronic copies of 
environmental plans.  The contractor would ensure that all materials purchased and used for 
construction and maintenance of the SPVS are approved through the HAZMART.  

1.5 RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS 

The documents listed below have been prepared for Nellis AFB and the MFH unit areas.  These 
documents provided supporting information for the environmental analysis contained within this 
EA.

The Draft 2001 Nellis AFB Family Housing master Plan describes the actions and associated 
costs to provide, operate, and maintain MFH at Nellis AFB (U.S. Air Force, 2001). The plan 
provides information on new construction, improvements, and operations and maintenance 
costs necessary to ensure that sufficient quality housing is provided and properly maintained to 
meet the needs of military families assigned to Nellis AFB. The plan summarizes the inventory 
and revitalization requirements at the installation upon the completion of the FY 2003 Military 
Family Housing Program, as submitted in the FY 2003-2007 Air Force Amended Program 
Objective Memorandum. The plan also provides an evaluation of the MFH privatization 
potential.

The February 2005 Final EA Military Family Housing Revitalization Project, Nellis Air Base, 
Nevada provides information regarding the demolition, upgrade, and new construction of MFH 
within Manch Manor, Dunning Circle, and Nellis Terrace areas on Nellis AFB.  A total of 817 
new MFH units would be constructed as part of this action.  The MFH units that would be 
demolished in the Old Nellis Terrace would not be reconstructed at the same location; instead 
the area would be left vacant for future Nellis AFB development.  This EA provides the purpose 
and need of the overall program.  In addition much of the existing conditions described in the 
2005 Final EA are still valid and, thus, are incorporated herein by reference. 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES  

The Proposed Action include the construction of the 12 GOQ/SOQ units and detention basins.  
The MFH areas would be leased to the developer for up to 50 years for construction of the new 
MFH units and long-term maintenance and operation of the MFH areas.  Infrastructure, 
including utilities, would also be conveyed to the developer.  The developer would finance, plan, 
design, and construct improvements, as well as manage operations of the MFH areas and 
detention basins.   

2.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Nellis AFB proposes to lease approximately 30 acres of land for construction of two detention 
basins and 12 GOQ/SOQ housing units with associated driveways and sidewalks.  In addition, 
Nellis AFB would grant easements for construction of stormwater channels associated with the 
detention basins.  For the purposes of analysis, it is assumed that project activities would begin 
in January 2007 and that all construction activities would be completed within 3 years.  Nellis 
AFB would specify certain requirements for the MFH areas such as the minimum square 
footages for each type of unit and the minimum number and type of amenities. The schedule for 
project activities, configuration of neighborhoods, design of housing units, and the incorporation 
of supplemental amenities to enhance the quality of life would be determined by the privatization 
developer.

The storage capacity of the proposed detention basins would be sufficient to detain stormwaters 
projected for the 100-year flood event.  The two detention basins (approximately 11 and 9 
acres) would be constructed of compacted earth and excavated from ground level to reach a 
depth no greater than 10 feet in some areas.  Sides would be sloped and sloped earthen berms 
no more than four feet high would be shaped at the south edges of the basins to impede 
floodwaters.  Stormwater pipes would be placed below the berms and extend outside of the 
basins to allow stormwaters to slowly drain from the basins (Figure 2-1).      

The proposed shapes of the detention basins are designed to avoid impacts to the maximum 
extent practicable, to Las Vegas bearpoppy (Arctomecon californica) populations, a Nevada 
endangered plant species, and Las Vegas buckwheat (Erigonum corymbosum) populations, a 
Nevada species of concern.  In addition to avoidance, the contractor would surface-scrape soil 
in those areas where populations occur, move the soil aside until the area is fully excavated, 
and replace the surface soil.  The soils would then be watered to mitigate dust as well as to 
encourage new plant growth.  Irrigation would continue on an as needed basis until the first 
rainy season begins.  The Nellis AFB Natural Resources Manager would supervise these 
activities to ensure that the proposed mitigation measures are conducted adequately. 

Other appurtenant structures and facilities that are required as part of the MFH Revitalization 
Project were described in the February 2005 EA and are incorporated herein by reference 
(USAF 2005).  These include, but are not limited to, sidewalks, greenspace, sewer systems, 
and utility lines. 
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Figure 2-1: Proposed Project Layout
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2.2 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION  

2.2.1 Introduction 
Alternatives to the proposed action have been examined according to three variables: other 
means to physically capture and control stormwater from impacting the MFH units, siting of new 
MFH construction, and siting of the detention basins and drainage channels.  These alternatives 
and the No Action Alternative are described below. 

2.2.2 Siting Alternatives 
General selection criteria used to identify suitable sites for new MFH construction include 
consideration of compatibility between the functions to be performed and the installation land 
use designation for the site, adequacy of the site for the function required, proximity to related 
activities, distance from incompatible activities, availability and capacity of roads, efficient use of 
property, development density, potential future mission requirements, and special site 
characteristics, including environmental incompatibilities. 

All of the sites proposed for MFH construction have undergone previous evaluations, as 
described in the February 2005 Final EA and FONSI, and the best locations relative to the 
selection criteria described above have been selected.  Unfortunately, proximity to the industrial 
area, an automobile wrecking yard, was overlooked during the initial evaluations.  This location 
is unsuitable for family housing due to both noise and safety factors.  Therefore, no alternative 
location for the GOQs and SOQs could be considered. 

The detention basin system must be in proximity to the MFH units to reduce or avoid additional 
costs associated with design, construction, and maintenance of the detention basins.  The areas 
to the south and east of the Manch Manor MFH are all developed and would not provide flood 
protection from flows originating in areas of higher elevation located to the north of Manch 
Manor MFH.  Consequently, the only location that is feasible for the detention basin is north and 
west of Manch Manor MFH.

2.3 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION 

2.3.1 Several Smaller Detention Basins 
The option to construct several smaller detention basins in open areas throughout the MFH 
areas was initially considered.  These basins have been designed to capture stormwater from 
a 25-year event to reduce the size of the basins because of the limited open space.  These 
basins have eliminated much of the open space currently planned for recreation areas.  The 
primary reason that this alternative was considered but rejected is one of safety.  This design 
was implemented within a housing development in Hawaii.  Following a rainstorm during 
which the basins filled with stormwater, a small child slipped into a detention basin across the 
street from her house.  In the few minutes before the parent’s noticed the child missing from 
the yard, the child had drowned.  Thus, detention basins located within family residential 
areas are considered lethal hazards to the welfare of children.  For these reasons, this 
alternative was eliminated from further consideration.   
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2.4 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

CEQ regulations require inclusion of the No Action Alternative.  Under the No Action Alternative, 
the detention basins and associated drainage channels would not be constructed.  However, 
since control of stormwater discharges are mandated under the Clean Water Act, the No Action 
alternative is not practicable.  The construction of the SOQ/GOQ units would not be relocated to 
this proposed area.  Instead, the SOQ/GOQ units would be constructed in the area originally 
planned (see Figure 1-2).  The No Action Alternative will serve as a baseline against which the 
impacts of the proposed action and alternatives can be evaluated. 



SECTION 3.0

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 INTRODUCTION  

This chapter describes the existing environmental conditions at and surrounding the proposed 
detention basins on Nellis AFB.  It provides information to serve as a baseline from which to 
identify and evaluate environmental changes resulting from the proposed construction and 
operation of the detention basins, drainage channels, and GOQ/SOQ units.  Most of the 
information contained herein will be incorporated by reference, in compliance with CEQ 
regulations, from the February 2005 Final EA (USAF 2005).  Summaries of the information from 
that document will be provided where these data are incorporated by reference. 

Only those resources that have a potential to be affected are discussed, as per CEQ guidance 
(40 CFR 1501.7[3]).  Therefore, climate, cultural resources, and transportation will not be 
discussed for the following reasons: 

• Climate – the project would not affect, or be affected by, climate 

• Cultural Resources – the entire base has been surveyed and no historic 
properties, including prehistoric sites and historic structures, were located in the 
proposed project area.  SHPO consultation was completed on April 12, 2001 and 
thus, requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act have 
been addressed.  If, during construction, subsurface features or artifacts are 
uncovered the project would halt and the Nellis AFB Cultural Resources Manager 
would be immediately contacted. 

• Transportation – the project would not require any long term public road closures 
or affect other modes of public transportation.  

3.2 LAND USE 

The land use at and surrounding the MFH areas was described in the 2005 Final EA (USAF 
2005) and is incorporated herein by reference. Briefly, the proposed detention basin locations 
are considered open space.   The areas to the south and east are MFH housing areas.  North 
and west of the proposed detention basins are off-base areas that are used for transportation 
routes (i.e., I-15) and light industrial and commercial areas, primarily auto salvage yards.   

3.3 AESTHETICS 

The information regarding aesthetics and visual resources is incorporated by reference from the 
February 2005 Final EA.  Briefly, the proposed project area is located within open desert cross-
cut by dirt roads and scattered with trash piles resulting from decades of illegal household 
dumping activities as can be seen in photograph 3-1 and 3-2.  Due to the development 
surrounding the site, on and off-base, there are no pristine views available at the site. 
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3.4 AIR QUALITY  

3.4.1 General 
The Nellis AFB is located in the Las Vegas valley in Clark County. The Clark County air shed is 
classified as serious non-attainment area for PM10 and carbon monoxide (CO) and an 8-Hour 
non-attainment for ozone. A “non-attainment” area means that pollution levels for PM10, ozone 
and carbon monoxide (or other pollutant) exceeds federal and state criteria (Table 3-1).    

The General Conformity Rule applies to areas that have been designated as a non-attainment 
zone for an air pollutant, such as PM10, ozone and CO in Clark County.  Regulations set forth in 
40 CFR 51 Subpart W, Determining Conformity of the General Federal Action to State or 
Federal Implementation Plans, determine if additional permits are needed. According to 40 CFR 
51.853(b), Federal actions require a Conformity Determination for each pollutant where the total 
of direct and indirect emissions in a non-attainment or maintenance area caused by a Federal 
action would equal or exceed any of the rates in paragraphs 40 CFR 51.853(b)(1) or (2).  If 
emissions from a Federal action do not exceed de minimis thresholds, and if the Federal action 
is not considered a regionally significant action, it is exempt from further conformity analysis.  

De minimis thresholds are specified in the conformity rule for the criteria pollutants based on the 
degree of nonattainment of the area. De minimis refers to a level of risk which is too small to be 
concerned with -- some refer to this as a "virtually safe" level. The applicable de minimis
thresholds for Clark County are 100 tons/year for CO and 70 tons/year for PM10. A regionally 
significant action is defined as one whose total emissions meet or exceed 10 percent of the air 
quality control area’s emission inventory for any criteria pollutant (see Table 3-1). If a Federal 
action, such as building a stormwater detention basin exceeds de minimis standards or is 
greater than 10 percent of the of the total inventory of the air shed’s for any criteria pollutant, 
then additional permits (Conformity Rule) would be required. 

Photograph 3-1:  View of the Detention Basin 
areas looking Northwest 

Photograph 3-2:  View of Western boundary 
area looking South 
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Table 3-1.  National and Nevada Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant  Nevada(a)(b) National(a)(b)  Standard Type(c)(d) 

Carbon Monoxide(CO) 
8-hour average  

1-hour average  

9 ppm (10 mg/m3)
6 ppm (6.67 mg/m3)(e)
35 ppm (40 mg/m3)

9 ppm (10 µg/m3)

35 ppm (40 mg/m3)

Primary 

Primary  
Nitrogen Dioxide(NO2)
Ann. Arithmetic Mean  

0.053 ppm 
(100 µg/m3)

0.053 ppm 
(100 µg/m3) Primary & Secondary 

Ozone(O3)
8-hour Average(f) 
1-hour Average 

- - - 
0.12 ppm (235 µg/m3)

0.08 ppm (157 µg/m3)
0.12 ppm (235µg/m3)

Primary & Secondary  
Primary & Secondary  

Sulfur Dioxide(SO2)
Ann. Arithmetic Mean 
24-hour Average  

3-hour Average  

0.03 ppm (80 µg/m3)
0.14 (365 µg/m3)
0.50 ppm 
(1,300 µg/m3)

0.03 ppm (80 µg/m3)
0.14 ppm (365 µg/m3)
0.50 ppm 
(1,300 µg/m3)

Primary 
Primary  

Secondary 
Lead (Pb) 
Quarterly Average  1.5 µg/m3 1.5 µg/m3 Primary & Secondary  
PM10
Ann. Arithmetic Mean(f) 
24-hour Average 

50 µg/m3

150 µg/m3
50 µg/m3

150 µg/m3
Primary & Secondary  
Primary & Secondary  

 PM2.5 (f)
Ann. Arithmetic Mean(f) 
24-hour Average(f) 

---
---

15 µg/m3

65 µg/m3
Primary & Secondary  
Primary & Secondary  

Hydrogen sulfide(H2S)
1-hour 112 µg/m3 - - - 
Visibility Observation In sufficient amount to 

reduce the prevailing 
visibility to less than 30 
miles when the humidity 
is less than 70 percent  

- - -  

 Notes:
a) Standards other than for ozone and those based upon annual averages are not to be exceeded more than 

once per year. The ozone standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with 
maximum hourly average concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one.  

b) Concentrations are expressed first in units in which they are promulgated. Equivalent units are given in 
parentheses.  

c) Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the 
public health. Each state must attain the primary standards no later than 3 years after that state’s 
implementation plan is approved by U.S.EPA  

d) Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or 
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. Each state must attain the secondary standards within a 
“reasonable time” after the U.S. EPA approves the implementation plan.  

e) First standard applies at elevations less than 5,000 feet above MSL. The second standard applies at 
elevations equal to or greater than 5,000 feet above MSL.  

f) The ozone 8-hour standard and the PM2.5 standard are included for information only. A 1999 federal court 
ruling blocked implementation of these standard has since been approved, but has yet to be implemented. A 
federal court ruling on the PM2.5 standard is still pending.  

µg/m3 =  micrograms per cubic meter 
mg/m3 =  milligrams per cubic meter 
PM2.5 =  particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 microns in diameter 
PM10 =  particulate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 
ppm =  parts per million  
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PM10 are small particles (between 2.5 and 10 micrometers) in the air that originate from internal 
combustion engines, unpaved roads, fires, and dry exposed soils that become air born.  
Exposure to PM10 can lead to detrimental health effects such as:  

• Coughing, wheezing, shortness of breath   

• Aggravated asthma  

• Lung damage (including decreased lung function and lifelong respiratory disease)   

• Premature death in individuals with existing heart or lung diseases  

CO is a colorless, odorless and poisonous gas produced by incomplete burning of carbon in 
fuels. When CO enters the bloodstream, it reduces the delivery of oxygen to the body's organs 
and tissues. Health threats are most serious for those who suffer from cardiovascular disease, 
particularly those with angina or peripheral vascular disease. Exposure to elevated CO levels 
can cause impairment of visual perception, manual dexterity, learning ability and performance of 
complex tasks (EPA 2006).

High concentrations of ozone can cause shortness of breath, coughing, wheezing, headaches, 
nausea, and throat and lung irritation. People who suffer from lung diseases like bronchitis, 
pneumonia, emphysema, asthma, and colds have even more trouble breathing when the air is 
polluted. These effects can be worse for anyone who spends significant periods of time 
exercising or working outdoors.

3.4.2 Ambient Air Quality Conditions 
The State Implementation Plan (SIP) emission inventory for PM10 and CO for Clark County is 
presented in Table 3-2. Nellis AFB holds a New Source Review (NSR) permit for stationary 
emission sources including generators, internal combustion engines, abrasive cleaning, jet 
engine testing, fuel dispensing, welding, and surface coating. Mobile emission sources such as 
aircraft and on-road vehicles are not regulated by Title V of the CAA or the Clark County Part 70 
permitting program (U.S. Air Force, 1999). The baseline emission inventory for Nellis AFB is 
also in Table 3-2. 

Table 3-2.  Baseline Emission Inventory, Nellis AFB (tons per year)

Total PM10 CO NOx SOx VOC 

Nellis AFB 36.0 17.7 32.7 4.5 59.7 

Clark County 333,133 168,825 43,004 2,064 N/A 

CO = Carbon monoxide 
NOx = Nitrogen oxide 
PM10 = Particulate matter equal to or less than 10 microns in diameter 
SOx = Sulfur oxides 
VOC = Volatile organic compound 

Sources: PM10 SIP for Clark County (2001), Las Vegas Valley CO SIP (2000), TRW, Inc., 2002 
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3.5 NOISE 

Noise is generally described as unwanted sound, which is identified by either objective effects 
(hearing loss, damage to structures, etc.) or subjective judgments (community annoyance).  
Sound is represented on a logarithmic scale with a unit called the decibel (dB). Audible noise 
typically is measured in A-weighted sound pressure levels expressed in dB. The A-scale de-
emphasizes the low and high frequency portions of the sound spectrum and provides a good 
approximation of the response of the average human ear.  On the A-scale, 0 dB represents the 
average least perceptible sound, such as gentle breathing, and 120 dB represents the intensity 
at which the eardrum may rupture, such as a jet engine at open throttle (National Research 
Council 1977).  Sound levels are computed over a 24-hour period and adjusted for nighttime 
annoyances to produce the day-night average sound level (DNL).  DNL is the community noise 
measurement recommended by the EPA and has been adopted by most Federal agencies 
(EPA 1974).  

The February 2005 Final EA analyzed existing environmental and urban noise conditions with in 
the MFH area, and these are incorporated herein by reference (USAF 2005).  In summary, the 
February 2005 Final EA used the Air Installation Compatibility Use Zone (AICUZ) program and 
determined that in the Manch Manor III and Manch Manor IV MFH areas DNL contours were 
between 65 and 70 dB.  Areas to the northwest of this zone, which encompass the proposed 
project site of this SEA, are situated in a DNL zone of 65 dB and below (Figure 3-1). 

The February 2005 Final EA noted that HUD standards (24 CFR 51.104) generally consider a 
DNL of 65 dB and greater incompatible with residential development unless Noise Level 
Reduction Measures (NLR) are incorporated into the construction design that would 
compensate for the DNL increase.  However, the proposed project site is located within the 
compatible DNL range (65 dB and lower) where no restrictions or NLRs would be required.  

3.6 GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS  

The Las Vegas Valley is located in a large graben basin valley in the Basin and Range Province 
formed by the relative uplift of the adjacent mountains.  The geologic formations found on the 
surface of the valley floor are Quaternary and Pleistocene alluvial deposits formed from the 
degradation and erosion of adjacent uplifted areas.  Normal high angle faults formed scarps 
throughout the valley floor and these fault scarps are still evident in the developed urban 
landscape.  These intra-valley faults are thought to control patterns of subsidence related to 
over-withdrawal of groundwater resources in the valley.  Some areas of the valley have 
subsided as much as 6 feet (Price 2004). 

Within the subject property, fine-grained alluvial deposits form the entire ground surface.  These 
are Quarternary and late Pleistocene in age, and their mineral composition reflects the high lime 
and gypsum content of the parent rock materials from which they formed.  The gypsum resulted 
from evaporation of glacial lakes in the valleys following the last glacial period about 10,000 
years ago.  There is a normal down to the southeast fault located south of the subject property, 
which may extend into the property and influence structures built on the property.  This fault 
crosses East Craig Road and a portion of the Manch Manor Estates base housing project (Page 
et al. 2005). 
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Figure 3-1: Nellis AFB Noise Contour Map
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The subject property is underlain by recent alluvial deposits consisting of loose soils with a high 
lime and gypsum content.  Topographically, the subject property slopes from north and 
northwest to the south and southeast, and several dry washes are eroded into the surface soil 
by previous heavy rain events.  The soils on the site tend to form hardpan deposits within the 
top 15 inches due to the high lime and gypsum content.  Surface water percolation is moderate 
on the site and standing water would tend to percolate to the subsurface.  Additional information 
regarding the project area’s soils and natural geologic hazards (i.e., seismicity) was presented 
in the 2005 EA and is incorporated herein by reference (USAF 2005). 

3.7 WATER RESOURCES  

The following subsections describe the existing environment as it relates to surface water and 
groundwater. The ROI for water resources encompasses the housing areas, as well as the 
surface and groundwater features that proposed activities within these areas have the potential 
to affect.

3.7.1 Surface Water
Surface water in the area of the proposed detention basins flows through a number of dry 
washes generally from north to south and eventually into a retention basin where stormwater 
gradually evaporates and percolates through the subsurface or flows unimpeded through the 
housing area, draining into Range Wash, then into Las Vegas Wash and ultimately flowing to 
Lake Mead and Colorado River.  The various drainage channels in the area are depicted in 
Figure 3-2.  The quality of surface water draining from the area is not affected beyond ambient 
natural conditions. 

According to reports, a portion of the Manch Manor II area has experienced incidents of flooding 
in the past. Some episodes of heavy precipitation have produced a surface water flow beyond 
that which the existing surface water drainage controls can accommodate. As a result, some 
MFH units within Manch Manor II have flooded (USAF 2005). 

3.7.2 Hydrogeology/Groundwater
As noted in the discussion of geology, Nellis AFB is situated on the eastern side of Las Vegas 
Valley. Although this is a structurally formed basin, the Las Vegas Valley is filled with a 
considerable volume of alluvial sediments. This sediment volume and thickness has allowed a 
substantial groundwater aquifer to accumulate, which has historically provided a significant 
portion of the water supply for the City of Las Vegas and the surrounding communities  
(Longwell et al. 1965). Groundwater currently accounts for about 29 percent of the water supply 
for Nellis AFB (Nellis Air Force Base 2001). 

The primary water supply aquifers are from 300 to 1,500 feet below ground surface (bgs).  The 
shallow aquifers located above these are unsuitable for drinking water purposes. The gradient 
of the upper surface of the primary aquifer (the water table) generally slopes downward toward 
the east; the groundwater flow within Las Vegas Valley is generally from west to east, although 
on Nellis AFB, groundwater flows to the south/southeast (Nellis AFB 2006). The nature of the 
current climate (arid) and the composition of the underlying sediments (from carbonate rock 
sources) combine to promote the formation of a shallow hardpan layer within depths of up to 20 
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Figure 3-2: Water Resources Map
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feet bgs. This commonly results in the establishment of perched aquifers, especially where 
artificial sources of water are allowed to seep into the ground.  

Groundwater quality in the area of the proposed detention basins is not currently affected 
beyond ambient natural conditions.  A shallow (10-20 feet bgs) hardpan layer in the calcareous 
soils has developed that limits surface water percolation to the normal groundwater table of 100-
120 feet bgs. 

3.8 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

3.8.1 Vegetation and Wildlife 
The native vegetation found on Nellis AFB consists of creosote-white bursage (Larrea
tridentate-Ambrosia dumosa) community (USAF 2005).  The information regarding vegetation 
communities, wildlife population, and wetland is incorporated by reference from the February 
2005 Final EA. 

3.8.2 Sensitive Species 
Three sensitive species, Las Vegas bear poppy, Las Vegas buckwheat, and burrowing owl 
(Athene cunicularia), were observed within the proposed project site.  The Las Vegas bear 
poppy has been identified as a USFWS species of concern, a Nevada Natural Heritage 
“sensitive” species and is designated fully protected by the State of Nevada (USAF 2005).  It is 
also considered a “covered” species under the Clark County’s Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP). It is only known to occur in Clark County, Nevada, Mohave 
County, Arizona and has been introduced in Utah (Nevada Natural Heritage Program [NNHP] 
2001, USAF 2005).  The NNHP (2001) estimates from population census data that 92 extant 
populations exist within Clark County, Nevada.  The total area occupied by the Las Vegas bear 
poppy is approximately 20,614 acres and the total population in 2001 was estimated to be 
approximately 445,000 individuals (NNHP 2001).  The Nellis AFB population represents less 
than 3 percent of the total estimated population.  The majority of the population (87 percent) 
occurs on land managed by the National Park Service (NPS) and Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) (Mistietta 1996).  Furthermore, the habitat mapped as suitable for the Las Vegas bear 
poppy in Clark County, 70 percent is managed by BLM and 16 percent is managed by the NPS 
(Clark County Department of Comprehensive Planning 2000).   

The Las Vegas buckwheat has been recommended for full protection under State of Nevada 
preservation and protection laws (NRS 527) and is considered an “evaluation” species under 
the Clark County’s MSHCP.  The Las Vegas buckwheat is only known to occur in Clark County 
Nevada (NNHP 2004).  The NNHP (2004) estimates from population census data that 29 
occurrences have been mapped in Clark County, Nevada.  The total area occupied by the Las 
Vegas buckwheat is approximately 1,038 acres and the total population in 2004 was estimated 
to be approximately 5,188 individuals (NNHP 2004).   

The burrowing owl is a Federal species of concern and is protected from “take” as defined in the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  It is also an “evaluation” species under the Clark County’s MSHCP. 
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The general distribution and abundance of bear poppy and buckwheat, as well as evidence or 
occurrence of burrowing owls, was assessed by traversing a 90-acre survey area using 
meandering pedestrian transects.  The 90-acre parcel encompassed the detention basins, MFH 
areas, and the surrounding lands.  Although the bear poppy was nearly ubiquitous throughout 
most of the survey area, the abundance of individuals was greatest at slightly higher elevations.  
Patches of bear poppy were relatively larger and more common to the north and east within the 
survey area.  Buckwheat was also common throughout the survey area, but was less abundant.  
Buckwheat was generally associated with lower elevation areas and was observed in small 
clumps of two to eight individuals within relatively dense patches of grass and shrubs, as well as 
within sparsely vegetated areas.   

Because both species were common and generally distributed throughout the survey area, it 
was determined that randomly selected belt transects covering three to five percent of the 
survey area would provide an adequate enumeration of these species within the survey area.  
Elevation appeared to impart a substantial influence on the distribution of both plants, thus 
transects were aligned east to west so that each transect traversed a greater range of 
elevations and were perpendicular to natural drainage features.  A total of seven transects, each 
10 feet wide, were positioned using a random number and the number of bear poppy and 
buckwheat were recorded (Figure 3-3). 

The density of bear poppy averaged 1 individual per 178.6 square feet (n = 7) with a standard 
deviation of 1 individual per 212.8 square feet.  One of the larger and most dense patches of 
bear poppy was delineated and sub-sampled for density.  The density of bear poppy in this 
patch was 1 individual per 3.1 square feet.  This likely represents the highest density observed 
in the survey area.  Overall, the population of bear poppy appeared healthy.  Recruitment 
appeared to be high as smaller individuals (less than 3 inches diameter) were most numerous.  
Furthermore, smaller individuals were observed within recently disturbed areas such as the two-
track trail parallel to the fence. Medium and larger individuals (greater than 6 inches diameter) 
were also common and held about three and up to eight inflorescences respectively.  A typical 
inflorescence held between six and eight seed pods.

The density of buckwheat averaged 1 individual per 1,818.2 square feet (n=7) with a standard 
deviation of 1 individual per 4,166.7 square feet.  Overall the population of buckwheat appeared 
healthy.  Larger individuals were 3 to 3.5 feet tall and roughly 2 feet in diameter.  Larger 
individuals of buckwheat were most common.  Smaller individuals (less than 1 foot in height) 
were uncommon, but were also relatively more difficult to spot and possibly underrepresented in 
the sample.  Some larger individuals were beginning to flower and individuals typically held 
persistent inflorescences. 

A single burrowing owl was observed during surveys.  One active burrow and a satellite burrow 
were observed in the western portion of the proposed project area (see Figure 3-3).   No other 
burrowing owls were observed.
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Figure 3-3: Vegetation Survey Transects
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3.9 SOCIOECONOMICS  

3.9.1 Population and employment  
The socioeconomic ROI for Nellis AFB is Clark County.  The socioeconomic conditions for Clark 
County were described in the Final EA (USAF 2005) and are incorporated herein by reference.  
Briefly, the City of Las Vegas is the largest city in the State of Nevada, with a population of 
approximately 569,838 persons.  Clark County is projected to experience a growth rate of 
approximately 19 percent from 2007 to 2014.  The on-base population at Nellis AFB in 2006 
was 5,647 military personnel and their dependents (Chiger 2006). 

The primary employers within the ROI is in the tourist-related service and retail trade industries. 
Total employment within the Las Vegas Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) is approximately 
878,700.  In August 2006, the Las Vegas MSA unemployment rate was 4.1 percent.  Nellis AFB 
employed approximately 11,668 military and civilian personnel in 2006 (Nevada Department of 
Employment, Training and Rehabilitation 2006; Chiger 2006).  

3.9.2 Transportation  
The base transportation network was described in the 2005 EA (USAF 2005) and is 
incorporated herein by reference.  The base transportation system has been determined to be 
adequate with the exception of the non-standard intersections near the flight line.  

Primary access to the Manch Manor housing area is via guarded gates off Craig Road and 
Stafford Drive.  Regional access to Nellis AFB is provided by two major highway systems, I-15 
and U.S. Route 95.  

3.9.3 Utilities  
The status of utility systems on Nellis AFB was described in the 2005 EA and is incorporated 
herein by reference.  Briefly Nellis AFB obtains its potable water supply from three main 
sources:  nine base wells, the Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA), and small amount of 
water is also purchased from the City of North Las Vegas.  Approximately 2 miles of 
transmission line from the Nellis AFB water well annex were upgraded from 10-inch to 14-inch 
when Craig Road was widened. The remaining 3.5 miles of line are deteriorated and 
experiencing approximately four breaks annually (USAF 2005).  Approximately 1.5 million 
gallons per day (MGD) of Wastewater are discharged from Nellis AFB to the Clark County 
Sanitation District (CCSD) for treatment at the wastewater treatment plant.

The electrical distribution system in the MFH housing areas is both overhead and underground. 
The electrical distribution system on base is owned by the Air Force with the exception of the 
overhead portion of the system within Old Nellis Terrace, which is owned by the Nevada Power 
Company.  Natural gas is provided to Nellis AFB by Southwest Gas Company via a high 
pressure transmission line at five locations along North Las Vegas Boulevard (State Highway 
604). There are three metering stations near the housing areas, including one station at the 
entrance near the Manch Manor housing area. 
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Solid waste collection and disposal services at Nellis AFB are handled by a private contractor. 
Municipal solid waste is disposed of at the Apex Regional Landfill, situated 18 miles northeast of 
Las Vegas, in the Garnet Valley.  The facility is a Class I landfill permitted by the Nevada 
Division of Environmental Protection and is operated by Republic Services. 

3.9.4 Environmental Justice  
Executive Order (EO) 12898, Environmental Justice, was issued by the President on February 
11, 1994. Objectives of the EO, as it pertains to this EA, include development of federal agency 
implementation strategies, identification of low-income and minority populations potentially 
affected because of proposed Federal actions. Accompanying EO 12898 was a Presidential 
Transmittal Memorandum referencing existing Federal statutes and regulations to be used in 
conjunction with EO 12898. One of the items in this memorandum was the use of the policies 
and procedures of NEPA. Specifically, the memorandum indicates that: 

“each Federal agency shall analyze the environmental effects, including human 

health, economic and social effects, of federal actions, including effects on 

minority communities and low-income communities,”

when such analysis is required by the NEPA 42 U.S.C. section 4321 et. seq.  Although an 
environmental justice analysis is not mandated by NEPA, DoD has directed that NEPA will be 
used as the primary mechanism to implement the provision of the EO.  

3.10 HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES 

The subject property is currently undeveloped and consists of open land with a vegetative cover 
of desert scrub plants.  There are currently no structures on the property and no evidence of 
present or past exposure of the property to hazardous or toxic substances.  West of the site, 
there are several vehicle and metal recycling facilities which could introduce petroleum products 
into storm water entering the subject property through the natural drainage system. 

3.10.1 Uses of Hazardous Materials 
No use or storage of hazardous materials is proposed for the subject property. 

3.10.2 Site Contamination and Cleanup 
There is no evidence of contamination of the site by hazardous materials.  There is scattered 
solid waste on the property which should be removed and disposed of according to applicable 
regulations. 

3.10.3 Special Hazards 
There are no special hazards associated with the subject property that would have to be 
addressed.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section of the EA addresses potential impacts to the environmental resources within the 
project site for the Proposed Action and No Action Alternatives.  An impact (consequence or 
effect) is defined as a modification to the human or natural environment that would result from 
the implementation of an action.  The impacts can be either beneficial or adverse, and can be 
either directly related to the action or indirectly caused by the action.  Direct impacts are those 
effects that are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place (40 CFR 1508.8[a]).  
Indirect impacts are those effects that are caused by the action and are later in time or further 
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable (40 CFR 1508.8[b]).  The effects can 
be temporary, short in duration (short term), long lasting (long term), or permanent.  For 
purposes of this EA, temporary effects are defined as those that would last for the duration of 
the construction period; short-term impacts would last from the completion of construction to 3 
years. Long term impacts are defined as those impacts that would occur from 3 to 10 years after 
construction, while permanent impacts indicate an irretrievable loss or alteration. 

Impacts can vary in degree or magnitude from a slightly noticeable change to a total change in 
the environment.  Significant impacts are those effects that would result in substantial changes 
to the environment (40 CFR 1508.27) and should receive the greatest attention in the decision-
making process. Insignificant impacts are those that would result in minimal changes to the 
environment.  The significance of the impacts presented in this EA is based upon existing 
regulatory standards, scientific and environmental knowledge, and best professional opinions.  
For the purpose of this evaluation, significance thresholds have been established for each of the 
resource categories.  Each threshold of significance will be presented at the beginning of the 
analysis of the resource. 

4.2 LAND USE 

4.2.1 Proposed Action 
Relocation of the 12 GOQ/SOQ units would convert 10 acres from open, disturbed desert to 
residential areas.  This development is consistent with the current uses adjacent to this area 
(USAF 2005). 

The detention basins (20 acres) would ultimately still be considered open rangeland since the 
basins would be comprised of earth berm, side slope, and bottom and no hardened structures 
(e.g., buildings, pump houses, etc.) would be associated with the feature.  Due to the relatively 
small area (totally 30 acres) and the consistency with the Nellis AFB land use plans, these 
actions would not be considered a significant impact.   

4.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the GOQ/SOQ units would be construced in the originally 
planned location.  Consequently, about 10 acres of open desert would be converted to 
residential areas.
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4.3 AESTHETICS 

4.3.1 Proposed Action  
With the implementation of the Proposed Action, temporary adverse aesthetic impacts would 
occur during construction.  Construction equipment and earth moving activities would detract 
from the current open space aesthetics.  However, large piles of automotive, wood and 
household debris (see Photographs 3-1 and 3-2) would be removed prior to construction 
activities and would enhance the overall aesthetic quality of the area.    

Landscaping surrounding the GOQ/SOQ units would add to the visual qualities of the MFH 
area.  The earthen detention basins and drainage channels would be somewhat similar in 
appearance to the surrounding badlands-type topography.  Subsequent revegetation would 
return the current aesthetic quality to the area.   

4.3.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the existing aesthetic conditions would remain unaltered in the 
proposed detention basins sites.  However, the GOQ/SOQ units would still be constructed along 
the western boundary of the base, as originally proposed.  Temporary and permanent effects of 
construction of the MFH units would be similar to that described for the Proposed Action 
Alternative.

4.4 AIR QUALITY 

4.4.1 Proposed Action 
For the storm water detention basin, temporary increases in air pollution would occur from the 
use of construction equipment in the clearing and excavation of land. Combustion emissions 
from construction equipment and PM10 fugitive dust emissions from soil surface disturbances 
are expected to temporarily increase during the construction months of the project. There would 
also be a slight increase in combustion emissions as a result of construction employees 
commuting to and from construction site. Combustion emissions do not produce ozone directly; 
however, many combustion sources emit volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides. 
When these two gases are released into the air, under certain conditions they can react to form 
ozone. Thus, in order to calculate amounts of ozone pollution, the sources of volatile organic 
compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides were identified.  

For the MFH units, temporary increases in combustion pollution would result from the use of 
construction equipment to build the houses and excavation equipment to clear the land. Fugitive 
dust emissions (PM10) would also be generated by disturbing the soils when excavating for 
houses, roads, utilities, vehicle parking, common areas, driveways, sidewalks, and recreational 
areas. There is a potential for VOCs to be emitted from paints and other house building 
materials once the MFH units are completed. 

For the stormwater detention basins and MFH units, calculations were performed to estimate 
the total combustible air emissions from the construction activities using emission factors AP-42 
Chapter 3 Vol. 1, Table 3.3-1 (EPA 1996). Combustion emissions calculations were made for 
standard construction equipment such as bulldozers, excavators, front end loaders, backhoes, 
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and dump trucks. Fugitive dust emissions were calculated using emission factors from the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Air Quality Handbook.  The air quality emissions were analyzed for four sources: 

• Combustion emissions from constructing stormwater basins 

• Fugitive dust PM10 emissions from excavating stormwater basins 

• Combustion emissions from construction equipment to build MFH units 

• Fugitive dust PM10 emissions from excavating the MFH neighborhood and roads 

Due to the brief duration of the construction projects, any increases or impacts on ambient air 
quality are expected to be short-term and minor. A summary of the total emissions are 
presented in Table 4-1.  As can be seen from this table, the proposed construction activities do 
not exceed thresholds and, thus, do not require a Conformity Determination.  Appendix A 
contains the detailed calculations that were used to generate Table 4-1.

Table 4-1.  Estimated emissions from Proposed Action

Proposed Action Construction Emissions for Criteria Pollutants (tons per year) 

Emission source PM10 CO NOx VOC SO2
Stormwater basin-combustion 
emissions 1.95 16.61 27.85 2.76 1.84 
Stormwater basin-fugitive PM10 1.09 NA NA NA NA 
MFH units-combustion emissions 0.47 27.63 6.65 1.78 0.43 
MFH units-fugitive PM10 3.12 NA NA NA NA 
Total emissions 6.65 44.24 34.49 4.54 2.27 
De minimis threshold 70.00 100.00 100.00 50.00 100.00 

10-percent of Clark County Inventory       
17,178

      
13,108

         
4,356   NA  

         
205

Soures: PM10 State Implementation Plan, for Clark County (2001) 

Las Vegas Valley Carbon Monoxide State Implementation Plan (2000) 

In conclusion, the proposed stormwater retention basins, drainage channels, and 12 MFH unit 
construction activities would not create air emissions greater than the EPA de minimis levels for 
PM10, CO, NOx, and VOCs.  In addition, these emissions also would not exceed 10 percent of 
the Clark County air emission inventory for these pollutants and, therefore, would not be 
regionally significant. The projects would increase air pollutants in the short term; however, once 
construction activities were finished, PM10, CO, NOx, and VOCs emissions would be reduced to 
pre-construction conditions. The contractor would be required to obtain a Clark County Surface 
Disturbance Permit prior to construction and would follow all required BMPs to minimize 
impacts.



Nellis MFH Revitalization Project 4-4                            February 2007 
Final SEA 

4.4.2 No Action Alternative  
Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed MFH construction activities would occur and, 
thus, temporary impacts to air quality as described above, would occur.  The magnitude and 
duration of the increased air emissions would be less, however, since the detention basins 
would not be constructed.  No significant impact would occur.   

4.5 NOISE 

4.5.1 Proposed Action   
The proposed location of the storm water detention basins exists entirely within the DNL contour 
of 65 dB and lower and is therefore, compatible with local HUD standards.  

Temporary impacts from construction noise would be similar to those identified in the February 
2005 Final EA.  Construction equipment could result in noise events of 100 dBA or higher at the 
construction site.  However, noise levels are attenuated as the distance from the source 
increases.  Temporary construction noises are not averaged as part of the DNL, as they would 
only affect areas close to the construction site.   

In order to ensure adherence to OSHA guidelines and HUD standards, noise attenuation 
measures identified in the February 2005 Final EA and signed FONSI would be implemented in 
the Proposed Action Alternative (USAF 2005).  These measures would include, but are not 
limited to, adherence to OSHA guidelines for hearing protection for workers at construction sites 
and posting of signs warning residents of high noise levels at the construction site. 

Noise generated by construction of the storm water detention basins would be intermittent and 
short term.  Once construction is completed, operation of these basins would not result in an 
increase in the DNL average; therefore, no significant impacts would occur. 

4.5.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no construction of storm water detention basins would occur.  
No additional changes from the Proposed Action identified in the February 2005 Final EA would 
occur.

4.6 GEOLOGY 

4.6.1 Proposed Action 
The construction of storm water detention basins on the site would have little impact on the 
subsurface geology of the area.  The soils at depth would rapidly absorb any accumulated storm 
water in the detention basins and the basins should remain dry except during periods of heavy 
rain.  Water percolating to the subsurface would recharge the local perched shallow water 
aquifers at a depth of about 20 feet bgs.  Because of the high gypsum content of subsurface 
soils in the area, percolation of detained stormwater through the permeable bottom of the 
detention basins may cause local subsidence due to dissolution of gypsum.  Monitoring of basin 
subsidence would occur to avoid structural damage to the berms.  The topography of the site is 
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ideal for placement of the basins as proposed, and the basins would take advantage of the 
natural topography and drainage patterns. 

Construction of the GOQ/SOQ area would result in approximately 10 acres of soils and local 
geology being altered.  The area would be graded and leveled to accommodate the MFH units, 
roads, storm drains, sidewalks, and other associated facilities.  Because of the relatively small 
area and lack of unique or hazardous geological features, these effects would be considered 
insignificant.   

4.6.2 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would allow storm water to follow the existing natural drainage 
pathways on the property, and large rain events would cause flooding and damage to the 
Manch Manor housing project.  Erosion of the area would continue at its current rate.  Impacts 
relative to the construction of the GOQ/SOQ units were addressed in the 2005 Final EA and are 
incorporated herein by reference. 

4.7 WATER RESOURCES 

4.7.1 Proposed Action 
4.7.1.1 Surface Water 
Construction of the new stormwater detention basins within north of Manch Manor MFH would 
result in a diversion of storm water runoff into the retention basin that currently exists to the east 
of the proposed project area.  These waters, currently retained from the entering the Clark 
County Flood Control District system, would once again be allowed to flow to Range Wash and 
ultimately, the Colorado River.  The quality of surface water that would flow from the outfall 
structures of the basins would benefit from the detention and settling of suspended 
contaminants, as well as the filtration through percolation of detained water that might carry 
minor contaminants from adjacent properties not located on the base.  The basins would not 
detain surface water contacting the Manch Manor MFH, but no decrease in water quality would 
be expected since the housing units are already in place.

Issuance of a General Stormwater Permit for the proposed action is contingent on the 
development of an SWPPP by the permittee, which would then be subject to approval by the 
regional water authority. SWPPP requirements under the General Stormwater Permit include an 
outline of the storm water drainage system for each discharge point, actual and potential 
pollutant contact, and surface water locations. The SWPPP would also incorporate storm water 
management controls. Compliance with the General Stormwater Permit and the SWPPP would 
minimize potential impacts to surface water quantity and quality. 

Because incidents of flooding are known to occur within Manch Manor II, the current surface 
water drainage is considered inadequate. Under the Proposed Action, these incidents of 
flooding would no longer occur because proper storm water management practices would be 
implemented, and larger rain events would be detained in the basins.  

The contractor would be required to consult with the USACE under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act to obtain any necessary permits due to any potential impacts to jurisdictional waters 
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of the U.S. that the proposed construction activities could generate.  Only unvegetated 
ephemeral streams were observed in the proposed construction site.  In addition, Clark County 
Regional Flood Control District and the City of North Las Vegas would be involved in design 
review of the detention basins. 

Some temporary water quality impairments may occur if there is a major rain event during 
construction of the detention basins. Disturbed soils from access roads and construction site will 
migrate during rain events. The SWPPP will address this issue and require BMPs to mitigate the 
migration of soils into the local stream network. No long-term significant impacts to surface 
water are anticipated.

The construction of the additional MFH housing units would have the potential to temporarily 
decrease water quality during rain events. Disturbed soils from excavation and access roads 
could migrate to the basin stream network during rain events. The SWPPP plan will offer BMPs 
to mitigate the migration of soils during construction.  

The installation of the MFH housing units would increase the amount of impervious surfaces in 
the area. Impervious surfaces reduce the amount of rainwater infiltration and percolation. 
Impervious surfaces increase the flow of migrating rainwater and sheet and rill erosion of 
exposed soils occurs. Stream bed and bank scouring and erosion are often associated with 
impervious surfaces. Adequate vegetation around the housing units would mitigate these effects 
of impervious surfaces. With the proper vegetative cover and other SWPPP measures, 
significant impacts to water quality should not occur.  

4.7.1.2 Groundwater 
Under the Proposed Action, there is no potential for direct contamination of groundwater. There 
are no major sources of potential contamination within the proposed basins areas and MFH 
units. Activities associated with the construction would not introduce any contaminants with the 
potential to affect groundwater. The filtering effect of natural soils in the bottom of the basins 
would remove any minor contaminants entering the drainage area from adjacent properties. The 
concentration of percolation in the area of the basins would tend to raise the shallow water table 
level, and might result in increased gypsum dissolution in those areas.  No significant impacts to 
groundwater are anticipated. 

4.7.2 No Action Alternative 
4.7.2.1 Surface Water 

The No Action Alternative would allow surface stormwater to flow unimpeded as it currently 
does, and occasional flooding of the Manch Manor MFH units would continue.  Existing surface 
water quality would not be impacted. Impacts associated with construction of the  MFH housing 
units were addressed in the 2005 Final EA and are incorporated herein by reference.  No 
significant impacts to water quality would occur under the No Action Alternative.  

4.7.2.2 Groundwater 
The No Action Alternative would not impact groundwater levels, percolation rates or 
groundwater quality.  Beneficial filtration of surface water from adjacent properties would not 
occur, and surface waters downstream might be negatively impacted in the future. 
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4.8 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

4.8.1 Proposed Action  
Under the Proposed Action, approximately 20 acres of creosote bush-white bursage community 
would be removed from biological production due to the construction of the detention basis.  An 
additional 10 acres would be altered due to construction of the MFH units while 10 acres of 
creosote bush-white bursage community previously proposed for MFH units would be 
preserved.  Although a total of 20 acres of creosote bush-white bursage community would be 
impacted, this vegetation community is abundant locally and regionally, and this vegetation loss 
would not be a significant impact.  In addition, due to the re-vegetation efforts that would be 
implemented (described below), this loss would be temporary. 

Wildlife species currently using this habitat would migrate to adjacent undisturbed habitat on the 
Nellis AFB and in outlying areas.  There is the potential for individuals to be impacted during 
construction.  However, the wildlife species found within the project area are abundant locally 
and the loss of a few individuals would not reduce the overall viability of the population.  The 
removal of 20 acres of wildlife habitat would not be a significant impact. 

Under the Proposed Action, the Las Vegas bear poppy, a State of Nevada fully-protected 
species, and Las Vegas buckwheat, a State of Nevada rare plant, would be impacted.  These 
two species have very restricted ranges and primarily occur within Clark County, Nevada.  
However, the loss of an additional 20 acres of suitable habitat represents a small portion of the 
entire known occupied area of these species.  Approximately 0.1 percent of the known Las 
Vegas bear poppy population area and 1.9 percent of the known Las Vegas buckwheat 
population area would be impacted from the construction of the detention basins.  However, it is 
likely that the impacts to the total known population of these two plant species is actually less 
than stated because the entire range for these two species has not been surveyed and 
additional unrecorded populations located in the Las Vegas Valley are probable. 

Based upon surveys for the bear poppy and buckwheat at the project site, as many as 4,878 
bear poppy individuals and 479 buckwheat individuals would be impacted from the construction 
of the detention basins. However, this is an overestimation of the total number of individuals that 
would actually be impacted because the detention basin locations and associated channels 
were chosen, in part, to minimize impacts to areas with high densities of the Las Vegas bear 
poppy and Las Vegas buckwheat.   

Although the detention basins have been designed to incorporate areas where populations of 
the bear poppy and buckwheat are sparse to non-existent, the Proposed Action would include 
the salvage and revegetation efforts for these two species.  Prior to the start of construction of 
the detention basins and the MFH units, Nellis AFB would make the project area available to the 
Nevada Native Plant Society, Nevada Natural Heritage Program, university researchers, and 
appropriate state and Federal agency personnel to collect existing bear poppy and buckwheat 
individuals for attempts at transplantation and propagation.  The Las Vegas bear poppy will 
often revegetate disturbed areas if a soil seedbank remains (NNHP 2001), and the Las Vegas 
buckwheat habitat is located in drainages and other areas of low relief on and near gypsiferous 
soils (NNHP 2004).  Therefore, as a mitigation measure, the construction contractor (with 
oversight by a qualified restoration ecologist) would be required to remove the gypsiferous 
topsoil containing the seedbank for these two species, cover and store the topsoil at a 
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temporary staging area during detention basin construction, rip and disk the detention basin 
soils following their excavation to relieve soil compaction, and spread the topsoil across the 
detention basin area following the completion of construction.  Topsoil would be spread in such 
a manner as to ensure that no heavy equipment compacts the newly placed topsoil.  Light 
watering (i.e., truck irrigation) of the replaced gypsiferous topsoils as a dust control measure 
would also serve to encourage revegetation.  The preservation and replacement of the topsoil 
would increase the potential for the Las Vegas bear poppy to successfully re-establish in 
disturbed areas along the perimeter of the detention basins. The sloped sides and low relief of 
the detention basins covered with gypsiferous topsoil would provide habitat for the Las Vegas 
buckwheat.   

Nellis AFB, in cooperation with the USFWS and Nevada Division of Forestry, have committed to 
establishing a conservation area within Area III.  The Area III conservation area will be set aside 
from future development, in an effort to protect these species’ habitat.  The conservation 
measures to be implemented will be coordinated with the USFWS and the Nevada Department 
of Forestry (NDF) and may include items such as long-term monitoring, restriction of future 
development and other ground-disturbing activities, educational opportunities, and genotypic 
studies.  Furthermore, Nellis AFB will provide a biological monitor during the initial grubbing and 
clearing activities, who will instruct the contractor on delineating the boundaries of the project 
area with orange construction fencing.  The intent of the monitor and fencing will be to further 
minimize potential effects to individual specimens or groups of bearpoppy and buckwheat. 

The combination of the relatively small portion of the overall population of the Las Vegas bear 
poppy and Las Vegas buckwheat to be disturbed, design measures to minimize impacts to 
areas with high densities of these two sensitive plant species, allowing salvage of individuals 
prior to construction, and revegetation efforts within the project area would reduce the impacts 
to the Las Vegas bear poppy and Las Vegas buckwheat to a less than significant level.  
Additionally, application for a take permit would be submitted to the State of Nevada prior to 
removal of the protected species as required under NRS 527.250.   

There is potential that individual burrowing owls would be displaced by the proposed 
construction activities.  All Federal protocols for relocating any burrowing owls found in the 
proposed project area would be followed.  Relocation activities would be conducted under 
supervision of the Nellis AFB Natural Resources Program Manager. Potential burrowing owl 
habitat is available locally, the detention basins would provide suitable habitat for burrowing 
owls in the future and therefore, the installation of water retention basins would not be a 
significant impact to burrowing owl nesting areas. 

No impacts to jurisdictional wetlands would occur since none are located in the project site.  
However, potential impacts to unvegetated ephemeral tributary waters would occur.  As 
indicated previously (see Section 4.7), the contractor would be responsible for applying for 
Section 404 permits and any potential mitigation that would be required.  Temporarily disturbed 
areas would be revegetated with native species, including the buckwheat and bear poppy 
described above, as soon as practicable to control or reduce erosion and the potential for 
invasive species to become  
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4.8.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, construction of the water detention basins and MFH units 
would not occur.  Impacts (10 acres) to the vegetation community, wildlife, or sensitive species 
would occur in the area originally planned for the GOQ/SOQ units.  These impacts were 
addressed in the 2005 Final EA and are incorporated herein by reference. 

4.9 SOCIOECONOMICS 

4.9.1 Proposed Action  
The overall MFH Revitalization Project would result in a net decrease of 100 housing units on 
Nellis AFB, which, in turn, would result in a decrease of on-base population.  No permanent 
changes in employment on the base or the region would be expected as a result of the 
proposed action.  The employment associated with the construction activities for both the 
detention basins and the GOQ/SOQ units would represent a temporary increase in the 
workforce on the base; however, the construction workers are expected to come from the local 
area, and no permanent increase in the workforce is expected.  Regional population and military 
payrolls within the region are not expected to change significantly.  No significant impacts are 
anticipated.   

4.9.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, construction of the MFH units would still occur.  The short-term 
regional benefits relative to employment, sales taxes, etc. were described in the Final 2005 EA 
and are incorporated herein by reference. 

4.10 HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES 

4.10.1 Proposed Action  
The construction of storm water detention basins would have a positive effect on local surface 
water quality by providing detention and subsurface percolation of any contaminants entering 
the site drainage areas from adjacent properties to the west. 

4.10.2 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would have no effect on the current drainage system, but would allow 
possible contamination from adjacent properties to continue to flow untreated through the 
property to adjacent properties downstream. 

4.11 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Any construction associated with the Proposed Action, including the construction of 
infrastructure associated with the MFH units (e.g., roads, sidewalks, utilities) would be 
commitment of various resources, including labor, capital, energy, building material, and land 
resources.  The short-term commitment of resources would be from construction and all 
services necessary to support construction activities.  Maintenance of infrastructure, buildings 
and facilities would be a long-term commitment of resources.  All resources, except for land 
resources on Nellis AFB, would be committed by the contractor/developer.  Other than land 
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resources for the relocation of the MFH units and construction of the detention basin system, no 
other irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources would occur by the U.S. Air Force. 

4.12 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative impacts associated with the proposed action were addressed in the 2005 Final EA 
and are incorporated herein by reference.  Briefly, the EA identifies potential cumulative adverse 
impacts to two resources: (1) air quality and (2) vegetation communities, particularly Las Vegas 
bear poppy and Las Vegas buckwheat populations.  The construction of the detention basins 
and relocated 12 MFH units described herein would further contribute to these cumulative 
impacts.

Air emissions associated with the construction activities would be temporary and short-term 
(i.e., less than 5 years).  Thus, no long term cumulative impacts would occur.  Operation and 
maintenance of the MFH units would contribute to regional air emissions; however, upon 
completion of the overall MFH Revitalization Project there will be fewer units on base and these 
units will be equipped with more efficient heating and air conditioning units, which should result 
in less cumulative impacts to the region’s air shed. 

The loss of an additional 2 acres of vegetation that supports bearpoppy and buckwheat would 
be mitigated through the revegetation efforts described in Section 4.8.1.  It is anticipated that the 
slopes of the detention basins and other disturbed areas would become repopulated with 
bearpoppy, as this species appears to rapidly recolonize within disturbed areas.  The relocation 
of the MFH units would allow the original 10 acres planned for development to remain as habitat 
for these species.  In addition, the NPS and BLM, as indicated previously, provide protection 
and management of over 87 percent of the known bear poppy and buckwheat population.   

4.13 SUMMARY 

Table 4-2 presents a summary of the impacts anticipated under the Proposed Action and No 
Action Alternatives. 
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Table 4-2.  Summary Matrix of Potential Impacts

Affected 
Environment No Action Proposed Alternative 

Land Use 
Approximately 10 acres would be permanently 
converted from undeveloped desert scrub to 
MFH areas along the western boundary. 

Approximately 10 acres would be permanently 
converted from undeveloped desert scrub to MFH 
areas; approximately 20 acres of undeveloped desert 
scrub would be temporarily impacted for the detention 
basins but would return to open space after completion 
of the basins 

Aesthetics 

Temporary impacts would occur during 
construction.  Permanent, insignificant impacts 
would occur due to construction of MFH units; 
however, landscaping would ameliorate these 
effects. 

Similar effects as the no action would occur. 

Air Quality 

Short-term and minor impacts to air quality 
would occur during construction.  Emissions 
would be less than 1% of the Clark County air 
emission inventory and far below de minimis
thresholds. 

Similar effects as the no action would occur. 

Noise

Minor temporary increases in noise would occur 
during construction.  Ambient noise levels would 
return soon after completion of construction.  
The MFH areas are compatible with AICUZ 
noise contours. 

Similar effects as the no action would occur. 

Geology Minor impacts would occur to local geology due 
to the construction activities. 

Minor impacts would occur to local geology due to the 
construction activities. Percolation of detained 
stormwater in the basins could cause local subsidence 
of gypsum soils and would require monitoring to 
ensure integrity of the basin berms. 

 Water Resources 

A SWPPP and NOI shall be prepared prior to 
construction.  Minor, temporary impacts to water 
quality would occur due to construction 
activities.  Stormwater into MFH areas would 
not be controlled. 

A SWPPP and NOI shall be prepared prior to 
construction.  Minor, temporary impacts to water 
quality would occur due to construction activities.  
Stormwater flows into the planned and existing MFH 
areas would be controlled by the proposed detention 
basins. 

Biological Resources 

Approximately 10 acres of vegetation and 
wildlife habitat would be removed.  No Federally 
protected species would be impacted.  Impacts 
to bear poppy and buckwheat would occur due 
to construction of the MFH units also, the 
western boundary of Nellis AFB. 

Approximately 30 acres of vegetation and wildlife 
habitat would be removed.  About 20 acres within the 
detention basin would return in the short term after 
completion of construction. No Federally protected 
species would be impacted.  Approximately 0.1 
percent and 1.9 percent of Las Vegas bear poppy and 
Las Vegas buckwheat (state protected species) known 
population areas, respectively, would be removed.  
Bear poppy and buckwheat would be expected to 
recolonize portions of the detention basin.  The 
relocation of GOQ/SOQ units would preserve 10 acres 
of habitat containing bear poppy and buckwheat 
populations. 

Socioeconomics 

Minor, temporary increases to local employment 
rates, local incomes, and sales taxes would 
occur as a result of this project. No long term 
adverse or beneficial impact would occur.  No 
environmental justice issues are expected. 

Similar effects as the no action would occur. 

Hazardous Material 
No known hazardous materials are located on 
the parcel.  Potential for minor adverse impacts 
during construction would be minimized with 
Best Management Practices (BMPs).   

Similar effects as the no action would occur. 
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Appendix A 
Stormwater Retention Basins PM10 Calculations: 

FUGITIVE DUST 

Assumptions:

Construction projections estimate that it will take 44 days to build 2 stormwater retention basins. 
It is assumed that entire surface area will be disturbed (20 acres).  

Time to build 2 stormwater basins = 44 days  
Total acreage = 20 acres 

Fugitive dust emissions were calculated using emission factors from the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality 
Handbook:

Equation: (220 lbs PM10/acre-month) * (month/22days) * (acres graded per day) 

Control Measures: 

According to the CEQA Handbook, regular watering exposed surfaces twice a day or frequently 
enough to maintain 20% soil moisture, decreases emissions by 75 percent.  

Uncontrolled PM10 Calculation: 

(220 lbs/acre-month) * (month/22 days) * (20 acres) * (44 days/yr) * (1 ton/2000 lbs)  

= 4.39 tons PM10 per year 

Controlled PM10 Calculation:

(4.39 tons) * (0.25) = 1.09 tons PM10 per year 



Stormwater Retention Basin: Combustible Fuel Emissions 

Assumptions:

It is assumed that it will take 44 days to excavate the stormwater retention basin to 
specifications. Combustion emissions calculations were made for standard construction 
equipment such as bulldozers, water truck, excavator, front end loaders, backhoe, and dump 
trucks.

Construction Emissions:
Construction Equipment Units Working Days/yr Hrs/ day Horse power Type of Fuel Total hp-hr
Dump truck 3 44 12 340 Diesel 538,560              
Excavator 1 44 12 463 Diesel 244,464              
Bull dozer 3 44 12 324 Diesel 513,216              
Highlift front end loader 3 44 12 215 Diesel 340,560              
Water truck-fugitive dust 1 44 12 270 Diesel 142,560              
Back hoe 1 44 12 92 Gasoline 48,576                

Construction Emissions:
Construction Equipment Emission Factor (1) Unit Total hp-hr Total Emmissions Total in tns/yr
Dump truck 0.031 lb/hp-hr 538,560           16,695                  8.35                    
Excavator 0.031 lb/hp-hr 244,464           7,578                    3.79                    
Bull dozer 0.031 lb/hp-hr 513,216           15,910                  7.95                    
Highlift front end loader 0.031 lb/hp-hr 340,560           10,557                  5.28                    
Water truck-fugitive dust 0.031 lb/hp-hr 142,560           4,419                    2.21                    
Back hoe 0.011 lb/hp-hr 48,576             534                       0.27                    
Total Emissions 27.85                 

Construction Emissions:
Construction Equipment Emission Factor (1) Unit Total hp-hr Total Emmissions Total in tns/yr
Dump truck 0.00668 lb/hp-hr 538,560           3,598                    1.80                    
Excavator 0.00668 lb/hp-hr 244,464           1,633                    0.82                    
Bull dozer 0.00668 lb/hp-hr 513,216           3,428                    1.71                    
Highlift front end loader 0.00668 lb/hp-hr 340,560           2,275                    1.14                    
Water truck-fugitive dust 0.00668 lb/hp-hr 142,560           952                       0.48                    
Back hoe 0.439 lb/hp-hr 48,576             21,325                  10.66                  
Total Emissions 16.61                 

Construction Emissions:
Construction Equipment Emission Factor (1) Unit Total hp-hr Total Emmissions Total in tns/yr
Dump truck 0.00205 lb/hp-hr 538,560           1,104                    0.55                    
Excavator 0.00205 lb/hp-hr 244,464           501                       0.25                    
Bull dozer 0.00205 lb/hp-hr 513,216           1,052                    0.53                    
Highlift front end loader 0.00205 lb/hp-hr 340,560           698                       0.35                    
Water truck-fugitive dust 0.00205 lb/hp-hr 142,560           292                       0.15                    
Back hoe 0.000591 lb/hp-hr 48,576             29                         0.01                    
Total Emissions 1.84                   

Construction Emissions:
Construction Equipment Emission Factor (1) Unit Total hp-hr Total Emmissions Total in tns/yr
Dump truck 0.0022 lb/hp-hr 538,560           1,185                    0.59                    
Excavator 0.0022 lb/hp-hr 244,464           538                       0.27                    
Bull dozer 0.0022 lb/hp-hr 513,216           1,129                    0.56                    
Highlift front end loader 0.0022 lb/hp-hr 340,560           749                       0.37                    
Water truck-fugitive dust 0.0022 lb/hp-hr 142,560           314                       0.16                    
Back hoe 0.000721 lb/hp-hr 48,576             35                         0.02                    
Total Emissions 1.97                   

Construction Emissions:
Construction Equipment Emission Factor (1) Unit Total hp-hr Total Emmissions Total in tns/yr
Dump truck 0.0025141 lb/hp-hr 538,560           1,354                    0.68                    
Excavator 0.0025141 lb/hp-hr 244,464           615                       0.31                    
Bull dozer 0.0025141 lb/hp-hr 513,216           1,290                    0.65                    
Highlift front end loader 0.0025141 lb/hp-hr 340,560           856                       0.43                    
Water truck-fugitive dust 0.0025141 lb/hp-hr 142,560           358                       0.18                    
Back hoe 0.021591 lb/hp-hr 48,576             1,049                    0.52                    
Total Emissions 2.76                   
1. Source: AP 42, Fifth Edition, Volume 1 Chapter 3: Table 3.3-1

Emissions from Combustion Engines: Prefered Alternative Storm Water Basin

Calculation Results for PM-10

Calculation Results for VOCs

Calculation Assumptions

Calculation Results for NOx

Calculation Results for CO

Calculation Results for SOx



MFH Units PM10 Calculations:

FUGITIVE DUST 

Assumptions:

Construction projections estimate that it will take 12 months to build 12 MFH units. It is assumed 
that the entire planning site will be excavated before building starts and excavation will take 30 
days. The entire housing project will collectively create a 10.0 acre footprint.  

Time to build 12 MFH units = 1 year  
Total acreage = 10.0 

Fugitive dust emissions were calculated using emission factors South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality 
Handbook:

Equation: (220 lbs PM10/acre-month) * (month/22days) * (acres graded per day) 

Control Measures: 

According to the CEQA Handbook, regular watering exposed surfaces twice a day or frequently 
enough to maintain 20% moisture content in soils, decreases PM10 emissions by 75 percent.

Uncontrolled PM10 Calculation: 

(220 lbs/acre-month) * (month/22 days) * (10.0 acres) * (250 days/yr) * (1 ton/2000 lbs)  

= 12.49 tons PM10 per year 

Controlled PM10 Calculation:

(8.78 tons) * (0.25) = 3.12 tons PM10 per year 



MFH Units Combustible Fuel Emissions 

Assumptions:

It is assumed that it will take 30 days to level and grade the MFH housing site to specifications. 
The excavator, dump truck, and water truck will only be required during these 30 days. 
Construction workers will require the use of a fork lift to assist in construction over the entire 
year (250 days).

Calculations:

Construction Emissions:
Construction Equipment Days/yr Hrs/ day Horse power Type of Fuel Total hp-hr
Dump truck 30 12 340 Diesel 122,400              
Excavator 30 12 463 Diesel 166,680              
Water truck-fugitive dust 30 12 270 Diesel 97,200                
Fork Lift 250 12 40 Gasoline 120,000              

Construction Emissions:
Construction Equipment Emission Factor (1) Unit Total hp-hr Total Emmissions Total in tns/yr
Dump truck 0.031 lb/hp-hr 122,400           3,794                    1.90                    
Excavator 0.031 lb/hp-hr 166,680           5,167                    2.58                    
Water truck-fugitive dust 0.031 lb/hp-hr 97,200             3,013                    1.51                    
Fork Lift 0.011 lb/hp-hr 120,000           1,320                    0.66                    
Total Emissions 6.65                    

Construction Emissions:
Construction Equipment Emission Factor (1) Unit Total hp-hr Total Emmissions Total in tns/yr
Dump truck 0.00668 lb/hp-hr 122,400           818                       0.41                    
Excavator 0.00668 lb/hp-hr 166,680           1,113                    0.56                    
Water truck-fugitive dust 0.00668 lb/hp-hr 97,200             649                       0.32                    
Fork Lift 0.439 lb/hp-hr 120,000           52,680                  26.34                  
Total Emissions 27.63                  

Construction Emissions:
Construction Equipment Emission Factor (1) Unit Total hp-hr Total Emmissions Total in tns/yr
Dump truck 0.00205 lb/hp-hr 122,400           251                       0.13                    
Excavator 0.00205 lb/hp-hr 166,680           342                       0.17                    
Water truck-fugitive dust 0.00205 lb/hp-hr 97,200             199                       0.10                    
Fork Lift 0.000591 lb/hp-hr 120,000           71                         0.04                    
Total Emissions 0.43                    

Construction Emissions:
Construction Equipment Emission Factor (1) Unit Total hp-hr Total Emmissions Total in tns/yr
Dump truck 0.0022 lb/hp-hr 122,400           269                       0.13                    
Excavator 0.0022 lb/hp-hr 166,680           367                       0.18                    
Water truck-fugitive dust 0.0022 lb/hp-hr 97,200             214                       0.11                    
Fork Lift 0.000721 lb/hp-hr 120,000           87                         0.04                    
Total Emissions 0.47                    

Construction Emissions:
Construction Equipment Emission Factor (1) Unit Total hp-hr Total Emmissions Total in tns/yr
Dump truck 0.0025141 lb/hp-hr 122,400           308                       0.15                    
Excavator 0.0025141 lb/hp-hr 166,680           419                       0.21                    
Water truck-fugitive dust 0.0025141 lb/hp-hr 97,200             244                       0.12                    
Fork Lift 0.021591 lb/hp-hr 120,000           2,591                    1.30                    
Total Emissions 1.78                    
1. Source: AP 42, Fifth Edition, Volume 1 Chapter 3: Table 3.3-1

Calculation Results for SOx

Calculation Results for PM10

Calculation Results for VOCs

Emissions from Combustion Engines: 12 MFH Units
Calculation Assumptions

Calculation Results for NOx

Calculation Results for CO
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KENNY C. GmNN 
Governor 

December 5, 2006 

Ms Lynn Haarklau 
US Department of Defense 
US Air Force 
Nellis Air force Base 
4430 Grissom Avenue 
Suite 107 
Nellis AFB, NV 89191 -7007 

Re: SAl NV# E2007-133 

STATE OF NEVADA 

• 
' 

. . . 

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 
209 E. Musser Street, Room 200 
carson City, Nevada 89701-4298 

(775) 684-0222 
Fax (775) 684-0260 

http://www.budiet.state.nv.us/ 

Reference: 

Project: Construction of Detention and Family Housing Facilities 

Dear Ms Lynn Haarklau: 

ANDREW K. CLINGER 
Director 

Enclosed are comments from the agencies listed below regarding the above referenced document. Please 
address these comments or concerns in your final decision. 

Division of State Lands 

The following agencies support the above referenced document as written: 
State Historic Preservation Office 

This constitutes the State Clearinghouse review of this proposal as per Executive Order 12372. If you have 
questions, please contact me at (775) 684-0209. 

Enclosure 



Rebecca Palmer 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Clearing house lclearinghouse@budget.state. nv. us) 
Wednesday, November 08, 2006 4:27PM 
Rebecca Palmer 
E2007-133 Construction of Detention and Family Housing Facilities- Nellis Air force Base 

NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
Department of Administration, Budget and Planning Division 
209 East Musser Street, Room 200, Carson City, Nevada 89701-4298 
(775) 684 - 0209 Fax (775) 684 - 0260 
DATE: November 8, 2006 

State Hi stori c Preservation Office 

Nevada SAI # E2007-133 
Project: Construct ion of Detention and Family Housing Facilities 

Follow the lin k below to download a n Adobe PDF document concerning the above-mentioned 
project for your :::eview and co~ent. 

http://budget. state .nv.us /clearinghouse/Notice/2007/E2007-133.pdf 

Please evaluate it with res~ect to its effect on your plans and ~rograms ; the importance 
of its c o ntribution to state and/or l oca l areawide goals and ob jectives ; and its accord 
with a ny applicable laws, orders or regulations •r~ith which you are familiar. 

Please submit your comments no later than Monday, December 4, 2006 . 

Use the space below for short c omments. If significant comments are provided, p lease use 
agency letterhead and include the Nevada SAI number a nd comment due date for our 
reference. Questions? Gosia Sylwestrzak, (775) 684-0209 or 
mailto :clea ringhouse@budget.state. nv.us. , 

No co~ment on this project ~posal supported as written 

Signature: Date: 

Distribution: 
Sandy Qui l ici, Department of Conservat i on & Natural Resources Stephanie Martensen , 
Division o f Emergency Management Alan Di Stefano, Economic Developmen t Kathy Dow, Economic 
Devel opment Chad Has tings, Fire Marshal Stan Marshall, -State Healc h Division Skip 
Canfield, AICP, Division o f State Lands Michael J. Stewart, Legislat ive Counsel Bureau 
John Walker, Division of Environmental Protection Anthony Grossman, Department of 
Wildlife, Director's Office Steve Foree , Department of Wildlife, Elko D. Bradford 
Hardenbrook , Department of Wildlife, Las Vegas Robert Martinez, Division of Water 
Resources Nellis Air Force Base Nellis Air Force Base Nellis Air Force Base James D. 
Morefie ld, Natural Heritage Program Joseph C. Strolin, Agency for Nuclear Projects Steve 
Weaver, Division of State Parks Mark Harris, PE, Public Utilities Commission Pete Konesk y , 
State Energy Office Rebecca Palmer, State Historic Preservat i on Office Alisa Huck l e, UNR 
Library Gosia Sylwestrzak, z zClea ringhouse Reese Tietje, zzClearinghouse -Reese Maud 
Na r o ll, zzClear inghouse-Maud Gosia Sylwest rzak, zzClearinghouse -Gosia 

1 



RE: E2007-133 Construction of Detention and Family Housing Facilities- Nellis Air fore... Page 1 of 2 

The Nevada Division of State Lands supports this proposal. 

Skip Canfield. AICP 

-----Original Message-----
From: Clearinghouse [11Jai~clea.rj!)gh_Q!l:e~et.s.tate.nv.u~] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 08,2006 4:26PM 
To: Skip Canfield 
Subject: E2007-133 Construction of Detention and Family Housing Facilities -Nellis Air force Base 

NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
Department of Administration, Budget and Planning Division 
209 East Musser Street, Room 200, Carson City, Nevada 89701-4298 
(775) 684-0209 Fax (775) 684-0260 
DATE: November 8, 2006 

Division of State Lands 

Nevada SAl# E2007-133 
Project: Construction of Detention and Family Housing Facilities 

Follow the link below to download an Adobe PDF document concerning the above-mentioned project for your review and 
comment. 

http://budget.~tate.nv .us/clearinghouse/Notice/2007/E2007 -l33.gdf 

Please evaluate it with respect to its effect on your plans and programs; the importance of its contribution to state and/or local 

areawide goals and objectives; and its accord with any applicable laws, orders or regulations with which you are familiar. 

Please submit your comments no later than Monday, December 4, 2006. 

Use the space below for short comments. If significant comments are provided, please use agency letterhead and include the 
Nevada SAl number and comment due date for our reference. Questions? Gosia Sylwestrzak, (775) 684-0209 or 
ma i ltQ:_cl(!arjngll().l!S~~I::>u.cig_e_t.s_t.;J.J.e_.nY.._U,<;. 

__ No comment on this project __ Proposal supported as written 

AGENCY CO:MMENTS: 

Signature: Date: 

Distribution: 
Sandy Quilici, Department of Conservation & Natural Resources 
Stephanie Martensen, Division of Emergency Management 
Alan DiStefano, Economic Development 
Kathy Dow, Economic Development 

htt ps :/ /mail.s tate. nv. us/exchange/Clearinghouse/Inbox/RE:% 20E2007 -133% 20Construct i... 11/30/2006 
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Chad Hastings, Fire Marshal 

Stan Marshall, State Health Division 
Skip Canfield, AICP, Division of State Lands 
Michael J. Stewart, Legislative Counsel Bureau 
John Walker, Division of Environmental Protection 
Anthony Grossman, Department of Wildlife, Director's Office 

Steve Foree, Department of Wildlife, Elko 
D. Bradford Hardenbrook, Depanment of Wildlife, Las Vegas 

Robert Martinez, Division of Water Resources 
Nellis Air Force Base 

Nellis Air Force Base 
Nellis Air Force Base 

James D. Morefield, Natural Heritage Program 
Joseph C. Strolin, Agency for Nuclear Projects 
Steve Weaver, Division of State Parks 
Mark Harris, PE, Public Utilities Commission 
Pete Konesky, State Energy Office 

Rebecca Palmer. State Historic Preservation Office 
Alisa Huckle, UNR Library 

Gosia Sylwestrzak, zzCiearinghouse 
Reese Tietje, zzCiearinghouse -Reese 

Maud Naroll, zzCiearinghouse-Maud 
Gosia Sylwestrzak, zzCiearinghouse -Gosia 

https://mail.state.nv.us/exchange/Ciearinghouse/Inbox!RE:%20E2007 -133%20Constructi... ll/30/2006 



Department of 
Air Quality & Environmental Management 

500 S Grand Central Parkway 1st Fl • Box 555210 • Las Vegas NV 89155-5210 
(702) 455-5942 Fax {702) 383-9994 

Alan Pinkerton, Deputy Director • Lewis Wallenmeyer. Acting Director 

December 4, 2006 

Ms. Lynn Haarklau 
99 CES/CEV 
4349 Duffer Dr., Suite 1601 
Nellis ADB, p,ry 89191-7007 

RE: Draft Supplemental EA-Construction of Detention Basins and Housing in Area Ill 

Dear Ms. Haarklau: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Supplemental Environmental 
Assessment - Construction of Detention Basins and Additiollallv!ilitmy Fami~v Housing 
Unils in Area Ill Nellis Air Force Base. Nevada ... 

I provide the following comments in my capacity as the manager of the environmental 
division for Clark County. I will reference my comments to page numbers in your 
document. 

Comments: 

• Page 2-1: I appreciate the efforts you state you will make to avoid impacts to the 
Las Vegas bearpoppy and Las Vegas buckwheat found on the site. 

• Page 3-!3-14: Your document should acknowledge that the bearpoppy is a 
'Covered' species under the Clark County Multiple Spccit:s Habitat Conservation 
Plan; buckwheat is an"Evaluatiori' species; and the burrowing ovd is an"Evaluatiori' 
species. 

• Page 3-14: We request that you note in the buckwheat section that the populations 
in Area III constitute about 37% of the total known buckwheat population. You 
did correctly disclose that the Nellis population of bearpoppy constitutes less than 
3% of the total known population. 

• Page 4-7: Is it correct to sta te that,"Only unvegetatcd ephemeral streams were 
observed in the proposed construction site' (line 213-14)? The nati ve desert 
vegetation associated with the ecosystems involved are sparse. widely spaced. and 
include bearpoppy and buckwheat plants. While the ephemeral streams may 
appear unvegetated, they are not. 

SOARO OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
RORY REID. CM~man • i•YRNA VlllliA\!S. Vte~ Ch"" 

TOM COLLINS • YVON NE ATKINSON GATES • CHIP MAXFIEl D • l YNETtE BOGGS McDONALD • BRUCE L. WOODBURY 
VIRGIN !A VAlENTlNf:. P.E . Coun&y l.'~n~r 



Page 2 

• Page 4-9: In your description ofbearpoppy and buckwheat, we request that you 
note their status under the Clark County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan-see 2nd bullet. 

• Page 4-10: In your description of mitigation methods for the two plant species 
(lines 298-319) we request that you specifically state that salvaged buckwheat 
plants would be used to assist in revegetating the disturbed areas. 
Another mitigation measure I would like to see included would be flagging to 
avoid plant populations to the maximum extent practicable (page 2-l, line 30) 
during construction and the presence of a full time on-site monitor to help ensure 
that impacts to the plant species are minimized. 

• Page 4-lO, lines 321-327: You note that given the small scale ofthe project and 
with the mitigation measures that will be put in place, the impacts to the two plant 
species would be, "to a less than significant lever 
We request that you include the analysis and thresholds that lead to your 
conclusions about its significance. 
A disclosure and analysis of the reasonably foreseeable impacts and cumulative 
effects fi-om the planned solar farm in Area III that would essentially destroy the 
remained of the bearpoppy and buckwheat habitat seems relevant and necessary. 

• Page 4-ll, lines 329-33 5: You state that, "All federal protocols for relocating any 
burrowing owls found nesting in the proposed project area would be followed'. 
Protocols on the Fish & Wildlife Service website call for either a burrow check 
and collapsing of burrows prior to construction before breeding season, or if an 
owl is nesting, avoiding the entire site until chicks fledge. I know of no 
successful way to relocate a nesting owl. 

l hope these comments are useful to you. If you have any questions on my comments, 
please call me at 455-3 I 19. 

Sincerely, 

Rob Mrowka 
Manager, Environmental Division 

CC: Lewis Wallenmeyer 
Marci Henson 
Cynthia Martinez, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
John Jones, Nevada Division of Forestry 



Response to Clark County Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management 
Comments:

The U.S. Air Force (USAF) appreciates the Clark County Department of Air Quality and 
Environmental Management’s efforts in reviewing the Supplemental Environmental 
Assessment (SEA) and providing comments to Nellis Air Force Base (AFB).  We understand 
and appreciate the Department’s concerns regarding the Las Vegas bearpoppy (Arctomecon 
californica) and Las Vegas buckwheat (Eriogonoum corymbosum var. nilesii).  The 
following paragraphs address your specific comments. 

Comment on Page 2-1: 

Comment noted. 

Comment on Pages 3-13 and 3-14: 

The SEA has been revised to acknowledge these species’ listing under the Multiple Species 
Habitat Conservation Plan.

Comment on Page 3-14: 

We are unaware of how the 37% was calculated and no citations were provided.
Furthermore, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) indicated in their 26 October 2006 
Wilderness Management Plan and Environmental Assessment for the Muddy Mountain 
Wilderness that the Muddy Mountain Wilderness area contained “the largest population of 
Las Vegas buckwheat…” (page 50).  Therefore, we did not revise the SEA to reflect this 
statement.   

Comment on Page 4-7: 

Although the drainage basins do contain vegetation, the area that could be considered 
jurisdictional under the Clean Water Act is the bed and bank of these ephemeral streams to 
the ordinary high water mark.  This is the “unvegetated” portion that is discussed in this 
section.

Comment on Page 4-9: 

The SEA was revised in Section 3.8 to reflect these designations. 

Comment on Page 4-10 (lines 298-319): 

As indicated in the SEA, Nellis AFB would allow the salvaged plants to be relocated to 
revegetated areas, or to the conservation area that will be established in Area III, but we   
do not believe we should stipulate where the relocation will occur.   The SEA has been 



revised to include the use of a monitor during clearing and grubbing activities and 
orange construction fencing to minimize impacts to individual specimens. 

Comment on Page 4-10 (lines 321-327): 

Nellis AFB believes the statements and conclusions presented in the SEA are accurate and 
justifiable.  The justification for these conclusions was based on numerous issues regarding 
the human and natural environment, including the current conditions of the Las Vegas 
buckwheat and Las Vegas bearpoppy populations. However, specific to these two species, 
the determination of a less than significant impact was based on the calculations that less 
than 0.1 and 1.9 percent of the bearpoppy and buckwheat habitat, respectively, would be 
impacted and not primarily on studies or current observations that bearpoppy appear to 
recolonize following disturbance.  
 
Comment on Page 4-11:   

The SEA has been revised by deleting the word “nesting.”  



~~/ 

United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND \VILDLIFE SERVICE 

Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office 
1340 Financial Blvd., Suite 234 

Reno, Nevada 89502 
Ph: (775) 861-6300- Fax: (775) 861-6301 

Ms. Lynn Haarklau 
991

h Civil Engineer Squadron 
Nellis Air Force Base 
4349 Duffer Drive, Suite 1601 
Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada 89191-7007 

Dear Ms. Haarklau: 

December 5, 2006 
File No. AF-6 

Subject: Comments on Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Construction 
of Detention Basins and Additional Military Family Housing Units in 
Area IU, Clark County, Nevada 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the November 2006 Supplemental 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) for Construction of Detention Basins and Additional Military 
Family Housing Units in Area III and re-reviewed the February 2005 Envirorunental Assessment 
(EA) for the Military Family Housing Revitalization Project. The Service is responsible for the 
protection and conservation of Federal trust resources, including threatened and endangered 
species, migratory birds, and National Wildlife Refuge lands . Our comments are intended to 
minimize potential adverse impacts that the proposed project may have on tmst resources as 
described in the EA and SEA, and to enhance protection of wildlife habitat. The Service is 
authorized to comment under the authority, and in accordance with the provisions, of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 

The ~ervice is very concerned with impacts to the Las Vegas bearpoppy (Arctomeco11 
ca!ifornica) and Las Vegas buckwheat (Eriogomun c01ymbosum var. ni/esii) on Nelfis Air Force;; 
Base (AFB) Area nr. The Service is CU!Tently reviewing the Las Vegas buckwheat for potential 
candidate status. The loss of rare plant habitat within the 450 acre "protected bearpoppy habitat" 
as Area ITI is described in the February 2005 EA, is a tlu·eat to conservation efforts for both 
species. The loss of Area m could impair population genetics of the Las Vegas beailJOppy and 
precipitate the need to pursue Federal protection the Las Vegas buckwheat. The Service position 
has been made clear to Nellis AFB staff in meetings on July 27, 2006, August 31, 2006, and 
October 18, 2006, and in correspondence dated June 15, 2006, and October 25, 2006. 

TAKE PRJDE'&l:=: j 

INAMERICA~ 



Ms. Lynn Haarklau File No. AF-6 

General Comment 1 

The analyses for biological resources and cumulative effects presented in the November 
2006 draft SEA are flawed and do not reflect discussions and correspondence between the 
Service and Nellis staff made over the past five months. To remedy this oversight, we 
recommend you include detailed discussions regarding the reasoning used to reach a finding of 
no significant effect for sections 4.8, 4.11 and 4.12 in the final SEA. This detailed discussion 
should include both infonnation presented by the Service and analysis presented by Nellis AFB 
staff at meetings and in correspondence. ln particular, this information should include 
information describing the known extent and distribution of Las Vegas buckwheat and 
information presented by Nellis staff regarding future planned uses of Area III, including Phases I 
and fl of the Solar Photovoltaic System and Military Housing. 

General Comment 2 

Taken together, the February 2005 EA and the November 2006 draft SEA could affect up to one 
third of the "450 acre protected bearpoppy habitat" described in the original project. Since 
March 24, 2004, when the Service provided comments on the original project, our understanding 
of the status of the Las Vegas buckwheat and Las Vegas bear poppy has changed, as has the 
importance of Area III for rare plant conservation. The mitigation provided in the 
February 2005 EA and the mitigation proposed in the November 2006 draft SEA focus on seed 
collection, topsoil salvage, and relocation. This mitigation is used in both the February 2005 EA 
and November 2006 draft SEA to arrive at a finding of no significant effect. It is our conclusion 
these forms of mitigation are no longer adequate to offset impacts resulting from the project. As 
the November 2006 draft SEA currently stands, the Service does not concur with your finding of 
no significant effect. We suggest the placement of a permanent conservation easement of the 
remaining portion of Area III as a more appropriate strategy for conserving the Las Vegas 
bearpoppy and Las Vegas buckwheat and mitigating impacts to habitat resulting from both the 
February 2005 EA and the November 2006 draft SEA. We recommend you develop and include 
a detailed mitigation strategy along this line for offsetting impacts to Las Vegas Bearpoppy and 
Las Vegas buckwheat habitat in the Final SEA. 

General Comment 3 

Given the volume of soil that will need to be moved to create the proposed detention basins and 
the sensitivity of the adjacent rare plant habitat, we question whether or not the basins can be 
constructed within the foot print described in Figure 2-1. In the final SEA we recommend you 
include a discussion and provide supporting documentation provided by the grading contractor 
detailing that the project can be constmcted within the footprint described. We also recommend 
in the final EA that you include provisions for a biological monitor to be present during 
construction activity to prevent additional impacts to rare plant habitat. 

2 



Ms. Lynn Haarklau File No. AF-6 

General Comment 4 

The November 2006 draft SEA states "Regional population and military payrolls within the 
region are not expected to change significantly." This statement suggests there will be little staff 
growth at Nellis AFB in the near future. There is currently a surplus of housing in the Las Vegas 
market that is not likely to be reflected in the OJiginal Housing Market Analysis. We recommend 
the final SEA include a detailed discussion justifying why the housing privatization should 
proceed under the current market conditions and why this is a prudent investment of Federal 
resources. 

General Comment 5 

It is unclear why the General Officers' Quarters/Senior Officers' Quarters and detention basins 
were not included and cannot be accommodated within the footprint described in the February 
2005 EA. We recommend in the final SEA purpose and need section you include a detailed 
discussion relating why an important component like the detention basins was not previously 
included and your rational to justify the SEA. 

Specific Comments 

Finding ofNo Significant Impact, Section 3. We believe your conclusion that the loss of Las 
Vegas bearpoppy and buckwheat habitat resulting from the project would be temporary and long­
term impacts would not be significant is unsubstantiated by the scientific literature, and based on 
the uncertain assertion topsoil salvage and translocation will be a successful way to restore Las 
Vegas bearpoppy and Las Vegas buckwheat habitat. A recent study ofbearpoppy and bucbvheat 
habitat by the University of Nevada- Las Vegas in the upper Las Vegas wash suggests it may be 
difficult to recreate the unique soils environment that supports both species (Drohan eL a/. 2006). 
The Las Vegas Springs Preserve has only had limited, short-term success with soils translocation 
from Nellis AFB. It is not clear to us that this strategy will be successful. We believe more 
appropriate mitigation would be the long-term conservation of the remaining portion of Area HI. 
See General Comment 2 above. In addition, Section 3 misrepresents the ability of Las Vegas 
bearpoppy and Las Vegas buckwheat to recover from the disturbance proposed in the November 
2006 draft SEA. While it is true both species can recover from minor disturbances, we know of 
no cases in the literature which would support your statement. Please provide citations that 
support your assertions. 

Section 3.8 Lines 333 -359. Nellis AFB possesses detailed rare plant mapping of Area III 
completed in August 2004. In correspondence dated June I 5, 2006, the Service requested this 
mapping be updated to better reflect the bearpoppy and buckwheat populations following the 
very favorable 2005 growing season. The November 2006 draft SEA presents the transect data 
collected in Area ill in 2006. Unfortunately a different method was used to collect coverage 
data; therefore, the 2004 data cannot be compared to the 2006 data presented in the November 
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Ms. Lynn Haarklau File No. AF-6 

2006 draft SEA. Based on your justification that this method was chosen because both species 
were common and generally distributed throughout the survey area, we conclude the entire Area 
is occupied by Las Vegas bearpoppy and Las Vegas Buckwheat habitat. This conclusion is 
consistent with previous analyses of Area ITI and correspondence between the Service and Nellis 
AFB. We recommend this conclusion be made clear in the final SEA. 

Section 4.0. Your characterization of Area III as "disturbed desert" (line 32), "creosote bush­
white bursage community'' (line 265) are inaccurate. Area ITI is better characterized as unique 
gypsophile plant community which supports rare endemic plant species. The final SEA should 
be updated to reflect this more accurate description. 

Section 4.8 Lines 280-286. The November 2006 draft SEA describes 20 acres of impacts to Las 
Vegas bearpoppy and Las Vegas buckwheat habitat as a result of the proposed action. This 
estimate fails to include a discussion of indirect impacts to the remaining surrounding rare plant 
habitat. Because of the configuration of the detention basins, up to an additional30 acres of Las 
Vegas bearpoppy and Las Vegas buckwheat habitat could be adversely affected by the proposed 
action. In the final SEA we recommend you include a detailed discussion of indirect effects to 
Las Vegas buckwheat and Las Vegas bearpoppy habitat including but not limited to, habitat 
fragmentation, loss of Las Vegas bearpoppy pollinators, increased edge effects, increased 
vulnerability to invasive species and alteration to surface hydrology that would result from the 
proposed action. 

Section 4.8 Lines 280-286. The November 2006 draft SEA describes direct impacts to Las 
Vegas bearpoppy habitat as 0.1 percent of the known population distribution. Based on the 
research of Dr. Susan Meyer, the Las Vegas bearpoppy has two distinct phenotypes that display 
different survival strategies. We believe it is imperative to preserve the underlying genetic 
diversity of both phenotypes. Most ofthe western portion of the Las Vegas bearpoppy range has 
been developed; Area III represents one of the few remaining large populations of the western 
population. In the final EA we recommend you include a detailed discussion of how the 
112 acres of impacts associated with the February 2005 EA and the 20 acres of impacts 
associated with the November 2006 draft SEA affect the western population of the Las Vegas 
bearpoppy. 

Section 4.8 Lines 280-286. The November 2006 draft SEA describes the loss of20 acres of Las 
Vegas buckwheat resulting from the proposed action and characterizes the impacts as 1.9 percent 
of the known population. This statistic misrepresents the importance of Area Ill for Las Vegas 
buckwheat conservation. If both direct and indirect impacts of the SEA are added to 112 acres 
impacts included in the Febmary 2005 EA, then potentially one third of the 450 acre parcel 
containing Las Vegas buckwheat described in the Febmary 2005 EA could be adversely affected 
by the action. Based on information in our files, Area III contains the largest remaining single 
population of the species anywhere and is one of two populations large enough in the Las Vegas 
Valley to maintain ecosystem function. We recommend in the final SEA that a detailed 
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discussion of effects to Las Vegas buckwheat and its habitat be included and the reasoning for 
the detem1ination of no significant effect. The discussion included in our June 15, 2006, 
correspondence to Nellis AFB regarding the importance of Area ill for the Las Vegas buckwheat 
may be useful. 

Section 4.8 Lines 286-289. The November 2006 draft SEA indicates that impacts to Las Vegas 
buck.'Wheat would likely be less than stated because the entire range of the Las V cgas buckwheat 
has not been surveyed and unrecorded populations likely exist in the Las Vegas Valley. This 
conclusion is not supported by information in our files. The Las Vegas buckwheat and Las 
Vegas bearpoppy share similar habitat requirements. A 1998 assessment of Las Vegas 
bearpoppy in the Las Vegas Valley states that most of the populations in the Las Vegas Valley 
have been developed. In addition at least five significant rare plant surveys funded by the Bureau 
of Land Management have been conducted on public lands in Southern Nevada since 
1995. While not completely exhaustive, these surveys would have identified and mapped both 
rare species. For this reason, it is our conclusion that there is only a small unlikely possibility 
additional Las Vegas buckwheat populations may be discovered. It is also our conclusion if new 
populations are discovered they are not likely to approach the importance of Area ill. We 
recommend tl1at you remove these statements from the final SEA. 

Please contact Cynthia Martinez or Fred Edwards in our Southern Nevada Field Office at 
702-515-5230, if you have any questions regarding this correspondence, and to coordinate 
Service involvement with the project. 

cc: 

Sincerely, 

Jr Robert D. Williams 
Field Supervisor 

Administrator, Desert Conservation Program, Air Quality & Environmental Management, Clark 
County, Las Vegas, Nevada 

Regional Forester, Southern Region, Nevada Division of Forestry, Las Vegas, Nevada 
State Forester, Nevada Division ofForestry, Carson City, Nevada 
Program Manager, Nevada Natural Heritage Program, Carson City, Nevada 
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Response to USFWS Comments:  
 
The U.S. Air Force (USAF) and Nellis Air Force Base (AFB) have thoroughly considered the 
USFWS’ comments and feel that the conclusions made in the Supplemental Environmental 
Analysis (SEA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) are justified and warrant no 
additional revisions to the SEA or the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement.  
The following paragraphs address your general and specific comments: 
 
General Comment 1:  As indicated above, Nellis AFB believes the statements and 
conclusions presented in the SEA are accurate and justifiable.  The justification for the 
FONSI was based on numerous issues regarding the human and natural environment, 
including the current conditions of the Las Vegas buckwheat and Las Vegas bearpoppy 
populations.  However, specific to these two species, the determination of a less than 
significant impact was based on the calculations that less than 0.1 and 1.9 percent of the 
bearpoppy and buckwheat populations, respectively, would be impacted.  Furthermore, the 
majority of these species’ populations occur on other Federal agencies’ lands, which have the 
specific mandate to manage for these species and other natural resources.  The Final EA for 
the Solar Photovoltaic System (August 2006) indicated that neither of these species was 
observed in the action area proposed for that project as soil type throughout the project area 
is not gypsiferous, which is necessary for both species.  There is currently no plan to expand 
the solar photo-voltaic system in the immediate future.     
 
General Comment 2:  As indicated above, the FONSI was based on several issues.  The 
mitigation measures were identified as means to further minimize impacts.  In addition, the 
action proposed in this SEA would have a net loss of 20 acres compared to the original EA 
(February 2005), since the military family housing (MFH) units are being relocated.  
Nonetheless, the commitment to establish a conservation area, as described previously, will 
provide additional measures to ensure the long-term viability of these species.  It is our 
understanding from the 18 December 2006 and 16 January 2007 meetings that the USFWS 
agrees with this approach.   
 
General Comment 3:  The construction contractor will comply with all restrictive disturbance 
requirements, as presented in the SEA.  Nellis AFB will provide a biological monitor during 
the initial grubbing and clearing activities, who will instruct the contractor on delineating the 
boundaries of the project area with orange construction fencing.   
 
General Comment 4:  The referenced statement was made as part of an assessment of the 
proposed action.  The proposed action (i.e., construction of two detention basins and 
relocation of MFH units that were previously proposed but not constructed) will not 
significantly increase the regional population or military payroll.  The purpose and need for 
the MFH units was presented on page 1-1 of the Draft SEA. 
 
General Comment 5:  The reason that the General Officer’s Quarters (GOQ) and Senior 
Officer’s Quarters (SOQ) had to be relocated was provided on page 1-2; specifically, the 
adjacent salvage yards make the original location unsuitable for family housing relative to 
family safety, noise, and aesthetics.  As indicated on page 4-17 of the original EA (February 



2005), stormwater retention basins would be necessary to reduce or eliminate flooding in the 
Manch Manor area.  However, as indicated on page 1-1 of the SEA, subsequent engineering 
and planning designs identified that the best location for detention basins, of sufficient size to 
protect property damage from 50- and 100-year flooding events, would be north of the 
Manch Manor area.  Hence, a SEA was needed to address the potential effects.   
 
Specific Comments, 1st paragraph:  Please refer to our responses to General Comments 1 and 
2 above regarding the justification for the FONSI and additional conservation measures.  The 
statements made in Section 3 were based on observations of the proposed action area.  
Citations regarding revegetation of disturbed areas were provided in Section 4 (page 4-10), 
where the potential impacts of the proposed action were addressed.   
 
Specific Comments, 2nd paragraph:  The entire 90-acre parcel that was surveyed contained 
bearpoppy and buckwheat habitat, as discussed in the SEA.   
 
Specific Comments, 3rd paragraph:  As illustrated in photographs 3-1 and 3-2 in the SEA 
(page 3-2), the characterization of disturbed desert is indeed accurate.  Nellis AFB agrees 
with your description of a gypsophile plant community; however, it has been disturbed by 
past dumping, horseback riding, and off-road vehicles.  
 
Specific Comments, 4th paragraph:  We are not aware of how the USFWS determined that an 
additional 30 acres would be impacted.   
 
Specific Comments, 5th paragraph:  We feel the quantification provided is accurate and 
sufficient.  However, the conservation area that Nellis AFB intends to establish would 
provide additional measures to further reduce impacts on the “western population” of the 
bearpoppy. 
 
Specific Comments, 6th paragraph:  Please refer to General Comment No. 2, above.  In 
addition, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) indicated in their 26 October 2006 
Wilderness Management Plan and Environmental Assessment for the Muddy Mountain 
Wilderness that the Muddy Mountain Wilderness area  contained “the largest population of 
Las Vegas buckwheat…” (page 50).     
 
Specific Comments, 7th paragraph:  Nellis AFB respectfully disagrees and stands behind the 
statement that all potential habitat has not been surveyed and that there is a probability that 
additional unrecorded populations exist.  The remainder of the USFWS’s comment supports 
this statement, although we agree that any new populations might not be as extensive as that 
found in Area III or on BLM lands.    
 
In addition to the comments above, Nellis AFB understands and appreciates the USFWS 
concerns regarding the Las Vegas bearpoppy (Arctomecon californica) and Las Vegas 
buckwheat (Eriogonoum corymbosum var. nilesii).  As indicated in our past communications 
with the USFWS; most recently on 18 December 2006, 3 January and 16 January 2007; 
Nellis AFB  leadership committed to amending its application to the Nevada Department of 
Forestry (NDF) for a take permit, under which Nellis AFB will enter into a Memorandum of 



Agreement to establish a conservation area in Area III to mitigate project impacts (See 
Attachment, Take Permit Amendment).  The mitigation measures identified in the NDF take 
permit will be coordinated with the NDF and the USFWS.   
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December 5, 2006 

Ms. Lynn Haarklau 
99CES/CEV 
4349 Duffer Drive, Suite 1601 
Nellis AFB, NV 89191-7007 

Dear Ms. Haarklau: 

Please find the following comments from the Nevada Division of Forestry regarding the "draft 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment Construction of Detention Basins and Additional 
Military Family Housing Units in Area III, Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada". 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

The United States Air Force Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) for the proposed 
relocation of the construction of 12 housing units and two stonnwater detention basins at NeJlis 
Air Force Base concludes that the proposed actions would cause impacts similar to the those 
previously assessed in the February 2005 Final Environmental Assessment that resulted in a 
Finding of No Significant Impacts. 

The SEA notes that construction of the housing and stonnwater detention basins at the new 
location would disturb additional habitat containing Las Vegas bearpoppy, (a critically 
endangered state listed species 'NRS 527; NAC 527.010), and Las Vegas buckwheat, but 
concludes that because "studies have indicated that the two species will rapidly recolonize in 
habitat areas that have been disturbed" the " loss of additional habitat would be temporary and 
long-term impacts would not be significant". 

A thorough review of the reference documents specificaJly related to the Las Vegas buckwheat 
and Las Vegas bearpoppy cited in the SEA does not support the conclusion that " long-term 



impacts would not be significant'·. The SEA cites only two Rare Plant Fact Sheets produced by 
the Nevada Natural Heritage Program and a "Current Knowledge and Conservation Status of 
Arctomecon califonzica Torrey & Fremont (Papaveraceae), the Las Vegas bearpoppy" by 
Mistretta, et. al., as references. There are no other studies or publications related to the Las 
Vegas bearpoppy or Las Vegas buckwheat referenced in the SEA. 

Much of the information contained in the "Current Knowledge and Conservation Status of 
Arctomecon califomica Torrey & Fremont (Papaveraceae), the Las Vegas bearpoppy'· appears to 
be in direct conflict with the conclusion of the SEA and the Finding of No Significant Impacts. 

The document by Mistretta et. al. cites ·'recent genetic studies that have shown that many 
populations of Arctomecon californica throughout its range contain rare or unique genotypes of 
unknown but potentially critical importance to the long term survival of the species ... The SEA, 
while acknowledging that additional Las Vegas bearpoppy plants and habitat would be disturbed, 
does not address any potential impact to rare or unique genotypes potentially critical to its long­
term survival. The SEA cites 2001 Nevada Natural Heritage Program (1\TNHP) Las Vegas 
bearpoppy population census data, noting that a relatively low percentage of the known 
populations would be affected by the proposed project. The SEA does not consider the 
"declining rapidly" population trend also identified in the NNHP data, nor the potential for other 
projects in the same vicinity that would push the potential population loss significantly higher. 
Mistretta et. al.. document that where Las Vegas bearpoppy occurs "soils tend to have very low 
bulk density due to the presence of sponge gypsum, and often have a heavy cover of 
cryptogams". The SEA does not address the potential negative impact of the loss of soil bulk 
density and cryptogams during construction of the storm water detention basins or the housing 
units. The loss of cryptogamic soil crusts in particular, represents a potentially sib111i ficant impact 
on the Las Vegas bearpoppy that should be addressed in the SEA. Mistretta et. al. noted the 
species (Las Vegas bearpoppy) "appears to rely on a large, long lived seed bank in order to 
achieve local persistence'· and that discovery of"a large quantity of seed entrapped within 
cryptogamic soil crusts ... emphasizes the importance of protecting these soils surfaces in order 
to maintain seed banks". 

The apparent foundation of the Finding of No Significant Impact by the SEA is in the observed 
response of Las Vegas bearpoppy to disturbance. Mistretta et. al. note that at several sites 
"Arctomecon ca/ifomica has been observed to colonize and reproduce on recent disturbances 
such as roadsides and cleared lots" . This observation plays a major role in the SEA conclusion 
that because ·'studies have indicated that the two species will rapidly recolonize in habitat areas 
that have been disturbed" the "loss of additional habitat would be temporary and long-term 
impacts would not be significant"'. While Mistretta et. al. did observe recolonization of disturbed 
sites by Las Vegas bearpoppy (they did not document '·rapid"' recolonization), they cautioned 
that the ability to recolonize on disturbed sites is a trait "of many, if not most, rare plants species 
in the arid west, and this is often interpreted by some to suggest that the species in question is 
not threatened by habitat disturbance"; they further stated that this conclusion "usually results 
from a misunderstanding of plant ecologic responses based on short term observations'·. 
Mistretta et. al. conclude that ' 'while Arctomecon ca!ifomica may be seen thriving for a few 
generations on disturbed sites, all our observations indicate that its long term survival depends on 
undisturbed ... soils'' and that " permanent losses of populations have been documented where 
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disturbance has been continuous and severe''. Clearly there is ample scientific evidence in 
conflict with the Summary of Environmental Resources and Impacts contained in the SEA, 
enough questions exist that the SEA conclusion that no Environmental Impact Statement is 
required should be called into question. 

Mistretta et. al. in their conservation and recovery strategies for the Las Vegas bearpoppy 
recommend three sites (populations) that should be protected as ''refugia" for the species, 
including site 52 on Nellis Airforce Base lands. They also recommend the Nevada Division of 
Forestry should "deny permit requests that do not contain measures to maintain at least a viable 
portion of the subject population". 

SPECIFIC COMl\1ENTS 

DRAFT FINUfNGS OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI) 

3. ' 'Studies have indicated that the two species will rapidly re-colonize in habitat areas that have 
been disturbed. Thus loss of additional habitat would be temporary and long-tenn impacts 
would not be significant." 

Bearpoppy populations from disturbed salvaged soil have not been studied (no fully published 
document). Previous salvaged soil from Nellis to L VVWD Springs Preserve is a collection of 
salvaged poppies and salvaged soil (seedbed). After above average precipitation events in 2005, 
recruitment was documented, but could not be determined whether the new bearpoppy plants 
were from the flowering salvaged poppies, or the salvaged soil (seedbed). Propagation areas are 
protected, maintained (irrigated and monitored) areas. No salvaged plants have been 
successfully transplanted despite a variety of relocation efforts (Federal agency attempts). 

There are no studies that indicate that bearpoppy "rapidly re-colonize'', and the use of these 
terms is misleading, and contrary to scientific data. 

Excavation ofbasins will not just be a disturbance, but the loss of the habitat will be permanent. 

Section 1.0 PURPOSE AI\TD NEED FOR ACTION 

1.4 Federal , State, and Local Permits, Licenses, and Fees 
This section states the "contractor" is responsible for obtaining all permits. Nellis AFB is 
responsible for obtaining state permits (NAC 527.250-527.300). 

SECTION 2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTER.J'\JA TIVES 

2.1 Assumes project will begin in JANUARY 2007. The schedule of project activities is 
understood to be determined by the privatization developer. No disturbance of Las Vegas 
bearpoppy plants and or habitat may occur until appropriate permits are obtained. 
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SECTION 3.0 AFFECTED El\TVIRONMENT 

3.8.2 Sensitive species 

The bearpoppy is not just a "sensitive species", but a State-listed Critically Endangered species. 
•'Although the bearpoppy was ubiquitous throughout most of the survey area .. .'· This statement 
infers that current mapping of the plant data is inaccurate, while in fact significantly more 
individuals exist since that GIS map was created. 

4.2 LAND USE 

The excavated detention basins would result in a significantly altered environment that 
negatively impacts the Las Vegas bearpoppy and its habitat, and not "open rangeland" as natural 
resource managers use the tenn. 

4.8 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The SEA states that as many as 4,878 bear poppy individuals may be impacted by the project. 
This is a significant impact to the Las Vegas bearpoppy, not an ''insignificant impact"' as stated 
in the document. 

The SEA also states that only 0.1% of the known population ofbearpoppy is affected by the 
project. However, out of35 sites recently surveyed in the LV Valley, 17 were extirpated. Many 
sites that are still recorded as habitat have no live plants, thus making the 3,000 plus plants at 
Nellis a more significant population than would be previously documented. Recruitment is high 
on the Nellis site, as per the report, and is a strong indication of a healthy, viable population. No 
bearpoppy population sites on private land are healthy, viable populations, making Nellis site 
significant for the longevity of the plant, already in a designated endangered status. Because of 
recent surveys, it is highly possible that the Nellis population is much higher than 0.1 %. 

4 .12 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The EA does not address indirect and cumulative impacts to vegetation from housing and other 
identified development projects. There is a high probability that damage from foot traffic, 
mechanized and non-mechanized vehicles, or equestrian use may occur. 

It is overly optimistic to "anticipate'· that the detention basins would repopulate with bearpoppy. 
The statement that BLM and NPS manage 87 percent of known habitat may apply to bearpoppy, 
but not to Las Vegas buckwheat, 37 percent of which occurs in Area III of the Nellis Air Force 
Base property. 

Also, this is only one of several projects Nellis staffhas stated will ultimately be planned in the 
future that will disturb the entire 370 acre site, such as the photovoltaic energy facility to be 
expanded later. 
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The United States Air Force Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) for the proposed 
relocation of the construction of 12 housing units and two storm water detention basins at Nellis 
Airforce Base does not adequately address potential and likely impacts to the Las Vegas 
bearpoppy, a species on the State of Nevada list of Critically Endangered Species, or the Las 
Vegas buckwheat, a species proposed for listing. 

Pete Anderson, 
State Forester Firewarden 

cc: Allen Biaggi 
Kay Scherer 
Bob Ashworth 
Jo!Ul Jones 
Glenn Cbnmer 
James Morefield 
Bob Williams 
Cynthia Martinez 
tile 
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Response to Nevada Division of Forestry Comments:  
 
The U.S. Air Force (USAF) appreciates the Nevada Division of Forestry’s (NDF) efforts in 
reviewing the Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) and providing comments to 
Nellis Air Force Base (AFB).  The USAF and Nellis AFB have thoroughly considered 
NDF’s comments and feel that the conclusions made in the SEA and Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) are justified and warrant no additional revisions to the SEA or 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement.  The following paragraphs address your 
general and specific comments. 
 
General Comments (pages 1-3):  As indicated above, Nellis AFB believes the statements and 
conclusions presented in the SEA are accurate and justifiable.  The justification for the 
FONSI was based on numerous issues regarding the human and natural environment, 
including the current conditions of the Las Vegas buckwheat and Las Vegas bearpoppy 
populations.  However, specific to these two species, the determination of a less than 
significant impact was based on the calculations that less than 0.1 and 1.9 percent of the 
bearpoppy and buckwheat habitat, respectively, would be impacted and not primarily on 
studies or current observations that bearpoppy appear to recolonize following disturbance.  
Furthermore, the majority of these species’ populations occur on other Federal agencies’ 
lands, which agencies have the specific mandate to manage for these species and other 
natural resources.   
 
In addition, as you note, Mistretta et al. (1996) did report several observations of 
recolonization of recently disturbed sites.  In order to recolonize “recently disturbed sites” 
the recolonization has to be fairly “rapid.”  Furthermore, the quote that “permanent losses of 
populations have been documented where disturbance has been continuous and severe” is not 
applicable to the proposed action.  Once the detention basins are constructed, the banks and 
channels will be allowed to revegetate and continual disturbance would be restricted. 
 
Specific Comments on Draft FONSI 
 
Please refer to the response to your General Comments, above, regarding rapid 
recolonization.  In addition, the FONSI will be changed to reflect the exact verbiage 
contained in the EA (i.e., “…as this species appears to rapidly recolonize within disturbed 
areas.”)  The salvaged soil efforts at the LVVWD Springs Preserve, which is the same that is 
proposed in the SEA, also appear to have been successful thus far, regardless of whether the 
new plants were from salvaged plants or the seedbed.    
 
Specific Comments on Section 1.4 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Specific Comments on Section 2.1 
 
Comment noted. 
 



Specific Comments on Section 3.8.2 
 
Comment noted that the bearpoppy is a State-listed Critically Endangered species.  The 
statement that bearpoppy was ubiquitous infers that it occurred throughout the 90-acre study 
area.   
 
Specific Comments on Section 4.2 
 
Under the category of “land use,” this area is considered open rangeland, since that is how it 
is “used.”  It can still be used as open rangeland after the construction of the detention basins.   
 
Specific Comments on Section 4.8 
 
The quantifications presented in the SEA are based on the most recent literature.  The loss of 
0.1 percent of the bearpoppy population is considered insignificant.  In addition, this loss 
would be even further minimized by salvaging topsoil and utilizing the topsoil to promote 
recolonization of the disturbed banks. 
 
Specific Comments on Section 4.12  
 
As discussed above, Nellis AFB has committed to setting aside a conservation area in Area 
III for bearpoppy and buckwheat.  This measure will substantially reduce or eliminate the 
foot, horse, and vehicle traffic that currently occurs within Area III.  
 
The SEA does not purport that the detention basins would repopulate; rather, the SEA states 
that bear poppy would be expected to recolonize the slopes and the perimeter of the detention 
basins.  The SEA also notes that this action would result in a 1.9-percent loss of the known 
buckwheat habitat.  In addition, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) indicated in their 26 
October 2006 Wilderness Management Plan and Environmental Assessment for the Muddy 
Mountain Wilderness that the Muddy Mountain Wilderness area contained “the largest 
population of Las Vegas buckwheat…” (page 50).     
 
In addition to the comments above, Nellis AFB understands and appreciates the NDF’s 
concerns regarding the Las Vegas bearpoppy (Arctomecon californica) and Las Vegas 
buckwheat (Eriogonoum corymbosum var. nilesii).  As indicated in our past communications 
with your office, most recently on 18 December 2006, 3 January and 16 January 2007, Nellis 
AFB leadership committed to amending its application to the NDF for a take permit, under 
which Nellis AFB will enter into a Memorandum of Agreement to establish a conservation 
area in Area III to mitigate project impacts (See Attachment, Take Permit Amendment).  The 
mitigation measures identified in the NDF take permit will be coordinated with the NDF and 
the United States Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS).    
 
In sum, Nellis AFB is looking forward to working with both the NDF and the USFWS in 
mitigating impacts to the remaining Area III Las Vegas Bearpoppy and Las Vegas 
Buckwheat habitat.  It is our hope that the measures identified in the amended take permit 
will serve as an opportunity to educate Nellis AFB families on the significance of conserving 



threatened natural resources, as well as benefit Las Vegas Valley residents by safeguarding a 
part of the region’s natural heritage.     
 



Take Permit Amendments 



 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS 99TH AIR BASE WING (ACC) 

NELLIS AIR FORCE BASE, NEVADA 

Colonel Michael L. Bartley 
Conunander 
4430 Grissom Ave, Ste 10 I 
Nellis AFB NV 89191-6520 

Mr. John Jones 
Regional Forester 
Nevada Division of Forestry 
Southern Region Headquarters 
4747 West Vegas Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89108 

Dear Mr. Jones 

6 FEE 2007 

As per your correspondence dated 15 December 2006 (Attachment I), Nellis Air Force Base 
(AFB) is providing the additional information requested by the Nevada Division of Forestry (NDF) 
for the application for a take permit, as required by NRS § 527.050 and NAC §§ 527.0 I 0-527.560, 
for the disturbance or destruction of a critically endangered species, the Las Vegas Bear Poppy 
(Arctomecon californica). The proposed project area encompasses approximately 30 acres of 
Department of Defense land in Area Ill, which was leased to Hunt Construction Group on I May 
2006 as part of the Military Family Housing (MFH) revitalization project. The remaining rangeland 
acreage within Area III is solely administered by Nellis AFB, as described in the initial Nellis AFB 
request for take permit dated 28 November 2006. 

Nellis AFB met formally with the NDF and the U.S. Fish &Wildlife Service (USFWS) on 18 Dec 
06, and informally on 3 Jan 07 and 16 Jan 07, to further discuss conditions of the take permit. As a 
result of these meetings, the following I 0 agreed upon items will be initiated and implemented by 
Nellis AFB as conditions of the requested permit: 

(I) Formal establishment of a conservation area for the remaining undeveloped areas of 
Area III (±300 acres), through a Memorandum of Agreement approved by appropriate 
administrators ofNellis AFB (U.S. Air Force), NDF and the USFWS, within 12 months from the 
date of the issuance of the take permit. The Memorandum of Agreement will delineate all of the 
tenm, as agreed upon by all three agencies, which will be performed by Nellis AFB in protecting 
and maintaining the Las Vegas bear poppy in a natural and undeveloped state for as long as it is a 
state protected species. Additionally, a map delineating the conservation area and its specific 
acreage will be finalized, agreed upon and attached to the issued take permit. 

(2) Reduce the width of construction access routes from 350 feet wide to 60 feet, and to 30 
feet if within I 00 feet of concentrations of bear poppy plants, as identified by the NDF, to limit 
the disturbance and impacts from construction activities. 
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(3) Install temporary fencing (i.e. orange mesh snow fence) around construction footprints 
and access routes to define and limit construction equipment and personnel to only those areas 
necessary and avoid unnecessary trampling of habitat. 

(4) Provide to all contractors a pre-construction briefing, conducted by a qualified 
biologist, to educate contractors on the identification of and ecological significance of bear poppy 
plants, laws protecting them, permit and mitigation requirements and all on-site activity 
limitations and restrictions during construction. 

(5) Provide a qualified biologist, on site daily, during construction activities to monitor 
work and ensure compliance with restrictions and requirements. 

(6) Ensure dust control measures are implemented (i.e. watering access roads and 
excavation sites) to reduce the impact of dust drifting onto remaining plants, which may interfere 
with plants' biological functions. 

(7) Salvage the upper 2" of topsoil, which may contain important seed bank, from sites to 
be disturbed. Salvaged topsoil will be replaced later, on construction-disturbed areas within the 
conservation area, including access routes and around the detention basins, following 
construction. Replaced topsoil will be spread to a maximum depth of 2". 

(8) Salvage Las Vegas bear poppy and buckwheat plants in the path of construction; 
provide at least two mounted herbarium specimens of both species to the UNLV Herbarium; and 
transplant buckwheat plants onto construction-disturbed sites within the conservation area, 
including access routes and around the detention basins; following construction. 

(9) Repair the damaged perimeter boundary fence of Area III, ensure the fence is 
maintained in a secure condition, and provide for the clean up of dumped and windblown debris 
and trash on the northern and western boundaries. 

(10) Limit, define and clearly mark all equestrian and/or hiking trails located in Area III. 
NDF will participate in the design/location of such trails to avoid damage to plants and habitat. 
If horses are permitted in the area, NAFB shall require education of riders, require that horses 
stay on designated trails, and require that only weed-free hay or other feed be fed/used for two 
days prior to and during the time a horse enters the area, to prevent introduction of invasive 
weeds. The use of these trails will be reviewed annually to ensure compliance, assess impacts 
and determine if such use may be terminated, if warranted by adverse impacts. 

In addition to the items discussed above, your 15 Dec 06 letter requested specific information 
concerning contractor education, mitigation, site protection and research and monitoring activities 
associated with the MFH project. Nellis AFB responses to those specific requests are as follows: 

NDF Request I: 1 (d) A statement describing the best management practices and 
measures that will be used to minimize soil erosion and negative impacts to the surface and air 
during implementation oftlze proposed project plan and mitigation activities. 

Nellis AFB Response 1: All on-site supervisory personnel will attend the Clark County 
Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management Dust Class. All surface soils will 



be pre-watered and a stabilized condition maintained where equipment and vehicles will 
operate; a water and tackifier mixture will be applied during clearing and grubbing; soils will be 
watered sufficient to form crust immediately following clearing and grubbing; and live 
perennial vegetation and desert pavement will be maintained wherever possible. A water truck 
will be used for all watering applications. For more details, see Attachment 2, Clark County 
Dust Control Permit for Construction Activities for the Landings at Nellis AFB, which includes 
the proposed project area stormwater detention system. A synthetic tiller fabric silt fence will 
be installed around the project area to intercept sediments in disturbed areas during sheet flow 
events. For more details regarding erosion controls, see Attachment 3, Privatization of Military 
Family Housing at Nellis Air Force Base Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. 

NDF Request 2: I (e)(3) Assessment of the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation 
activities. 

Nellis AFB Response 2: Establishment of a conservation area will preserve and protect 
the remaining Area III habitat area. The remaining habitat area to the north of the proposed 
project area contains the most robust specimens and densest population concentrations in the 
entire habitat area. Reducing the width of construction access routes will lessen impacts to the 
habitat area. [nstallation of temporary construction fencing will clearly delineate the boundaries 
of the project area, which will assist in ensuring that construction activities remain within the 
project area and minimize impacts to surrounding habitat. 

A pre-construction briefing provided by the Nellis AFB Biologist will educate 
construction personnel regarding the laws and regulations protecting the species, as well as 
teach personnel to identify the species within the project area. Biological monitoring will 
further ensure that a minimal number of individual plants are impacted and that all conditions 
of the permit are met. These measures will allow for maximum salvage of plants within the 
project area and maximum protection of the remaining habitat. 

Implementation of dust and erosion control measures will ensure minimal impacts to the 
surrounding habitat. The preservation and replacement of topsoil in construction areas would 
increase the potential for Las Vegas bear poppy re-establishment, while also creating a more 
favorable buffer area to the core habitat. While efforts to salvage the bear poppy have been 
largely unsuccessful, continued attempts could add to the understanding of the cultivation of 
the species, which could ultimately lead to regeneration of the species throughout their historic 
range. 

Repairs to the Area fii boundary fence would protect the proposed conservation area 
from impacts resulting from unauthorized entry onto Nellis AFB property. Trash removal 
from the area would minimize potential threats to the population from the decomposition of 
potentially harmful substances and their introduction into micro-habitats, as well as enhance 
the aesthetic quality of the area. Limiting and monitoring horse trails in the conservation area 
would have similar effects. 

NDF Request 3: I (e)(4) Assessment of the .. .potential for erosion and other natural 
factors affecting proposed mitigation activities. 



Nellis AFB Response 3: The potential for erosion and other natural factors affecting the 
proposed conservation area north of the project area will remain at current levels. The design 
and function of the stormwater detention system will considerably reduce erosion in the 
habitat areas to the west/southwest and east/southeast of the detention ponds. 

NDF Request 4: I (e)(5) Assessment of the potential for degradation, fragmentation and 
extirpation of any plant on the list of fully protected species of native flora resulting from 
implementation of the project. · 

Nellis AFB Response 4: While some specimens will be taken due to the proposed action, 
the project has no potential to degrade, fragment or extirpate any fully protected native flora 
species. The stormwater detention ponds have been designed to avoid impacts to the Las Vegas 
bear poppy population to the maximum extent practicable. The function of the proposed 
stormwater detention system will reduce erosion in the habitat area to the southeast/southwest, 
which may actually protect tender young seedlings that could be washed away during sheet 
flow events, thus increasing the current Area III populations. 

NDF Request 5: I (e)(6)(JJJ) A plcuz for site protection, including, without limitation, 
signs and fencing. 

Nellis AFB Response 5: Temporary construction fencing will be installed to 
completely enclose the construction footprints and access routes. The fencing will prevent 
unnecessary trampling and disturbance of the surrounding habitat. 

NDF Request 6: I (e)(6)(JV) A plan for educating employees, contractors, and 
subcontractors. 

Nellis AFB Response 6: All contractors, sub-contractors, and Nellis AFB personnel 
involved in the project will attend a pre-construction briefmg given by the Nellis AFB 
Biologist regarding the Las Vegas bear poppy. Species photographs, as well as text 
handouts, briefly explaining the Nevada Administrative Code regarding fully protected 
species of native flora, permit and mitigation requirements, and all on-site activity limitations 
and restrictions, will be distributed. The Biologist will take all project personnel into the 
project area to show them examples of both immature and adult specimens. The Nellis AFB 
Biologist will also explain the ecological significance of Las Vegas bear poppy plants in the 
region, as well as State of Nevada's efforts to protect and preserve the species. 

NDF Request 7: I (e)(6)(V) The research and monitoring activities that will be 
conducted. 

Nellis AFB Response 7: A qualified biologist representing Nellis AFB will be on site 
daily during construction activity to monitor work and ensure compliance with permit 
restrictions and requirements. After the detention ponds are completed, the Nellis AFB 
Biologist will visually evaluate, on a semi-annual basis, the success of habitat re­
establislunent through redistribution of topsoil, and salvaged and transplanted bear poppy on 
the construction-disturbed site. Site visits will occur twice a year for 5 years. Photographs 
will be taken of the site from permanent photo points, which will pictorially document the 
development of the habitat over the 5-year period. The Nellis AFB Biologist will provide 



NDF, USFWS and the Nevada Natural Heritage Program copies of the field reports 
generated after each evaluation. 

Since this proposed project is driven by the 2003 Defense Planning Guide issued by the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense, which mandated revitalization of military family housing, Nellis AFB 
requests that the State Forester waive the application processing fee required by NAC 527.270 §6(c)., 
"in the public interest." 

Sincerely 

3 Attachments: 
1. Nevada Division of Forestry Correspondence, 15 Dec 06 
2. Clark County Dust Control Permit for Construction Activities for the Landings at Nellis AFB 
3. Privatization of Military Family Housing at Nellis AFB Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 

cc: 
State Forester, Nevada Division of Forestry, Carson City, Nevada 
Regional Forester, Southern Region, Nevada Division of Forestry, Las Vegas, Nevada 
Administrator, Desert Conservation Program, Air Quality & Environmental Management, Clark 

County, Las Vegas, Nevada 
US Fish and Wildlife Service, Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office, Reno, Nevada 



 



ATTACHMENT 1: Nevada Division Of Forestry Correspondence dated 15 
December 2006  
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STATE OF NEVADA 
Dt;PAitT1'1ENT Of CONSEI<V-\TION AND 1'1A1VRA!.. RESOI!RCES 

NEVADA DIVISION OF FORESTRY 
4N7 W. Vegas Drive 

las Veg~~. Nevada 891 08·2135 
Phone (702) 486·5 123 · Fax ·(702} 486-5186 

Colonel Mlthael L. Bartley 
C ommandcr · 
4430.G n ssom Ave, Ste 101 
Nellis AFB. NV 89191-65'20 

Dear Colonel Bartley:· 

December 15, 1006 

JOHN J0>"£S 
Rt{lfrm~l Fn~l4lt 

e.ev'-

We have n,lceived your request for a condllronal pem1H for dlSrurbance or destruction of Las 
Vegas bearp.oppy (Arclomecon califomica) in Area lll. You subm1nedas your re{[llired project 
plan a copy of the draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the:proposed proJect. Aller 
reviewing the document, however, we lind th~t certam requrred inform~tion is- not adeqt~ately 
•tddressed. Additional infonnation is 1ieeded before we. can make a detennination on y-our 
request 

State Forester Pete Anderson recently sem comments to Ms. Lymt Haarklau at Nellis regarding_ 
·concern~ -with the project and Jniugation plan ln the draft Supplemenml EA. Accordingly, more 
infonn(ltlon is needed for the following sp~cific requirements: 

NAC 527.280 Appli<lation 
2(1) A complete plan for the proposed mitigation activt ties. mcludrng. without limitation. 
pro~1osed off-site nutigatron activnies of the proJect 

NAC527 .190 PrOJe<:l plan 
I (d) A statement describing the best management practices and measures that will be used to 
minimize soil erosion and negauve tmpacts to the surface and mr durin.g implemcmatron of the 
proposed project plan and mitigation activities 
I (e)(3) Assessment of the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation activi ties 
1 (e)(4) Assessment of the . . .. . potenllal t'or erosion and other natural factors atTectmg proposel..l 
mi tigation activities 
I (e)(5) Asse-ssment of the potential for degradatton. fragmentation and extl.rpation of any plant 
on the list of fully protected species ofnattve nora resu lting from tmplemermuion of the project 



J(e)(6)(nl) A plan for site protection. including, without limiunion, sign~ and iCll(ang 
llel(6)(1V) A plan for educatm~; employees. contractors and subcomrnctors 
l(eX6)(V) llle research :llld momtonng acri'' tlles that will he I!OnJuctr.l\1 

A copy of the en1Jre NAC chapter 517JS attached for your ref~ renee. 

We- would be glad to dtscuss these 1tems further wnh you and your staJf. perhaps at thto 
scheduled December 18 meeting. 

Smcerc!Y· 

.4{:~~,;4--
fotm Jones 
Southtlrn Reg1onal Forestc.'t 

cc. (\.ete Anderson 
Oob Ashworth 
R.tc.h H atve)l 

Ltsa Onega 



ATTACHMENT 2: Clark County Dust Control Permit for Construction Activities 
for the Landings at Nellis AFB 
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0 ~sr::t Ov.Tm 0 ~e'oper ;;:! PTne :::mtlactcr ~Cth« ________________ _ 

N<!J1W; Hu'lf B;.;:!dir:g C011~.'.'.'f.:.~~-~--- ·······-··· 
Addt'!iss 84 Slalk:n:l Drive 

City; Lasy~--- S!a!e·NV Zp:,B0<1cr"5,_ ___ _ 

Te!epiwme:.{!.f!2)543-710Z ........ _ E:tt. 102 Fa::t: i702)B43-7809 
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:2. Pre~: 

1\'ar..e. The Larv.Ji~~-~ NeiPl ArB- f!1 ~-~!~~ -~-~1_-!~~g,_..U"''"''cc-----~ 
Addr&~s: 84 St<tfotd Cffi._!_ CHy: cLc~'>.'Ve"lJ'l'<'''CN"V"------~ 
Nearest r..~oror?SHtr!'t!!ls. E. C•aig .Rd. & N. Nellis B!vd. 

TcWflShlp(s}.· \14:> ~ 2.0:'\>,. 

Assesscr's 

' 
' 

(fOl-'l'deri to 1M neares: J.1 .;ere, rin. 1$!l1 acrn, QH :and 
project acreage: _orojeC: si:e reAv o..rp;wed access roads. 

You must seJeet one of the following three choicliS. 
: ~'! proJect does .not re~ulre any offsrte $!teet or ut~itj Cevelopment 

:J Thi$ pr<lject reqJ:res of!'site streetrutility development that JS not irtcluded 1,... this arpl!cation, 
lnd wUI t:e lidded at a Jeter d;)!o by mOOif.cation or additional permij, 

!Z ~his a;~pl c~!lon Includes offslle streeti~mity development. (Area must be marked on trw 
&COO'I'lparylfg ~: 1t:t.p. Check a~ tllat apply) 
L::rty L2tc"al 0 :t:SSlhart "'00 ~. ~greaie'the! 1CC ft. 0 Half street []Full Stroot 
0 C\J-h 1 !.:rtn.nre ;:::] En:!l:y N:.me ard Nuf!1b0f of i\ppmvOO Offsito Plan I Permit f 

3. P!'tlp&fty OWrter ilf Mt app!ftarrt:): 

Name· NeHs AF8 PrOjX)ft~es, LL:.; ( ~'TIP -ro HW..jr .t.;.U,ldtlii;..4-J .. •. 1 ~..-!l>J 
I! li~l\t It NOT !)'Ia Prope1.y Ohner. app.:icart mt,st ooma<~!te lte Owni!r'$ Design<!& lcr.11 
DCP05, s-ee Attw:htl'leflll: Dust Central ?errnh i=onm Th~ f\g.1ilfure :n the Ow~er's iesi.;ne.Ji 
loat ttt.;6t M ltle t.SrtM person tl'lst signs 'this a;:pFqr~~"'-

icmtocru 
&u Mtt:ffi5 

~1ct3 



4. Point of Contact for dust control matters and to whom a NOTICE OF VIOLATION should 
be sent if necessary: 

Name: John Leidolf Company: Hunt Building Company. Ltd. 

state: ~N"V:ccc:-
Ellf: 102 Fax: (702) 643-7809 

Zip:B9115 

After Hours Phone. 17021 649-2009 

5. On-site Superintendent/Supervisor/Foreman contact: 

Nama: Bill Reynolds Company· Hunt Building Company, Ltd. 

On-site phone· _1702) 643-7102 Cellular/Pager. (702) 513-7470 

DAQEM Dust Class Cerl1fication/Card #: DC 1006071 Expiralion date: 10/9/06 

Have all olher on-s1te supervisory personnel attended the DAQEM Dust Class? ill Yes 0 No 

If no, all on-srte supervisory personnel must attend a DAQEM Dust Class within 30 days. 

6. storm Water Advisory: Be adv1~ed that all land disturbances that exceed one (1) acre or 
which are adjacent to a waterway must submit a "Notice of Intent" to the N!!vada Division of 
Environmental Protection {NDEP) that certifies a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan has 
been developed and is maintainOO for the site. For information contact NDEP at (775) 6(17-
9429. Applications and instructions ar!l ava1lable at www.ndep.nv.gov/bwpc/siorrn01 htm 

7, By signing this permit application I certify that: 
A, I ~m authorized, on behalf Df the individual or company listed in Section 1, as 

Applicant/Permittee, to apply for their Dust Control Permit and to commit to all of the terms and 
con<f!tions of the requested permit 

S. Construction activities will be limited to lands th~t the applicant/permittee either owns or Is 
authorized louse for c<mstructlon ~ctivities. The permit issued sullsequent to this application is 
not a substltllt<! for obtaining the property owners permission to use his land. Issuance of a 
Dust Control Permit is intended only for the purpose of controlling emissions of air pollutants 
and assuring ~ornpliane& with Air Quality Regulations. The applieantlp&tmlttee agrees to hold 
harmless, Indemnify, and defend Clark County, its ernploy9as and assigns from any claims that 
may arise due to any unauthorized use of land for construc1ion activities. 

C. The permittee accapts responsibility for assuring that all contractors, subcontntdors, and all 
other persons on the construclion site covered by this permit, comply with the terms and 
conditions of the permit, the dust mitigation plan and all applicable Air Quality Regulatioll'S. 

D. The applicant/permittee underst<Jnds that it Is a condition of the permit that the permittee agrees 
to allow the inspection of the site for compliance with the terms and conditions of the permit 
and Air Quality Regulations at any time during the permittee's hours of operation by a PAQEM 
officer without prior notice or at any time pur!!mant to the investigation of a complaint or upon 
direct observation of emission and/orhlilure tD maintain Bast Management Practices. 

E. I understand that any material misrepresentation made in this application may Invalidate the 
permit and that Clark. County may pursue enforcement action against me. In addition, I 
understand any willful misrepres&ntatlon may result in criminal penalties. I declare under 
penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and corract. 

Exec[Jted on: 

Focm#OCP~I 

Re\' !l.~ CI'IC<l'l 
Page2 of 3 



Air 
L DUST M!TIGATIOL\l PLAN FOR ALL PROJECTS 

mmmml 

Project Name: The U:l'ldi~gs A: N~ll:t AFB • 817 PrivatLred FOU$1flfl Ur11s 

Permitwe Nai!W: Hurl 61J.:dir.g Come any, U,"'-d, ------------­
Identify the Pro}ect SoH "Particulate Emlssk>r. l"otef!!Jal" (cneck all thru aopt;}.· 

Using s~t amt cptirwm noillture ccrrent l¢ ;JeW:rrfre lf1e partiCl.laW emissltm :,~:;t&n~al 
(PEP) Is t~ !)(ef6m:ri method. 

D PEP doternioot! tsir\g genernlized PEP detamoln:atkl1 maps lnc:~coc 1r ti\e Dust 
C<:mlt!.ll Hl:lndt:vok. 

Ill FEP d2lsfr'llred usirg si~ w cptlmt.ir.t noistureta~ in n~ure 2 clthe oust Cootm 
1-iandboo< 

Percer.tage ctsittlhrol.tg:"l a #200 sieve: 66.\i& OpUmvm moi~tuw<::mtonl: ~ 

PEP for this p:oj?cllsdatermhed to be: 

Wi!lafSOl1M: ei H\'drarrtwit!1 J001l$ Ve.lve 0 Pi-e ~.oae lll Wtr.cr truck3/p~..fu. DWell 

0 Gta"ld tanks [: Pond:> Oother: _____ _ 

PROJECT ACTIVITIES CHECKUST 
Instructions: 

fliaw a check matk '" 1M bcx !:J the right of each ProJect Actvr.y lh<lt wm oocm oo y;;;Jr 
;;ro;ect . f addiiiol"'al roJ oislvrlif19 a:::tN;tJes tr:a: are not on t~ ;:;t,~k:wt are io be int!udm:l 
il'l tht:; ::~·eject, list the..., oo a 5e;lil'<Jie O(lgf! and prmride a dUSQf!ptia1, For a mo-e complota 
des<'..rip:lcn of the ~~~too ~ties, ;we:~ Control MNmu:es Sem:tm Pages (FDI'm DCf>t}3) 
!hat fcryw or re'er !a ~'le Besl Marmgom.;nt Prfntcts fer dust to:;ntroll~ tha Ousf Ccrimi 
Har;Cbook. 

eMP 10 Oiaturl:led Soil and BMI' 20 Trackout Preventkm and C~ntlp must Pe matkml 
forfNtlfY Oust Mitigation Plan. 

CONTROl. Mi:ASU~ SELECTION PAGES 
lnstractloM;: 

for each ;;:eject actMty t'><rt }'<hi h<W$ SG!a::f.ed on lhs Pr;.~Mfi>"¢>W C~ecklis! you mJii.t 
:rclude the cocrespond:r.~:; Cor&-o; Mewses SeklctioCJ Pa;~e. Read ani understllr.d ewh 
;rem listed as a "Reflutra'll<lnt" <n these lOC:~.<ded p~ga;;. \'Vll..,.o controln'!NISI.lfe optkn;, am 
listed, place a chec~ ,n tre bo:>: in t:oot if the control m<:aiM'e yr;u w:ll \~Stl to fm!'M lilal 
mqulremerrt. Y:;.v must sek:::: al Joost oro ::>":mtrnl ll'M'If!il\1'11 wtlore a C"t:lice Is lisl!!d. 111 
!llidl11on you must select :ho c;m:rol meast:fi) lh\'lt wrras;:10n:!s :c y{ll!f PE" <'IS listed ab-tNe 
ifappF;:a*, 

NOTE: PRO.JECTS 10 ACRES AND URGER MUST COflPLe"TE A SUPPLEMENT TO 
Ult( OUST MfTlQARTION ?LA!ti(APPENDJX S..1 AND B-~). 



.... ..._ ...... _,._, 

Air~uality 
PROJECT ACTIVITIES CHECKLIST 

?ro.'ecl Na-111: Tho LancH11gs Al Nol':s N''S "817 PrfvatizOO Hoc;sing Ur;:ts 

P•vm.itt""' '-:=:"' Hunt Suildlng Co~ parry, ltd. 

PLACE A CHECK MARK NOO TO £VtRY AC11VITY TlfATW,lLBE OONCUCTEDON Tt<!S.S•TE, 1'0~ EACH CHECI<ED 
I ·r ·I 

' 



CONTROL MEASURES SELECTION PAGES 

The Landings At Nellis AFB- 817 Privatized Housing Units 

c=B~A~C~K~Fl~L~L~IN~G~----------------------------~' BMP01 

YOU MUST SELECT AT LEAST ONE CONTROL MEASURE FOR EACH REQUIREMENT. 
PLACE A CHECK IN THE BOX IN FRONT OF YOUR SELECTION. 

Requirement: Stabilize backfill material when not actively handling. 

[Z] 01-1 Water backfill material to maintain moisture or to form crust when 
not actively handling. 

D 01-2 Apply and maintain a dust palliative to backfill material to form crust 
when not actively handling. 

D 01-3 Cover or enclose backfill material when not actively handling. 

Requirement: Stabilize backfill material during handling. 

D 01-4 Empty loader bucket slowly and minimize drop height from loader 
bucket. 

[ZJ 01-5 Dedicate water truck or large hose to backfilling equipment and 
apply water as needed. 

Note: Select at least one of the above; in addition the appropriate control 
measure for your soil type must be selected from the following. 

D 01-6 L: Mix moist soil with dry soil until the optimum moisture is 
reached. 

D 01-7 ML: Apply and mix water into the backfill material until optimum 
moisture is reached. 

12J 01-8 MH: Apply and mix water and tackifier solution into the backfill 
material until optimum moisture is reached. 

D 01-9 H: Apply and mix water and surfactant solution into the backfill 
material until optimum moisture is reached. 

Requirement: Stabilize soil at completion of backfilling activity. 

[Z] 01-10 Apply water and maintain disturbed soils in a stable condition until 
permanent stabilization is complete. 

D 01-11 Apply and maintain a dust palliative on disturbed soils to form a 
crust following backfilling activity. 

Requirement: Stabilize material while using pipe padder equipment. 

D 01-12 Mix moist soil with dry soil until the optimum moisture is reached. 

[ZJ 01-13 Dedicate water truck or large hose to equipment and apply water as 
needed. 

Form DCP 03 
Rev. 511104 



The ' 
CONTROL MEASURES SELECTION PAGES 

Nellis AFB- 817 Privatized Housing Units 

BMP04 

Requirement: Stabilize surface soils wflere support equipment and vehicles 
will operate. 

[{] 04-1 Pre-water and maintain surface soils in a stabilized condition where 
support equipmomt and vehicles will operate. 

D 04-2 Apply and maintain a dust palliative on surface soils where support 
equipment arld vehicles will ope!"<lte. 

Requirement: Stabilize soil during clearing and grubbing acUvities. 

D 04-3 L & ML: Apply water during clearing and grub-bing activities. 

0 04-4 MH: Apply water artd tackifier mixture dLring clearing and grubbing 
activities. 

0 04-5 H· Apply w~:~t»r and smfar.tant mirture during clearing ;:mrl grubbing 
activtties. 

Requirement: Stabilize disturbed soil immediately after clearing and 
grubbing activities. 

0 04-8 Water disturtled soils to form crust immediately following clearing 
and gruObing activities. 

0 04-7 Apply and maintain a dust palliative on disturbed soils to form crust 
immediately following clearing and grubbing activities. 

Recommendations: Maintain live perennial vegetation and desert pavement 
where possible. 

See also: BMP 11: DISTURBED LAND-- Long-Term Stabilization, if no 
continuing ac!ivrty wm occur within 30 days. 

FO'"'l DGP 03 
Rev. 511104 



CONTROL MEASUR:ES St:lECT!ON PAGES 

BMP05 

PLACE A CHECK IN THE BOX !N FRONT OF YOUR SELECTlON. 

Requfrsment: Umit viaible emissions to no more than an average of 20% 
OPOI~ity for -«flY perJotj aggregating 3 mlnut&S In -any SO· 
minute p&r!od pursuant to Air Quality Regulations. 

iZ! 05-1 Us.e single sta9e poJrs, 1.mless prohicite:; hy engineering <!,.;sign c: 
hJL'ding code, ttl minimize c!eari111. 

Na.te; At least orre of the following must be selected. 

7 0!':·2 Use water spray :C cloor foons, fo;.~ndalbns and slabs 

C 05·3 Usc sweeping and wa:tar spray tc c·ea' f:::.:ms, foundations an::l 
slabs. 

C 05·4 Use Industria: V!lc;Jt.m to cleat toor.s, foond<rtions and Sl!ibs p:ior tc 
the i..ISC cf hlgJ1 pr<>ssure air to b!o'N soil a'1d Mbrls. 

::J O&<i Use industrial '!acuum to clearfOfns, foundatJons a'ld slabs. 

Recommendations: VerifY Bu11dlng Code Restre<'ons for use cfwa~er on slabs\ 

Avoid use of h1gh prel!!:klH< air to blow soil uno cebfs fro'Tl 
forms. fcu:-uj;:;tiOrl$ and sl;;bs. 

Fo•:11 [X"P D3 
RO'J 5/1,'()4 



CONTROL MEASURES SELECTION PAGES 

At Nellis AFB- 817 Privatized Units 

Requirement: Obtain the appropriate Operating Permit for powered 
crushers prior to engaging in crushing activity. Comply with 
permit conditions. 

Requirement: Stabilize surface soils where support equipment and vehicles 
will operate. 

!Zl 06-1 Pre-water and maintain surface so1ls in a stabilized condition where 
support equipment and vehicles will operate. 

0 06-2 Apply and mai11tain a dust palliative to surface soils where support 
equipment and vehicles will operate 

Requirement: Stabilize material before crushing. 

[2) 06-3 Pre-water material prior to loading into crusher. 

D 06-4 Test material to determine moisture conten! and silt loading, crush 
only material that is at optimum moisture content. 

Requirement: Stabilize material during crushing. 

[2) 06-5 Apply water to stabilize material so as to remain in compliance wrrh 
opacity standards and permit conditions, during crushing. 

0 06-6 Monitor emissior~s opacity. Make adjustmer1ts to remain in 
compliance with opacity standards and permit conditions. 

Requirement: Stabilize material after crushing. 

[2) 06-7 Water crushed material fo form crust Immediately following 
crushing. 

0 06-8 Apply and maintain a dust palliative to cmshed material. 

See also: BMP 19. STOCKPILING 

Form DCPD3 
Rev. 511~ 



CONTROL MEASURES SELECTION PAGES 

The :..a'"ldi'lgs At Nellis AFB- 817 ?ivatized Housing 'J:litS 

j;J gcu~T~A~N~Dt.F~l~LL~·~~~~~~~~~;;;::;;~;;::;;;;::;JJ BMP 07 
YOU MUST SELECT AT LEAST ONE CONTROL MEASURE FOR EACtf REQUIREMENT, 

PLACE A CHECK IN THE BOX IN FRONT OF YOUR SELECTION. 

Requirement: Stabilize surface soils where support equipment and vehicles 
wl!l operata 

0 07·1 Pre-,vater and maintain surtace scils 'n a stab~lzed conc~i::m vi!Y?re 
support oquip:neffi and vehiCles will operate. 

D 07-2. Appty and T!airtaln a dust palliafve to surfaoo soils whe;e s:.tp;>crl 
e:Quip'nerrt and llOhlcles W':l opt>nle. 

Requirement: Pro-water $0!1$. 

n 07~ Dig a lost 'x>le ic cteplh r.!f oo: or-equipment penetratit!n to 
detemlno !f sOiis am moist at depth. ContinLJe to pre-water if no: 
m::>isl to depth or cut 

D 07-4 L & ML: Pre-wa!Brwth .sprink!srs orwobblers to allow rrre •"or 
peneuafit<t 

D 07-5 L & ML: Pre-wntef wth ·Nater trucks or water pulls tc allow time for 
penettatk;;t 

[! C7-€ MH: Pre-water wi:h a .,.,\liter and tackifler mixture using spt:nklets 
orwobb!ers fu al!ow time ~ot penetration. 

\Z 07-7 MH: Pre-v.-aferw:'"jj a .... mer and tack!fier mixture :.~sir.g v.!ater trucks 
or water pulls to aliO'.vtine for penetra.tiO~. 

[J 07-8 H: Pre->vaterw:11 <Hila~ a.nd surfactant mixl:u~e using sprinklers 
orwobblers :o allow !ir:1e for penetration. 

D 07~9 H: Pre-water with a water and surfactant rr:X:t.ie uslt~g wmet 
frvcks 01 wale! p:.dlsto allow time for penetration. 

Requirement; Stabilize soil during cut activitie&. 

[2] 01"10 Apply water, usi1S water truck or wa:er pt. I, to depth cf cut prior to 
sutmeqoont C:.IIS. 

0D7~11 Noeu!actf/~!es~l!or 1y 

Requirement Stubilire soU after cut and fill activities, 

[£] 07·12 Wa:ar dish.Jr:ed soils to form cr~Jst follr:rMng Till a~d oompactio;"l. 

D 07~13 Appi'f a1d rr1alrrtain a dust paF'ative on c'istu:bed scils to for:r> cn.s': 
fui'O\Ving 41and compaction. 

See also; BMP 1 ~: DISTURBED LAND~ Lw1g~Term SWblliZ.!tlf!c~ if no 
cwtim .. ing activity will oo:::~.<rw!tt-.:n 30 days. 



YOU M!JST SELECT AT LEAST ONE CONTROL MEASURE FOR EACH REQUIREMENT 
P!..A.CEA CHECK IN THE BOX IN FRONT OP YOUR SELECTION. 

Requiromolit: For renovation or demolition of a stru~t!Jr'$, a D~olition 
Supplemental form (see Appendix A) must be fillnd out, submitted 
and approved by thG Conttol Offiecr prior to cotrtmet1Cil1g 
demolition. 

Requirement~ An asbestos survey must be .. onducted on .any facility or structute 
!ltat ts subJect to NESI.o/AP requ1r.ements betom demolition can 
commence, 

Requirement: A complete Clark County NESHAP Jtlotification form must be 
submitted t<'l the OAQEM at least t$n wwklng dllf$ priot to 
dem~;~lit/Otl. rhe astwstos survey must be attached to this 
notification. 

Requirement: Stabllltb •urface colfs where support equipment "nd vehicles will 
operate, 

lZJ 09·1 Pre"water and ma:ntain surface soi!s in a stabi:lzed cordi'Jon wha--e 
support oqLJlpment And vehiCles will op1!1llt6. 

0 09·2 Apply and malnte!:l a duet pa·!iativo: to s~.ufare suifs ,.,,.:,e~ supPort 
ec;~';lmont and ver.Jc:as will opera:o. 

D 09·3 Area wMre Sl.ppcrt eq:JioMent e:1d ve1·c:es w"H opera«; is corr:pletely 
covered with paving or OOt1:;re'.e, 

Requlremoot: Stabilize demolition debris during handling. 

Z !19-4 Apoly 'Nater to d&ll'liJ!lot deb:is dlfl'irg hafldfhg. 

Requirement: Stab ilk• dcbrls following demolition. 

0 09-5 APPlY water to stahkfz!O damchtlo:J ceb:i&. 

0 09-6 .A.pply e 6Jstpn.U:al.ive to sta6iHze <1emclilion dabr:s. 

Re-quil1ml0ni; Stabill.te wunmmdlng area fullowing demolttlon. 

:7: C-9-7 Apply walliv to stabi:ize $411't'!Uhi'i'il'lf.l ame ~flowing demolition. 

::; 09-8 Apply a'!d mail'''llfl a dDst palliative to s!abinte surrounding area fcPowi11g 
demo•ltk:n. 

Soo alsc: 8MP 23: TRUCK LOA.DlNG. 



CONTROL MEASURES SELECTION PAGES 

The Landings At Nellis AFB- 817 Privatized Housing Units 

~D~IS~T~U~R~BE~D~SO~IL~-------------------------'' BMP10 
YOU MUST SELECT AT LEAST ONE CONTROL MEASURE FOR EACH REQUIREMENT. 

PLACE A CHECK IN THE BOX IN FRONT OF YOUR SELECTION. 

Requirement: For each non-linear project to be permitted for 5 acres or 
less; install perimeter wind barrier 3 feet or more in height 
made of material with a porosity of 50% or less. 

Requirement: Limit vehicle traffic and disturbance of soils where possible. 

[l] 10-1 Limit vehicle traffic and disturbance of soils wtth the use of fencing, 
barriers, barricades, and/or wind barriers. 

Requirement: Stabilize and maintain stability of all disturbed soil 
throughout construction site. 

Note: You must choose one or more of the following. 
!Z]1 0-2 Apply water to stabilize disturbed soils. Soils must be kept in a 

sufficiently damp, crusted or covered condftion. 

D 10-3 Apply and maintain a dust palliative based on soil type and future 
plans. 

Requirement: Soil conditions, including preventive and corrective 
measures, must be recorded every day the construction 
project is active. 

Ill 10-4 Record soil conditions and dust control actions in daily project 
records. 

Recommendations: If interior block walls are planned, install as early in the 
construction as possible. 

See also: BMP 11: DISTURBED LAND-:- long-Term Stabilization, if no 
continuing activity will occur within 30 days. 

Form DCP 03 
Rev. 511/04 



CONTROL MEASURES SELECTION PAGES 

The Landings At Nellis AFB- 817 Privatized Housing Units 

-
PLACE A CHECK IN THE 

Requirement: Stabilize soil to meet standards required by Air Quality 
Regulation Section 90. 

BMP 11 

12] 11-1 Apply and maintain a dust pall1atJve on disturbed soils for long-tenn 
stabilization. 

C 11-2 Stabilize disturbed soil w1th vegetation for long-term stabilization. 

C 11-3 Pave or apply surface rock for long-term stabilization_ 

0 11-4 Use wind breaks in accordance wrth a site-specific plan approved 
by the Control Officer and Region IX Administrator of the EPA. 

0 11-5 Apply water and maintain soils in a visible damp or crusted 
condftio11 for temporary stabilization. 

Requirement~ Prevent access to limit soil disturbance. 

011-6 Prevent access by fencing, ditches, vegetation. berms or other 
suitable barrier or means approved by the Control Officer. 

Recommendations: Plant perimeter vegetation ea;ly. Use of native and droughf­
tclerant plants with greater than 50 % silhouette area is 
enccuraged. 

See also: BMP 12: DUST SUPPRESSANT, DUST PALLIATIVE AND 
SURFACTANT- Selection and Use. 

form DGP 03 
Rev. 5!11C4 



CONTROL ME'ASURCSS.EtECTION ?AGES 

\- 817 Pr:vaN:.ed f1ovsillg Uni;s 

BMP12 

Requ1romcnt Follow AQD "Interim Polley on Oust Palliatives Use In Clark 
C011nty, NeVada". 

RequlrM'Icnt Record usa of supprnsu:mt!!< ;md dmt p~lliatives i'i111d retain ...,..,._ 
Requiremeot; Follow applicable federal arui state regulations. 

ReqUiti:Hn.erlt Setect ~od of tong-tenn stabiUzatlon taking Into 
consideratlon future land use. 

C:: "'2·1 Fortr3ffic area appEcalloos :JSi'l Table 1· Traffic Area .A.ppllcalkn 
Reqo:rements, Appropriate Use of Uquld DJst Palliatives and 
Appf'rntlofl Rajes, from !'>e l'"lie:im PoEcy on D1.'tlt ramutivee Usa In 
Clark Cmrryty, Nevada. 

i7 12-2 Fer non-traffic area applications use Table 2: Non-Tr<~frlc Area 
Ap;:!ication Requirernellt$, ApJ)ropriate Usc of UqL::::l O'Js~ 
Pafiatives and Appl:oubon ~. frcm lha lntorlm P:.llr:y on Clt."'t 
Palliatives Uee fn Clark Cmmiy, Nevada. 

F'PmD<:i> )} 
r.~- b/1.~~ 



CONl'ROL N'J2ASURES SELECTION PAGES 

JMPORT!NG!EXPORTJNG SOIL, ROCK AND OTHER BULK 
MATERIAL 

BMP13 

YOIJ MUST SELECT AT LEAST ONE CONTROL MEASURE FOR EACH REQUIREMENT. 
PLACE A CHECK IN THE BOX !N FRONT OF YOUR SELECTION. 

Requirement: Limit visible dust opacity from vehicular operations. 

[l ~ 3--1 Appfy water at;d !l:nit vah!c!e speeds to 15 mpn 01 ihc work site. 

C 13-2 Appiy and rralntaln dvirl suppressant on t>au· '1'/t:~es. 

Requirem$1t; Cll#ck belly ..(lump truck seals mgu!<trly and remove any 
trapped roeks to prevent spll!age. 

Requirement Malnta!n ~inc he$ of freeboard to minimize spillag~t. 

Requinxnont: Stabilize mat~<~rials during transport on sit., 

C ; 3-3 Use wrps or olher swila:;ie enclosures on haul trut:(!l. 

[Zi ~ ~ S!ecirue materi2Js With w!Y.e;. 

Requirement: Clean wluwis and undercarriage of hat~) trucks priGr t<t 
reavrng constrrn::t:lon wife. 

Recom:nendatiorn: Verify State and J?Ca! la-... os, cormer11ing tile hading cf ~Jik 
ml?{')l'fals t>r1 pubFc roac'·.vays, 

See also: 8MP 20: TRACKOUT PRCVEN110'4 A~:; ::LEAN UP. 

f><T DC!"Nl 
Rev V1KI4 

BMP 23· TRUCK LOADING. 

.• 



CONTROL MEASURES SELECTION PACES 

Units 

Requirement Stabilize soils, materials and slopes during handling. 

0 14-1 L & Ml: Apply water prior to leveling or any other earth mov.ing 
activity to keep the scii moist throughout the process. 

[{] 14-2 MH: Apply a water and tackifier mixture prior to leveling or any 
other earth moving activity to keep the soil moist tllroughout the 
process. 

0 14-3 H: Apply a water and smfactant mixture pnor to leveling or any 
other earth moving activity to keep the soil moist throughout the 
process. 

Requirement Stabilize soils, materials and slopes at completion of activity. 

D 144 Stabilize sloping surfaces using soil binders un:il vegetation or 
ground cover can effectivety stabilize the slope. 

!Z/14-5 Apply wafer and maintain s!oping surfaces in a crusted condition. 

D 14-6 Maintain effective cover over materials 

FilJm DCP 03 
Ro; 5111C4 



Roq(liN)ment Stabillu soils prior to aetivifi!)$. 

~ ~ S.1 Pre-water subgrsl.fe sutfuce t.mtil optimum rooist..lre conta1t is 
tooched and mainttilnrut 

RequffefYlent: Stabilize soils during actlvitJ;u;. 

'£ ~5-2' Yainlan e: leas! 70% of optimum mo\s!ute contern for Type!! 
rraterial v..tr.le aggrega!ii iS beirg app!\00. 

R&q:uirem~nt Stabilize sc.lla. following actMtles. 
D 15-3 F>!aoo tack c:)St :m Type a aggregate base innediately after h ls 

~op!!ed. 

0 15-4 Apply ws~ar to Type II aggreg~e base immec!'atcly after i! is 
app~ed 

BMP15 

Requirement: Stab!lfz.e adjacent disturbed soits following paving lfetivifu!s. 

JZ]15-5 StabiiJza adJacont disturbed sc.:ls 7cllowing psvi'19 act:vltles ~Y 
crusting 'hit'l water. 

0 15·6 Stabi!iz& ad}acen! disturbed sdls folbw:n;; pav'ntJ activit:es by 
applying a ~ust pal!fative. 

0 15-7 Stabilize adjacent disturbed soi~s fo!'cwing paving ac':ivtties with 
immediate landscaping activity or inslallat~n of vegetative o~ rock 
cover. 

[J 15~ There are no soHs adjacent to pav!'lg ectivit:es. 



CON1'ROI.. ¥EASURES SEtOCTION PAGES 

Tl>:e Landings At NeN$ AFB- 817 Pt!'!ali;u;d H01AL1g Ur:lts 

I SAWING/CUTrtNG MATERIALS • I BMP HI 
YOU MUST SELECT AT LEAST ONE CONTROL MEASURE FOR: EACH RECU!REMEtrr. 

PlACE A CHECK !N THE BOX IN FRONT OF YOUR SELECTION. 

R~quirement Limit Visible emlsalons to no mor.a than an ilVerage of ZO"k 
.opacity, pJrsoant to Air Quality Regu!at!ooa 

!l]16-1 UcSe wmer to ::Jn1rol <;!us! ~ .. he:~ c~tlflg r;,atel'iaJs_ 

D 16-2 UM !'I vat:U'J'!' tCI r:o•lect just when CJtting mlllilriJf!L 



CONTROL MEASURES SELECTION PAGES 

The landings At Nellis AFB - 817 Privatized Housing Units 

PLACE A CHECK IN THE BOX IN FRONT OF YOUR SELECTION. 

BMP17 

Requirement If using a powered screen, obtain the appropriate Operating 
Permit for powered screens prior to engaging in screening 
activity. Comply with pennit conditions. 

Requirement: Drop material through the screen slowly and minimize drop 
height. 

Requirement: Stabilize surface soils where support equipment and 
vehicles Will operate. 

12]17-1 Pre-water and maintain surface soils in a stabiliztd condition where 
support equipment and vehicles will operate. 

D 17-2 Apply and maintain a dust palliative on surface soils where support 
equipment and vehicles will operate. 

Requirement: Pre-treat material prior to screening. 

!Z]17-3 Apply sufficient water to obtain at least 70% optimum moisture in 
material prior to screening. 

D 17-4 Apply a dust suppressant to material prior to screening. 

Requirement: Stabilize material during screening. 

12]17-5 Dedicate water truck or large hose to screening operation and 
apply water as needed to prevent dust. 

D 17-6 Apply water to material as it is being dropped through the screen. 

D 17-7 lns!alllhlind barrier upwind of screen as high as the screen drop 
point and made of material with a porosity of 50% or less. 

Requirement: Stabilize material and ~Jurrounding area immediately after 
screening. 

[ZJ 17-8 Apply water to stabilize screened material and surrounding area 
after screening. 

D 17-9 Apply and maintain a dust palliative to stabilize screened material 
and surrounding area after screening. 

See also: BMP 19: STOCKPILING 

Form DCP 03 
Rov. 511104 



CONTROL MEASURES SELECTION PAGES 

The Landings At Nellis AFB- 817 Privatized Housing Unrts. 

~~S~T7A~G~IN~G~A~R~E~A~S~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ BMP18 
YOU MUST SELECT AT LEAST ONE CONTROL MEASURE FOR EACH REQUIREMENT. 

PLACE A CHECK IN THE BOX IN FRONT OF YOUR SELECTION. 

Requirement: Limit visible dust opacity from vehicular operations. 
[2]18-1 Limit vehicle speeds to 15 mph in the staging area and on all 

unpaved ac~ess routes. 
D 18-2 Apply and maintain dust suppressant on all vehicle traffic areas in 

the staging areas and unpaved access routes. 

Requirement: Stabilize staging area soils during use. 

[{] Hl-3 Pre-water atld maintain su.rface soils in a stabilized condition where 
support equipment and vehicles will operate. 

D 18-4 Apply and maintain a dust palliative to surtace soils where support 
equipment and vehicles will be operated. 

Requirement: Stabilize staging area soils at project completion. 

[Z] 18-5 Apply a dust palliative. 

D 18-6 Apply screened or washed Type ll aggregate. 

D 18-7 Use wind breaks in accordance wtth a stle-specific plan approved 
by the Control Officer and Region IX Administrate! of the EPA. 

0 18-8 Pave with thin paving. 

D 18-9 Completed project will cover staging area wrth buildings, paving, 
and/or landscaping. 

D 18-10 Apply water to form adequate crust and prevent access. 

Recommendations: Limit size of staging areas. 

Limit i11gress and egress points. 

See also: BMP 20: TRACKOUT PREVENTION AND CLEANUP 

Fo'"' LlCP V~ 
Rev 5i1/C'4 



CONTROL MEASURES SELECTION PAGES 

Ths La~dings At NelliS AFB- 817 Privat1zed Housing Units 

STOCKPILING I BMP 19 
YOU MUST SELECT AT LEAST ONE CONTROL MEASURE FOR EACH REQUIREMENT. 

PLACE A CHECK IN THE BOX IN FRONT OF YOUR SELECTION. 

Requirement To the extent possible, maintain stockpile to avoid steep 
sides or faces. 

Requirement: Stockpile location and height must be maintained pursuant 
to Air Qua:!ity Regulations. Stockpiles located within 100 
yards of occupied buildings must not be constructed over 8 
fei!t In height. 

D 19-1 Stockpiles will not be constructed over 8 feet in height. 

IZJ19-2 Stockpiles will be constructed over 8 feet high and must have a 
road bladed to the top fa allow water truck access or must have a 
sprinkler irrigation system installed, used and mainta.'ned 

Requirement: Stabilize surface soils where support equipment and 
vehicles will operate. 

019-3 Pre-water and maintain surface soils in a stabilized condition where 
support equipment and vehicles will operate. 

0 19-4 Apply and maintain a dust palliat!ve on surface soils where support 
equipment and vehicles w1ll operate. 

Requirement: Stabilize stockpile materials during handling. 

0 19-5 Maintain stockpile materials with a! least 70% optimum moisture 
content. 

[2] 19-6 Remove material from !he downwind side of the stockpile, when 
safe to do so. 

Note: Select at least one of the above; in addition the appropriate 
control measure for your soil type must be selected from the 
following. 

D 19-7 L & ML: Apply water during slacking, loading and unloading 
operations. 

[{]19-8 MH: Apply a water and tackffier mixture during st<~r;king. loa<:lmg 
and unloading oper~(ions. 

D 19-9 H: Apply a w~ter and surfactant milcture during s!acking, loading 
and unloading operations. 

(Conlinued on next page) 



CONTROL IJIEAS!JRE.S SELECTION PAGES 

R<IH'lutr~mcnt; stab!llzo sku;kpile& atcompletiOO of activity. 

0 1S~~o Wstr:r sto::;kl)il&s to fcrm a crus! im'l"ei:J,ate•y at lhe comp!eli\ll~ of 
actr.:ity. 

[ZJ 1~1 1 Apply .;m.: (!'.aintafn a d~<~t pal!iativ~ to all outer surfaces of the 
slbckpiles" 

[] 19-12: PrO\fiee a1d maintain w:nd banisJJ; on 3 sides ol Fl~ pile, whose 
fengfu is no less than equa:t to Hm !crgth of the p,l!}, whJse dis!a:-me 
from the pre is no more than twice t'le !'eight cf t'Je pi:e, whose 
!:eight is m:;c~al to t~e p'le he'ght and made 11f ma!eriAJ w!!h a 
JXtiOSity o> 50% or lemr 

D 1&-13 Apply a cover O( ecreen to stockpi!'ii:L 
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STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN 
NARRATIVE FOR 

Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada 
Privitization of Military Family Housing 

November 2, 2006 

STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION 

Section 1.0 - General Notes 

1. A Notice of Intent (NOI) shall be submitted at least 2 days prior to 
commencement of construction activity to the Nevada Division of Environmental 
Protection (NDEP). Failure to do so constitutes a violation of the approved 
Sediment and Storm Water Management plan. 

2. Review and or approval of the Sediment and Storm Water Management plan 
shall not relieve the Contractor from his or her responsibilities for compliance with 
the requirements of the Sediment and Storm Water regulations, nor shall it 
relieve the Contractor from errors or omissions in the approved plan. 

3. If the approved plan needs to be modified, additional sediment and storm water 
control measures may be required as deemed necessary by the DNREC. 

4. Permittee Name: Hunt Building Company, LTD. 
Site Location: Nellis Air Force Base 
Point of Contact: John Leidolf- (915) 227-5911 

5. A notice of permit coverage sign shall be posted near the main construction site 
entrance. 

6. No solid materials including building materials shall be discharged to waters of 
the United States, except as authorized by a permit issued under Section 404 of 
the C.W.A. 

Section 2.0 -Site Information 

1. The site is located within Nellis Air Force Base, Clark County, Nevada. (See 
vicinity map for location of site within Base) 

2. For soils information, refer to the Government Soils Report in the project R.F.P. 

3. Existing runoff water quality- No storm water runoff from the site has been 
analyzed for the presence of any pollutant. 

4. Location of surface water -There are no surface waters on site. 
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5. Runoff from offsite areas north of the site shall be stored in two newly 
constructed detention ponds. Drainage for the entire developed site flows to the 
south at an average slope of 1% - 1 !h%. On site runoff shall be drained by a 
newly constructed underground storm drain system and shall outfall into existing 
underground and surface drainage systems that are a part of the Range Wash 
Facility. These existing drainage facilities are of adequate size so that water 
quantity management will not be provided. 

6. This site is a previously developed site and shall require demolition of existing 
structures for construction of a family residential development. The entire site 
shall be re-graded for construction of a new street network, including utilities and 
storm drainage facilities. Runoff from these activities shall be directed into 
sediment traps or silt fences. 

7. Total disturbed areas= 310 acres 
Total project area = 349 acres. 

8. Runoff coefficient (post development): 
• 0.55 (estimated, based on 50% impervious (C=0.9) and 50% landscaped 

(C=0.2) areas. 

9. Construction dates: 
• Start: 08/01/2006 
• Completion: 08/01/2010 

Note: Construction shall be completed in four (4) phases. (See plans for 
delineation of phases) 

Section 3.0 - Description of Sediment Controls 

1. Silt Fence -A temporary sediment barrier of synthetic filter fabric stretched 
across supporting posts and entrenched. Its purpose is to intercept sediment 
from sheet flow off disturbed areas. 

2. Inlet Protection -A sediment filter of sandbags and filter fabric (silt sock) used to 
prevent sediment from entering storm drainage systems prior to permanent 
stabilization. 

3. Temporary or Permanent Stabilization- The establishment of a temporary or 
permanent vegetative cover on disturbed areas by planting seed. Rapidly 
growling annual plants should be used in temporary seeding and grasses or 
legumes should be used in permanent seeding. This is an economical method of 
reducing erosion and sediment yield over a large area. 

4. Stone Construction Entrance -A stabilized stone pad with filter fabric underliner 
located at points of vehicular access to a construction site. Its purpose is to 
reduce the amount of mud transported onto paved public roads by vehicles or 
runoff. 
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5. Dust Control -Temporary seeding shall be used to control dust blowing and 
movement on the site. Water truck may also be used to control dust as required. 

6. Diversion Dike- An earth dike used to direct storm runoff into a sediment trap. 

7. Sediment Trap - An excavated are used to store sediment-laden runoff so that 
sediment will settle to the bottom of the trap. 

8. Mountable Berm- A berm constructed of aggregate and compacted earth used 
to direct storm water across streets or other construction travel areas. 

Section 4.0 -Sequence of Construction (All Phases) 

1. Clear and grub areas where sediment controls shall be installed, then install silt 
fence, diversion dikes and sediment traps, and stone construction entrances. Do 
not disturb any area until it is necessary for construction to proceed. 

2. Clear and grub only areas where construction will take place. Following soil 
disturbance, temporary or permanent stabilization shall be completed within 14 
calendar days. 

3. Construct proposed underground storm drainage system and underground 
utilities. Storm drain and sewer systems are to be constructed from downstream 
to upstream, installing inlet protection as each storm drain inlet is installed. 

4. Construct housing units and connect to proposed utilities. 

5. Construct concrete curb, then street paving section, driveways and sidewalk. 

6. Fine grade and permanently stabilize non-impervious areas per landscape plan. 

7. Remove all sediment controls when all construction is complete and entire site is 
permanently stabilized. Apply permanent stabilization to areas used by sediment 
control devices. 

Section 5.0 - Inspection and Maintenance of Sediment Controls 

All erosion and sediment control measures will be checked and repaired if necessary 
weekly in dry periods and within 24 hours after any rainfall of 0.5 inches or greater within 
a 24-hour period. 

If periodic inspections indicate a sediment control is not appropriate for a situation, it 
must be replaced or modified for site conditions. See Section g. of the Storm Water 
General Permit (included in this narrative) for inspection requirements. 

The following items will be checked in particular: 

1. The silt fence barrier shall be checked regularly for undermining or deterioration 
of the fabric. Sediment shall be removed when the level of sediment deposition 
reaches half way to the top of the barrier. 
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2. The seeded areas shall be checked regularly to ensure that a good stand is 
maintained. Areas should be fertilized and reseeded as needed. (See 
stabilization practices below) 

3. The inlet protection silt sock shall be replaced when accumulated silt impedes 
the flow of runoff into the inlet. Sand bags should be checked to ensure that curb 
openings are completely blocked. Store all construction materials away from 
storm drain inlets. 

4. The stone construction entrance shall be maintained in a condition, which will 
prevent tracking or flow of mud onto public Right-of-Way. This includes applying 
additional stone or washing existing stone. All materials tracked from vehicles 
onto roadways or into storm drains outside the construction area must be 
removed immediately. 

5. The diversion dike should be checked to ensure that temporary stabilization is 
covering the berm. Any accumulated sediment should be removed from the 
trench area. Check to see that runoff is being directed into a sediment trap. 

6. The sediment trap accumulated sediment shall be removed when depth reaches 
one half depth of the trap. 

7. The mountable berm shall be inspected to ensure that the aggregate material 
and earth berm is intact per the plan detail cross-section. 

8. If sediment escapes the construction site, it shall be removed at a frequency 
sufficient to minimize offsite impacts. (e.g. before the next precipitation event) 
All litter, construction debris and construction chemicals exposed to storm water 
shall be prevented from becoming a pollutant source for storm water discharges. 

9. Prevent contamination of runoff by: 

a. Protecting materials from wind and rain by storing them under a roof or 
plastic. 

b. Keeping vehicles and equipment in good working condition and 
inspecting frequently for leaks. 

c. Washing out concrete mixers only in washout areas. 

d. Practicing proper waste disposal. 

e. Covering open dumpsters with plastic. Have dumpsters emptied 
regularly. 

f. Removing existing vegetation only as needed. 
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Section 6.0 - Stabilization Practices 

Stabilization practices may include but are not limited to: establishment of temporary 
stabilization (See detail on Sheet PP-3 of plans), establishment of permanent vegetation 
(See site landscape plans), mulching, geotextiles, sod stabilization, vegetative buffer 
strips, protection of trees, preservation of mature vegetation, and other appropriate 
measures. 

The following records shall be maintained and attached to the SWPPP: the dates when 
major grading activities occur; the dates when construction activities temporarily or 
permanently cease on a portion of the site; and the dates when stabilization measures 
are initiated. 

Except as provided below, stabilization measures shall be initiated as soon as 
practicable in portions of the site where construction activities have temporarily or 
permanently ceased, but in no case more than 14 days after the construction activity in 
that portion of the site has temporarily or permanently ceased. 

a. Where the initiation of stabilization measures by the 14th day after 
construction activity temporarily or permanently cease(s) is precluded by 
snow cover or frozen ground conditions, stabilization measures shall be 
initiated as soon as practicable. 

b. Where construction activity on a portion of the site is temporarily ceased, 
and earth-disturbing activities will be resumed within 21 days, temporary 
stabilization measures do not have to be initiated on that portion of site. 

c. In arid areas (areas with an average annual rainfall of 0 to 10 inches), 
semiarid areas (areas with an average annual rainfall of 10 to 20 inches), 
and areas experiencing droughts where the initiation of stabilization 
measures by the 141

h day after construction activity has temporarily or 
permanently ceased is precluded by seasonal arid conditions, 
stabilization measures shall be initiated as soon as practicable. 
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Stormwater General Permit NVR100000 

State of Nevada 

Division of Environmental Protection 

General Pennit 

In compliance with the provisions of the Federal Clean Water Act as amended (33 U.S.C. 
1251 et seq: the "Act") and Chapter 445A of the Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS), eligible 
dischargers who have submitted a Notice of Intent, filing fee, and have a Stormwater 
Pollution PrevenUon Plan(s) completed and maintained on the Permittee's site location in 
accordance with this permit, are authorized to discharge 

Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity 

or 

Stormwater Associated with Small Construction Activity 

and 

Stormwater Associated with Industrial Activity from Temporary Concrete, 
Asphalt, and Material Plants or Operations Dedicated to the Permitted 
Construc1ion Project 

to Waters of the United States 

in accordance with the conditions set forth in Parts I and II hereof. 

This permit shall become effective on September 16, 2002. 

This permit and the authorization to discharge shall expire at midnight September 15, 2007. 

Signed this 1(,
711 

day of "5:?-r~ne~L ~ooz.... 

~{~ r4~E---
Bureau of Water Pollution Control 



Stormwater General Permit NVR100000 
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 

.PART I SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

I.A PERMIT COVERAGE 

I.A.1 Objective 

Page 2 of 18 

The objective of this permit is to control and reduce pollution of Waters of the U.S. from: 
Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activity; Stormwater Discharges 
Associated with Small Construction Activity; and Stormwater Discharges Associated 
with Industrial Activity from temporary plants or operations set up to produce concrete, 
asphalt, or other materials for the permitted construction project; through the use of 
Best Management Practices (BMPs). 

a. Stormwater Discharge Associated with Construction Activity, applying to projects 
disturbing five. or more acres, is defined at Title 40 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations Part 122 section 26 paragraph (b)(14)(x) [40 CFR 
§ 122.26(b)(14 )(x)J. 

b. Stormwater Discharge Associated with Small Construction Activity, applying to 
projects disturbing at least one acre but less than five acres, Is defined at 40 
CFR §122.26(b)(15). 

c. Stormwater Discharge Associated with Industrial Activity is defined at 40 CFR 
§122.26(b)(14). 

d. Waters of the U.S. is defined at 40 CFR §122.2. Discharges to storm drain 
systems that in tum discharge to Waters of the U.S. are considered to be 
discharges to Waters of the U.S. 

e. Best Management Practice (BMP) is defined at 40 CFR §122.2 and in addition 
the term shall include erosion and sediment controls, stormwater conveyance, 
stormwater diversion, and treatment structures, and any procedure or facility 
used to minimize the exposure of pollutants to stormwater or to remove 
pollutants from stormwater. 

I.A.2 Eligibility, Request for Inclusion, Continuation of Coverage 

a. Eligibility 

(i) Construction projects with Stormwater Discharges Associated with 
Construction Activity to Waters of the U.S. are eligible for this permit. 

(ii) Construction projects with Stormwater Discharges Associated with Small 
Construction Activity to Waters of the U.S. are eligible for this permit 
beginning March 10, 2003. 



Stormwater General Permit NVR100000 
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
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(iii) Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity (as defined in 40 
CFR §122.26) to Waters of the U.S. from temporary plants or operations 
set up to produce concrete, asphalt, or other materials for the permitted 
construction project are eligible for this permit. This does not apply to 
commercial operations, or those that serve multiple projects. 

b. Request for Inclusion 

(i) Eligible dischargers must request inclusion in this permit by submitting a 
Notice of Intent (Exhibit A), filing fee, no later than two (2) days prior to the 
start of construction. 

(ii) Eligible concrete, asphalt, and material plants or operations shall be 
included on the Notice of Intent submitted for the construction project. A 
separate Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan shall be prepared and 
maintained on the Permittees project site for these discharges. 

(iii) Notice of Intent forms are available from the Division. The minimum 
infonnatlon required on a Notice of Intent consists of: 

(1) Owner/Operator (Applicant) Information: Name, address, city, state, 
zip code and phone number 

(2) Project/Site Information: Project Name, Project AddressJLocation, 
City, State, Zip Code, Latitude, Longitude, County 

(3) Name of Receiving Water 
(4) Estimated Construction Start Date 
(5) Estimated Completion Date 
(6) Estimate of area to be disturbed (to nearest acre) 
(7) Estimate of Likelihood of Discharge 
(8) Address of location of SWPPP for viewing, City, State, Zip Code, 

Phone 
(9) Certification statement, defined in section II.B.1.d, signed and dated 

by the permittee. 

c. Continuation of Coverage 

To be included in this permit, holders of expired general permit GNV0022241 
must submit a new Notice of Intent without the filing fee within thirty days of the 
effective date of this permit. In addition, the previously supplied permit i.d. 
number (3XXXX) must be included with the submittal for identification purposes. 

I.A.3 Authorization 

a. Eligible dischargers shall be included in this permit effective upon the 
authorization date. 

b. The authorization date shall be: 
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(i) The date the Notice of Intent, and filing fee are received and approved by 
the Division, or 

(ii) The effective date of this permit for all holders of expired general pennit 
GNV0022241 that have submitted a new Notice of Intent for this permit. 

c. An authorizatlon letter will be sent to the general permit holder stating the 
authorization date. Special conditions may be included. 

d. During the period beginning on the authorization date and lasting until permit 
coverage is terminated, the Permittee is authorized to discharge: 

(i) Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity, or 
(ii) Stormwater Associated with Small Construction Activity, and 
(iii) Stormwater Associated with Industrial Activity from temporary concrete, 

asphalt, and material plants or operations dedicated to the permitted 
construction project, 

to Waters of the U.S. in accordance with the Stonnwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan and the conditions of this permit. 

I.A.4 Miscellaneous Non-stonnwater Discharges 
Permittees authorized under this permit are also authorized for miscellaneous non­
stormwater discharges if those discharges are not significant contributors of pollutants. 
Such discharges may Include: discharges from fire fighting activities; fire hydrant 
flushlngs; waters used to wash vehicles where detergents are not used; water used to 
control dust; potable water sources Including water1ine flushings; routine external 
building wash down which does not use detergents; pavement washwaters where spills 
or leaks of toxic or hazardous materials have not occurred (unless all spilled material 
has been removed) and where detergents are not used; air conditioning condensate; 
uncontaminated ground water or spring water; and foundation or footing drains where 
flows are not contaminated with process materials such as solvents. BMPS shall be 
implemented if needed to minimize Impacts of these discharges. Non-stormwater 
discharges that are significant contributors of pollutants shall be eliminated or 
authorized under a separate permit. Although fire-fighting drainage may contain 
significant pollutant concentrations, the frequency of occurrence is low and the 
discharge is hereby authorized out of necessity. 

I.A.5 Requirement for Individual Permit 
The Division may requ ire the holder of a general permit to apply for and obtain an 
individual permit in accordance with NAC 445A.269. 

I.A.6 Notice of Termination 
A Notice of Termination must be submitted upon completion of the project. To 
terminate permit coverage, a Notice of Termination (Exhibit B), as approved by the 
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Division, shall be submitted when final stabilization has been achieved or when the 
project has been transferred to another operator. 

a. The minimum information required on a Notice of Termination consists of: 

(1) Stormwater general permit number 

(2) Facility operator information: name, address, city, state, zip code, phone 

(3) Facility/site location information: name, address, city, state, zip code, phone 

(4) Certification statement signed and dated by the permittee. The certification 
statement is: (For construction projects with more than one Permittee and/or 
operator, the Permittee need only make this certification for those portions of 
the construction site where the Permittee was authorized under this penntt 
and not for areas where the Permittee was not an operator): 

"I certify under penalty of law that all storm water discharges associated with 
industrial activity from the identified facility that was authorized by a general permit 
have been eliminated or that I am no longer the operator of the ·facility or 
construction site. I understand that by submitting this notice of termination, I am no 
longer authorized to discharge storm water associated with industrial activity under 
this general permit, and that discharging pollutants in storm water associated with 
industrial activity to waters of the United States Is unlawful under the Clean Water 
Act where the discharge is not authorized by a NPDES pennit. I also understand 
that the submittal of this Notice of Termination does not release an operator from 
liability for any violations of this permit or the Clean Water Act." 

Final Stabilization means that either: 

1. All soil disturbing activities at the site have been completed and a uniform (e.g., 
evenly distributed, without large bare areas) perennial vegetative cover with a 
density of 70% of the native background vegetative cover for the area has been 
established on all unpaved areas and areas not covered by permanent 
structures, or equivalent permanent stabilization measures have been employed. 
In such parts of the country, background native vegetation will cover less than 
100% of the ground. Establishing at least 70% of the natural cover of the native 
vegetation meets the vegetative cover criteria for final stabilization (e.g., if the 
native vegetation covers 50% of the ground, 70% of 50% would require 35% 
total cover for final stabilization; on a beach with no natural vegetation, no 
stabilization Is required): or 
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a. The homebuilder completing final stabilization as specified above, or 
b. The homebuilder establishing temporary stabilization including perimeter 

controls for an individual lot prior to occupation of the home by the 
homeowner and informing the homeowner of the need for, and benefits of, 
final stabilization; or 

3. For construction projects on land used for agricultural purposes (e.g., pipelines 
across crop or range land), final stabilization may be accomplished by returning 
the disturbed land to its preconstructlon agricultural use. Areas disturbed that 
were not previously used for agricultural activities, such as buffer strips 
Immediately adjacent to "water of the United States," and area which are not 
being returned to their preconstruction agricultural use must meet the final 
stabilization criteria (1) or (2) above. 

I.A. 7 Address for Submittal 
All Notices of Intent, filing fees and any other information required by this permit or the 
Division shall be submitted to the Division at the following address: 

Stormwater Coordinator 
Bureau of Water Pollution Control 
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
333 West Nye Lane 
Carson City NV 89706-0851 

I.B. STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN (SWPPP) 

1.8.1 Objective 
Prior to submitting the Notice of Intent and filing fee the SWPPP shall be completed 
and available for Inspection at the project site for each construction project and material 
plant or operation covered by this permit. The purpose of the plan is to guide the 
identlficatlon of stormwater pollutJon sources, the reduction of their Impacts, and 
otherwise lead to compliance with the conditions of this permit. The SWPPP shall be 
prepared in accordance with good engineering practice and shall consist of project 
information, BMPs, inspection and maintenance, non-stormwater discharges, and a 
description of permanent stormwater controls that will be built as part of the project. 
Each of the plan elements must be revised as necessary to maintain accuracy If there 
are changes in design or constructJon of the project or if the SWPPP Is found to be 
insufficient. The Division may require modifications to a SWPPP wi1hin a specified time 
frame. The permittee shall make SWPPPs available upon request to the State or local 
agency approving sediment and erosion plans, grading plans, or storm water 
management plans; local government officials; or the operator of a municipal separate 
storm sewer receiving discharges from the site. The copy of the SWPPP tha1 is 

I 
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required to be kept on-site or locally available must be made available by the Division 
for review at the time of an on-site inspection. The SWPPP shall include the following 
minimum elements. 

a. Project Description 

(1) Permittee: Company or agency, street address, city, state, zip code, and 
phone number 

(2) Contact infonnation: Name, street address, city, state, zip code, and 
phone number 

(3) Person(s) responsible for implementation of plan 
(4) Project Name 
(5) Project Location: Address, City, and County 
(6) A description of the nature of the construction activity; 
(7) A description of the intended sequence of major activities which disturb 

soils for major portions of the site (e.g., grubbing, excavation, grading, 
utilities and infrastructure installation); 

(8) Estimates of the total area of the site and the total area of the site that is 
expected to be disturbed by excavation, grading, or other activities 
including offsite borrow and fill areas: 

(9) An estimate of the runoff 'coefficient of the site for both the preconstructlon 
and post-construction conditions and data describing the soil or the quality 
of any discharge from the site: 

(10) A general location map (e.g., a portion of a city or county map) and a site 
map indicating the following: 

(I) Drainage patterns and approximate slopes anticipated after major 
grading 

(ii) Activities: areas of soli disturbance; 
(IIi) Areas which will not be disturbed: 
(iv) Locations of major structural and nonstructural controls identified in 

the SWPPP; 
(v) Locations where stabilization practices are expected to occur; 
(vi) Locations of off-site material, waste, 
(vii) Borrow or equipment storage areas; 
(viii) Surface waters (Including wetlands); and 
(ix) Locations where stonn water discharges to a surface water; 

(11) Location and description of any discharge associated with industrial 
activity other than construction, including stonn water discharges from 
dedicated asphalt plants and dedicated concrete plants, which is covered 
by this pennit; 

(12) The name of the receiving water(s) and the aerial extent and description· 
of wetland or other special aquatic sites at or near the site which will be 
disturbed or which will receive discharges from disturbed areas of the 
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project: 
(13) A copy of the permit requirements (attaching a copy of this permit is 

acceptable); 

b. Controls 

Each SWPPP shall include a description of appropriate control measures (i.e., BMPs) 
that will be implemented as part of the construction activity to control pollutants In storm 
water discharges to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). The SWPPP must clearly 
describe for each major activity identified in Part J.B.1.a. (7): (a) Appropriate control 
measures and the general timing (or sequence) during the construction process that the 
measures will be implemented; and (b) Which Permittee is responsible for 
implementation (e.g., perimeter controls for one portion of the site will be installed by 
Contractor A after the clearing and grubbing necessary for installation of the measure, 
but before the clearing and grubbing for the remaining portions of the site; and 
perimeter controls will be actively maintained by Contractor 8 until final stabilization of 
those portions of the site up-gradient of the perimeter control; and temporary perimeter 
controls will be removed by the owner after final stabilization). The description and 
implementation of control measures shall address the following minimum components: 

(1) Erosion and Sediment Controls. 

(i) Short and Long Tenn Goals and Criteria: 

(a) The construction-phase erosion and sediment controls should be 
designed to retain sediment on site to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

(b) All control measures must be properly selected, installed, and 
maintained in accordance with the manufacturers specifications 
and good engineering practices. If periodic inspections or other 
information indicates a control has been used inappropriately, or 
incorrectly, the Permittee must replace or modify the control for 
site situations. 

(c) If sediment escapes the construction site, off-site accumulaUons 
of sediment must be· removed at a frequency sufficient to 
minimize offsite impacts (e.g., fugitive sediment in street could be 
washed into storm sewers by the next rain and/or pose a safety 
hazard to users of public streets). 

(d) Sediment must be removed from sediment traps or sedimentation 
ponds when design capacity has been reduced by 50%. 

(e) Litter, construction debris, and construction chemicals exposed to 
storrnwater shall be prevented from becoming a pollutant source 
for storm water discharges (e.g., screening outfalls, picked up 
daily). 

(f) Offsite material storage areas (also including overburden and 
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stockpiles of dirt, borrow areas, etc.) used solely by the permitted 
project are considered a part of the project and shall be 
addressed in the SWPPP. 

(2) Stabilization Practices: 

The SWPPP must include a description of interim and permanent stabilization practices 
for the site, including a schedule of when the practices will be Implemented. Site plans 
should ensure that existing vegetation is preserved where attainable and that disturbed 
portions of the site are stabilized. Stabilization practices may include but are not limited 
to: establishment of temporary vegetation, establishment of permanent vegetation, 
mulching, geotextiles, sod stabilization, vegetative buffer strips, protection of trees, 
preservation of mature vegetation, and other appropriate measures. 

The following records shall be maintained and attached to the SWPPP: the 
dates when major grading activities occur; the dates when construction activities 
temporarily or permanently cease on a portion of the site; and, the dates when 
stabilization measures are initiated. 

Except as provided in Parts 1.8.1.b. (2)(1), (ii), and (iii) below, stabilization 
measures shall be initiated as soon as practicable in portions of the site where 
construction activities have temporarily or permanently ceased, but in no case more 
than 14 days after the construction activity in that portion of the site has temporarily or 
permanently ceased. 

(I) Where the initiation of stabilization measures by the 14th day after 
construction activity temporary or permanently cease(s) is 
precluded by snow cover or frozen ground conditions, stabilization 
measures shall be inJUated as soon as practicable. 

(ii) Where construction activity on a portion of the site Is temporarily 
ceased, and earth-disturbing activities will be resumed within 21 
days, temporary stabilization measures do not have to be Initiated 
on that portion of site. 

(Ill) In arid areas (areas with an average annual rainfall of 0 to 10 
inches), semiarid areas (areas with an average annual rainfall of 10 
to 20 inches), and areas experiencing droughts where the initiation 
of stabilization measures by the 14th day after construction activity 
has temporarily or permanently ceased is precluded by seasonal 
arid conditions, stabilization measures shall be initiated as soon as 
practicable. 

(3) Structural Practices: 

The SWPPP must include a description of structural practices to divert flows from 
exposed soils, store flows or otherwise limit runoff and the discharge of pollutants from 
exposed areas of the site to the degree attainable. Structural practices may include but 
are not limited to: silt fences, earth dikes, drainage swales, sediment traps, check 



Stormwater General Permit NVR100000 
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 

Page 10 of 18 

dams, subsurface drains, pipe slope drains, level spreaders, storm drain Inlet 
protection, rock ouUet protection, reinforced soil retaining systems, gabions, and 
temporary or permanent sediment basins. Placement of structural practices in 
floodplains should be avoided to the degree attainable. The installation of these devices 
may be subject to section 404 of the CWA. 

(i) For common drainage locations that serve an area with ten (1 0) or 
more acres disturbed at one time, a temporary (or permanent) 
sediment basin that provides storage for a calculated volume of 
runoff from a 2 year, 24 hour storm from each disturbed acre 
drained, or equivalent control measures, shall be provided where 
attainable until final stabilization of the site. Where no such 
calculation has been performed, a temporary (or permanent) 
sediment basin providing 3,600 cubic feet of storage per acre 
drained, or equivalent control measures, shall be provided where 
attainable until final stabilization of the site. When computing the 
number of acres draining into a common location it is not 
necessary to include flows from offsite areas and flows from onsite 
areas that are either undisturbed or have undergone final 
stabilization where such flows are diverted around both the 
disturbed area and the sediment basin. In determining whether 
installing a sediment basin Is attainable, the Pennittee may 
consider factors such as site soils, slope, available area on site, 
etc. In any event, the Permittee must consider public safety, 
especially as it relates to children, as a design factor for the 
sediment basin and alternative sediment controls shall be used 
where site limitations would preclude a safe design. For drainage 
locations which serve ten (10) or more disturbed acres at one time 
and where a temporary sediment basin or equivalent controls is not 
attainable, smaller sediment basins and/or sediment traps should 
be used. Where neither the sediment basin nor equivalent controls 
are attainable due to site limitations, silt fences, vegetative buffer 
strips, or equivalent sediment controls are required for all down 
slope bou.ndaries of the construction area and for those side slope 
boundaries deemed appropriate as dictated by individual site 
conditions. 

(ii) For drainage locations serving less than 10 acres, smaller sediment 
basins and/or sediment traps should be used. At a minimum, silt 
fences, vegetative buffer strips, or equivalent sediment controls are 
required for all down slope boundaries (and for those side slope 
boundaries deemed appropriate as dictated by individual site 
conditions) of the construction area unless a sediment basin 
providing storage for a calculated volume of runoff from a 2 year, 
24 hour storm or 3,600 cubic feet of storage per acre drained is 
provided. 
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A description ot measures that will be installed during the construction process to 
control pollutants in stormwater discharges that will occur after construction operations 
have been completed must be Included in the SWPPP. Structural measures should be 
placed on upland soils to the degree attainable. The installation ot these devices may 
also require a separate permit under section 404 of the CWA. Permittees are only 
responsible tor the installation and maintenance of stormwater management measures 
prior to final stabilization of the site, and are not responsible for maintenance after 
stormwater discharges associated with construction activity have been eliminated from 
the site. However, post construction stormwater BMPs that discharge pollutants from 
point sources once construction is completed may, in themselves, need authorization 
under a separate NPDES permit. 

(1) Such practices may include but are not limited to: storm water detention 
structures (including wet ponds); storm water retention structures; flow 
attenuation by use ot open vegetated swales and natural depressions; 
infiltration of runoff onsite; and sequential systems (which combine 
several practices). The SWPPP shall include an explanation of the 
technical basis used to select the practices to control pollution where 
flows exceed predevelopment levels. 

(2) Velocity dissipation devices shall be placed at discharge locations and 
along the length ot any outfall channel to provide a non·erosive flow 
velocity from the structure to a water course so that the natural physical 
and biological characteristics and functions are maintained and protected 
(e.g., no significant changes In the hydrological regime of the receiving 
water). 

d. Other Controls. 

(1) No solid materials, including building materials, shall be discharged to 
waters ot the United States, except as authorized by a permit issued 
under section 404 ot the CWA. 

(2) Off-site vehicle tracking of sediments and the generation ot dust shall be 
minimized. 

(3) The SWPPP shall be consistent with applicable State, and/or local waste 
disposal, sanitary sewer or septic system regulations to the extent these 
are located within the permitted area. 

(4) The SWPPP shall include a description of construction and waste 
materials expected to be stored on-s~e with updates as appropriate. The 
SWPPP shall also include a description of controls to reduce pollutants 
from these materials including storage practices to minimize exposure ot 
the materials to stormwater, and spill prevention and response. 

(5) The SWPPP shall include a descriptlon ot pollutant sources from areas 
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other than construction (including stormwater discharges from dedicated 
asphalt plants and dedicated concrete plants), and a description of 
controls and measures that will be implemented at those sites to minimize 
pollutant discharges. 

e. Approved State or Local Plans. 

(1) Permittees which discharge storm water associated with construction 
activities must ensure their storm water pollution prevention plan Is 
consistent with requirements specified in applicable sediment and erosion 
site plans or site permits, or storm water management site plans or site 
permits approved by State or local officials. 

(2) Storm water pollution prevention plans must be updated as necessary to 
remain consistent with any changes applicable to protecting surface water 
resources in sediment and erosion site plans or site permits, or storm 
water management site plans or site permits approved by State or local 
officials for which the Permittee receives written notice. 

f. Maintenance 

All erosion and sediment control measures and other protective measures Identified in 
the SWPPP must be maintained in effective operating condition. If site inspections 
required by Part 1.8.1.g identify BMPs that are not operating effectively, maintenance 
shall be performed before the next anticipated storm event, or as necessary to maintain 
the continued effectiveness of stormwater controls. If maintenance prior to the next 
anticipated storm event Is Impracticable, maintenance must be scheduled and 
accomplished as soon a·s practicable. 

g. Inspections 

Qualified personnel (provided by the Permittee or cooperatively by multiple Permittees) 
shall Inspect disturbed areas of the construction site that have not been finally 
stabilized, areas used for storage of materials that are exposed to precipitation, 
structural control measures, and locations where vehicles enter or exit the site, at least 
once every seven (7) calendar days and within 24 hours of the end of a storm event of 
0.5 inches or greater. 

(1) Permittees are eligible for a waiver of weekly inspection requirements until 
one month before thawing conditions are expected to result In a discharge 
if all of the following requirements are met 

(i) The project is located In an area where frozen conditions are 
anticipated to continue for extended periods of time (I.e., more than 
one mo·nth); 

(li) Land disturbance activities have been suspended; and 
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(Ill) The beginning and ending dates of the waiver period are 
documented in the SWPPP. 

(2) Disturbed areas and areas used for storage of materials that are exposed 
to pre~ipitation shall be inspected for evidence of, or the potential for, 
pollutants entering the drainage system. Sediment and erosion control 
measures identified in the SWPPP shall be observed to ensure that they 
are operating correctly. Where discharge locations or points are 
accessible. they shall be inspected to ascertain whether erosion control 
measures are effective in preventing significant Impacts to receiving 
waters. Where discharge locations are inaccessible, nearby downstream 
locations shall be inspected to the extent that such inspections are 
practicable. Locations where vehicles enter or exit the site shall be 
Inspected for evidence of offsite sediment tracking. 

(3) Based on the results of the inspection, the SWPPP shall be modified as 
necessary {e.g., show additional controls on map required by Part I.B.1.a: 
revise description of controls required by Part I.B.1.b) to Include additional 
or modified BMPs designed to correct problems Identified. Revisions to 
the SWPPP shall be completed within 7 calendar days following the 
Inspection. If existing BMPs need to be modified or if additional BMPs are 
necessar}', implementation shall be completed within 7 days following 
receipt of the inspection results or prior to the next anticipated storm 
event, whichever is sooner. 

(4) A report summarizing the scope of the inspection, name{s) and 
qualifications of personnel making the inspection, the date{s) of the 
inspection, and major observations relating to the implementation of the 
SWPPP shall be made and retained as part of the SWPPP for at least 
three years from the date that the site is finally stabilized. Major 
observations should include: the location{s) of discharges of sediment or 
other pollutants from the site; location{s) of BMPs that need to be 
maintained; location{s) of BMPs that failed to operate as designed or 
proved Inadequate for a particular locaUon; and location(s) where 
additional BMPs are needed that did not exist at the time of inspection. 
Actions taken in accordance with Part I.B.1.g. {3) of this pennit shall be 
made and retained as part of the storm water pollution prevention plan for 
at least three years from the date that the site is finally stabilized. Such 
reports shall Identify any incidents of noncompliance. Where a report does 
not Identify any incidents of noncompliance, the report shall contain a 
certification that the facility is in compliance with the SWPPP and this 
permit. The report shall be signed in accordance with Part VI.G of this 
permit. 
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Except for flows from fire fighting activities, sources of non-storm water listed in Part 
I.A.4 of this permit that are combined with storm water discharges associated with 
construction activity must be Identified in the SWPPP. The SWPPP shall Identify and 
ensure the implementation of appropriate pollution prevention measures for the non­
storm water component(s) of the discharge. 

PART II STANDARD CONDITIONS 

II.A OPERATING REQUIREMENTS 

II.A.1 Proper Operation and Maintenance 
The Peffilittee shall implement alt BMPs used to comply with this permit and maintain 
them in good worKing order. 

II.A.2 Removed Substances 
Solids and other pollutants removed in the course of treatment or control of stormwater 
shall be disposed of in accordance with applicable laws, regulations, codes, and 
ordinances. 

II.A.3 Water Quality Standards 
There shall be no discharge of substances that cause or contribute to a violation of the 
water quality standards of the State of Nevada. 

II.A.4 Sampling and Analysis 
If any samples or measurements are taken pursuant to this permit they shall be 
representative of the volume and nature of the discharge. Laboratory analyses shall be 
performed by a State of Nevada certified laboratory. Results from this lab must be 
provided to the Division. 

II.A.5 Test Procedures 
Test procedures for analyses of pollutants shall conform to regulations (40 CFR § 136) 
published pursuant to Section 304(h) of the Act, under which such procedures may be 
required, unless other procedures are approved by the Division. 

II.A.6 Recording the Results 
If any measurement or sample is taken pursuant to this peffilit, the Permittee shall 
record the following information: 

a. The exact place, date, and time of sampling 
b. The dates the analyses were perfonned 
c. The person(s) who perfoOlled the analyses 
d. The analytical techniques or methods used, and 
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The Permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize any adverse impacts to 
receiving waters from any unauthorized discharge including monitoring as necessary to 
determine the nature and impact of the unauthorized discharge. 

11.8 ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

II.B.1 Signature Requirements 

a. Notices of Intent 
All notices of intent shall be signed as follows: 

(i) For a corpOt"atron 
By a responsible corporate officer. For the purpose of this section, a 
responsible corporate officer means: 

(1) A president, secretary, treasurer, or vice president of the corporation in 
charge of a principal business function, or any other person who 
performs similar policy or decision making functions for the corporation, 
or 

(2) The manager of one or more manufacturing, production, or operating 
facilities employing more than 250 persons or having gross annual sales 
or expenditures exceeding $25 million (In second quarter 1980 dollars), 
if authority to sign documents has been assigned or delegated to the 
manager in accordance with corporate procedures. 

(li) For a partnership or sole proprietorship 
By a general partner or the proprietor, respectively; or 

(iii) For a municipality, state, federal, or other public agency 
By either a principal executive officer or ranking elected official. For 
purposes of this section, a principal exe<:utlve officer of a federal agency 
includes: 

(1) The chief executive officer of the agency, or 
(2) A senior executive officer having responsibility for the overall operations 

of a principal geographic unit of the agency. 

b. Duly Authorized Representative 

All Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans and any other information required by 
this permit or requested by the Administrator shall be signed by a person 
described in paragraph (a) of this section, or by a duly authorized representative 
of that person. A person Is a duly authorized representative only if: 
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(i) The authorization is made in writing by a person described In paragraph (a) 
of this section 

(ii) The authorization specifies either an individual or a position having 
responsibility for the overall operation of the construction project or for 
environmental matters for the company, and 

(iii) The authorization is submitted to the Division. 

c. Changes to Authorization 
If an authorization under paragraph (b) of this section is no longer accurate because the 
individual or position has changed, a new written authorization must be submitted to the 
Division prior to or together with any information signed by the new representative. 

d. Certification 
Any person signing a document under paragraphs (a) or (b) of this section shall make 
the following certification. 

"I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared 
under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that 
qualified personnel properly gathered and evaluated the information submitted. I also 
confirm that a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) has been completed, will 
be maintained at the project site from the start of construction activities, and that the 
SWPPP will be compliant with any applicable local sediment and erosion control plans. 
Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system, or those 
persons directly responsible for gathering the Information, the information submitted is, 
to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that 
there are significant penalties for submitting false Information, Including the possibility of 
fines for knowing violations." 

11.6.2 Records Retention 
AJI records and information resulting from activities performed pursuant to this permit 
shall be retained for a minimum of three years; or longer if required by the Division. 

11.9.3 Availability of Reports 
Except for data determined to be confidential under NRS 445A.665, all reports 
prepared In accordance with the terms of this permit shall be available for public 
inspection at the office of the Division. Knowingly making any false statement on any 
such report may result in the imposition of criminal penalties as provided for In NRS 
445A.710. 

11.6.4 Continuation of Coverage 
In accordance with NAC 445A.241, this permit shall remain in effect until reissued, and 
existing permittees shall be included in the reissued permit if a new Notice of Intent is 
submitted prior to the expiration date of this permit. A filing fee is not required for this 
submittal. · 
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If control or ownership of the construction project changes, the Permittee shall notify the 
succeeding owner or controller of the existence of this permit by letter, a copy of which 
shall be forwarded to the Division. To transfer permit coverage, the new owner or 
controller must submit a written request to the Division. All transfer of permits shall be 
approved by the Division. 

11.8.6 Annual Fee 
The permittee shall remit an annual fee in accordance with NAC 445A.268 on or before 
July 1 every year except the year the filing fee is submitted. 

II.B. 7 Right of Entry 
The permittee shall allow representatives of the Division upon the presentation of 
credentials: 

a. To enter upon the construction site or the permittees premises where any 
records are kept under the terms and conditions of this permit; and 

b. At reasonable times, to have access to and copy any records kept under the 
terms and conditions of this penn It; to inspect any monitoring equipment or 
monitoring method used pursuant to this permit; and to perform any necessary 
sampling to determine compliance with this permit or to sample any discharge. 

11.9.8 Penalty for Violation of Permit Conditions 
NRS 445A.675 provides that any person who violates a permit condition is subject to 
administrative and judicial sanctions as outlined in NRS 445A.690 through 445A.705. 

11.8.9 Furnishing False Information and Tampering with Monitoring Devices 
Ally person who knowingly makes any false statement, representation, or certification in 
any application, record, report, plan or other document filed or required to be 
maintained by the provisions of NRS 445A.300 to 445A.730, Inclusive, or by any permit, 
rule, regulation or order issued pursuant thereto, or who falsifies, tampers w;th or 
knowingly renders inaccurate any monitoring device or method required to be 
maintained under the provisions of NRS 445A.300 to 445A.730, inclusive. or by any 
permit, rule, regulation or order issued pursuant thereto, is guilty of a gross 
misdemeanor and shall be punished by a fine of not more than $10,000 or by 
Imprisonment. This penalty is In addition to any other penalties, civil or criminal, 
provided pursuant to NRS 445A.300 to 445A. 730, inclusive. 

II.B.10Pennlt Modification, Suspension or Revocation 
After notice and opportunity for a hearing, this permit may be modified, suspended, or 
revoked in whole or in part during its tenn for cause including, but not limited to, the 
following: 

a. Violation of any terms or conditions of this permit 
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b. Obtaining this pennit by misrepresentation or failure to disclose fully all relevant 
facts, or 

c. A change in any condition that requires either a temporary or permanent 
reduction or elimination of the authorized discharge. 

11.8.11 Liability 
Nothing in this permit shall be construed to preclude the institution of any legal action or 
relieve the Permittee from any responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties established 
pursuant to any applicable Federal, State or local laws, regulations, or ordinances. 

li.B.12Property Rights 
The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights, in either real or 
personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor does it authorize any Injury to private 
property or any invasion of personal rights, nor any infringement of Federal, State or 
local Jaws or regulations. 

II.B.13Severability 
The provisions of this permit are severable, and if any provision of this permit, or the 
application of any provisions of this pennit to any circumstance, is held invalid, the 
application of such provision to other circumstances, and the remainder of this permit, 
shall not be affected thereby. 
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