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continued maintenance and operation of the FPC a; Nell~s A~~ Force 
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enabled the BOP t o operate ~~th l ower staffing requirements, shar~ 
r.,edical services and equipment, a11d provid;;, inmate la.bor for :-"'g"l.u 
ma.lntenance and repairs at these facilities. This approacr. a·:o!ds the 
h1gher operational costs of stand-alone facil~ties and th~ r-ropose1 
closure of the FPC would achieve ~hese benefi~s and h"'lP the ec? ~o 
mai::'ltain ~ow per ca pi ta operating coste:. l'PC staff and ;.n.T.a:oeE •,·ould 
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
PROPOSED DEACTIVATION AND CLOSURE OF 

FEDERAL PRISON CAMP 
NELLIS AIR FORCE BASE 

LAS VEGAS I NEVADA 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION 

The U.S. Depa~~m~nt of Justice, through the Federal Bureau cf 
Prisons (BOP), ?reposes tc deactivate and close the Federal 
P~ison Camp (r?C) located at Nellis Air Force Base, Las Veqas, 
Nevada, in order to more efficiently and effectively uuli.:e 
existing minimum security bedspace throughout our system. Ihe 
BOP is undertaking a broad array of cost .::educt1on measures 
1ncluding the deactivation and closure of several min!mum 
security federal prisons . It is more efficient and cost 
effective to close this <PC and house the inmates 1n Sat~ll~te 
m1nimum security work camps that are located adj acent to more 
secure f acilities. Als o, the age and condit:on of the FPC 
located in Nellis and the costs associated w~th . ts cont!nued 
maintenance and operatic~ provide additional rationale !or 
considering its deactivation and closu=e. 

?rojet:tlons show the BOP '"'ill be able to ac:Ueve substantial cost 
reductions by deactivating and closing t~~s F?C. Cost reductions 
will be realized as a result o: the more efficient use of 
bedspace available 1n min~~um security work camps that are 
located adjacen~ to highe: security fac~i~ies and by avoidlng 
ccsts assoc~aced with the 1n!rastructure repa1rs and upgrades 
:hat would ~e needed in orde r : o continue ~pera:ing ~ellis in a 
sare and effic~ent manner_ s:atf will be absorbed tnto the 
personnel comple~ent at exist~ng facil1t:es wnere vacancies 
exist. 

;>.lternative actions ha·./e been e":Jaluated by the BOP in <iCt::>r:.l~m.:~ 
w:th the National Envi~on~ental Policy Acr of ·969, as amended 
:.ncluding: 

• ~lo Ac~:.on l,lternative. In:ple:nen~aticn of th1s alternatl.ve 
·•ould preclude the cO :? :rom prcceedinq -.rith the deacti·:at:ion 
and clos~~e of FPC Nellis. 



• fPC Lleactivation an:i Closure .11.lternative - Impleme:\ta~icn oE 
this al,ernac~ve would al:o~ the BOP to ach~eve s~bs tantial 

cost reductlons through t~e better Ut l:ization of ex ist~ng 
min imum security bedspace at ether BOP facilities and by 
avo:.d.!.ng costs associated '"'ith contin~ed maintenance, 
operation, repair and upgrading of ~he existing facility . 
Deactivation and closure o f the FPC lS considered by the BOP 
co be the Preferred Jl_l ternative. 

?he 1mpacts o! the proposed action on the env~~onment were 
cor.sidered in an Environmenta l Assess ment tEA) prepared pursuan t 
to the National Environmental Policy Act (N~PA ) of 1969, as 
amended . Review of the EA l eads to a Finding of No Sigru.ficant 
rmpact (FONSI) as that phrase is defined pu ~suant to NEPA. 
implementation o f the proposed accion ~auld ~esult in negligibl€ 
impacts t o the local community. There would be no significant 
adverse impacts to sur~ounding land uses, utility systems, 
traffic patterns or other community considerations . No 
s ignificant adverse on-si~e impacts as defined pursuant ~o NEPA 
a:::e ,O,"Iticipated as a result of the proposed action . 

DECLARATION 

Pursuant to the requiremen~s of the National Environmental ?Olley 
Act and subsequent guid~lines for preparing environmental 
documents, I have det ermined that t his proposed action is not a 
federal action signifi cantly a!fecting the quality of the ~uman 
en vi ronmet'~t . 

Director 
Prisons 

Da~:.e 
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ABSTRACT 

ENVIRONJ\1EI'il AL ASSESSMEI'il 
DEAC11VATION AND CLOSURE OF FEDERAL PRISON CAMP 

NELLIS AIR FORCE BASE- CLARK COUNTY, NEV.U>A 

PROJECT SPONSOR: 

COVTACT: 

PROPOSED ACTION: 

PROJECT LOCATl0:-1: 

FINDINGS: 

U.S. Department of Justice-Federal Bureau ofPnsons 

Pamela J . Chandler, Chief 
Stte Selecuon and Environmental Re,1e"· Branch 
Fedeml Bureau of Pnsons 
320 fll'St Street. N. W. 
Wasbmgton, D.C. 20534 
Tel: 202-514-6470 

The U.S. Department of Jusuce, federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP) is 
responstble for housing the federal tnmate population in secure institutional 
facthnes. 1n order to more effictently and effectively manage minimum­
secunty bed space and to actueve substanual budget reductions. the BOP ts 
proposmg to deactivate (close) four older, stand-alone minimum-securtty 
facilities that are reterred to as Federal Prison Camps (FPC). 

FPC Nellis Air Force Base in Clark County. Nevada, 1s one of the four 
tacihues proposed for deacnvation and closure; others are located m 
Pennsylvania, Flonda. and North Carolina. Deactivating and closing less 
efficient, stand-alone institutions would enable the BOP to more efficiently 
and effectively manage mimmum-sccurity beds throughout the federal 
pnson system. particularly beds available in satellite mmtmum-secunry 
wor~ camps that are located adjacent to larger. more secure rederal 
correctional facilities. Because stand-alone facilities cannot take full 
advantage of shared ser-.1ces possible at multt-faciliry locations. such as 
medical serv1ces. fnod services. and adminiStrauve funcnons, FPCs, such 
as FPC Nell1s Atr Force Base, are more coslly to operate. 1n addition. by 
taking tlus action, the cost of undenaking the repa.ir and/or upgrade of the 
exiSting mfrastructure would be avoided. Opportunities exm for FPC staff 
to relocate to other BOP facilines should staff wtsh to take advantage of 
them. As a result of implemenung the proposed acuon, the BOP expects 
to aclue,·e more efficient operations and substantial cost reductions. 

The FPC. wluch IS the subject of thiS EA. is located wttlun Area n at 
Nellis Air Force Base. The base is located adjacent to and east of the Ctry 
of Nonh Las Vegas in Clark CoWlry, Nevada approximately etght mtl.:s 
north of the City of Las Vegas. 

Alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, have been c:onstdcrcd by 
the BOP. Implementation of the preferred alternattve (deacttvauon and 
closure of the FPC) IS not anucrpated to result m stgmfieant adverse 

Abr.rac: Page I 



Federal Bureau of Prt.fons 

PUBLlCATION DATE: 

COMMENT PERIOD 
CONCLUDES: 

FPC-NelliS AFB. Ne>·adD-£.1 

impacts to the area's narural enwonrnent, butlt environment or to the 
economy of the region. Benefic tal impacts, in the fonnof substantial cost 
reducuons to the BOP, would result by eliminating the need to mamtain 
and operate a less efficient facility and by relocating inmates and staff to 
othcr facilities wluch are less costly to operate and mamtam. follo"'lng 
deactivation and closure, the grounds and all standing buildmgs compnsmg 
the FPC would be rerumed to the U.S. Air force by the BOP as mutually 
agreed upon. 

January 6, 2006 

february 6. 2006 
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I. Ll\JTRODUCTION 

A. PURPOSE OF THE ENVlRONMENTAL ASSESS.MENT 

Th1s document, together w1th its appendices and mcorporations by refemtce, constitutes 3n En'1ronmen1al 
Assessment (EAl pursuant to the 1\anonal Environmental Pohcy Act (1\.'EPA) of 1969. as amended Its 
purpose as to present an assessment of the environmental consequences of a proposed actJon by the U.S. 
Department of Jusnt"e, Federal Bureau oi Pnsons (BOP), to deactivate and close the Federal Pnson Camp 
(FPC) loet~ted at Kelhs Air Fon:e Base which IS located adJacent to ~onh Las \'ep; m Clark County. 
Nevada (E:~hlbn I· I) In order to more effic1ently manage nununum-sccunty bedspace and to achieve 
subsuntial budget reduct1ons, the BOP is tmplementmg a number of cost reduction and str~mltn1ng 
mttlatives. Among those miuanves is the deacuvadon and closure of four older, stsnd-alone prison camp 
fac1bUes. The Federal Prison Camp (FPC) located at Nelhs Arr Force Base is one of four stand-alone FPCs 
currently under cons1derat1on for deactivation and closure. 

Chapter [ of the EA provides the background and context of the proposed action Chapter D descnbes 
altcmallvcs to the proposed acuon together with the reasons for their elimination. Chapter m descnbes 
existmg cond1t1ons w1thm the potentJally afiected envtronmenL Chapter IV descnbes potentJaltmpacts of 
the proposed act1on and mJllga!Jon measures, tf warranted. Addmonal infonnauon IS provtded tn the 
remaining chapters and appendtces as indicated by the Table of Contents. 

The EA, the assessment 11 presents, and the procedures by whlch the envuonmemal tnvcsngadons are 
conducted and mcorporated m dects1on-makmg are pans of a process established by l'-'EP A to ensure that 
the cnvtronmental consequences of federal acnons are adequately takenmto account. The process ts destgned 
to ensure that public ofticials make decisions based on a full understanding of the environmental impacts of 
proposed actions and take all appropnatl! steps to ''protect, restore and enhance the envtronment" ( 40 CFR 
150 1.7}. 

B. BACKGROUND 

The BOP operates msttt1.1t10ns of dtfierent secunty levels to appropnately house a broad spectrum of 
offenders. SecUnty levels are based on such features as the presence of external patrols, guard towers, 
security bamers. or detec tion devices; the rype of housing within the institution; internal security features; 
and the staff-to-mmatc ratio. Each facihty ts placed in one ofiive groups -rninbnum-secunty, low-security, 
medium-security. high-secunty, and adDUmStrative as described below: 

• Minimum-Security. Mmnnum-securiry institutions. also knovm as FPCs, have donnitOrY housing, 
a relatively low staff-to-inmate ratio, no perimeter security fences, and are work- and program­
onented. Some FPC's are located on Dllhtary bases where mmates help serve the labor needs of the 
tnsntutton or base The FPC located at Nellis Air Force Base is an example of a stand-alone camp 
and ts one of 10 srmilar stand-alone camps operated by the BOP around the country. 

• Low-Security. Low-secunt}' Federal CorrectiOnal lnstnunons (FCI) have double-fenced pen meters. 
mostly dormitory housing. and strong work and program componentS. The staff·to-inmaJe rano m 
these msuruuons IS higher than m minirnurn-secunty facihne.s. 
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• Medium-Security. Medium-security FC!s have strengthened pen meters (often double-fences with 
electromc detection systems), cell-type housmg, a wtde '-anety of work and treatment programs, and 
a higher staff-to-mm:ne rano than low-seeurily msuruuons, proVJdmg even greater controls 

• High-Security. Htgb-seeunty instiruttons. also known as Un11ed States Pemtenriaries (USP). have 
lughly secure penmeters (either walled or double-fenced "1th a taut Wire fence detection system). 
guard towers, multtple and smgle occupant cell housmg, and close staff supervision and movement 
controls. 

• Administrative. Admmtstranve fact hues arc mstitutions housmg offenders ordetamees who require 
an uncommon level of security due to thetr senous records oi mstttuuonal nusconduct. mvolvement 
m ~iolent or escape-rdated beha~~or. and/or who ha,·e unusual sccunty needs based on the nature 
of their offense. These facilities also ha,·e htghlysccure penmeters(enherwalled or double fenced), 
mcludmg the use of guard towers. 

The BOP uses a clas~ification system w detennine an inmate 's secunty level based on factors such as 
severity of the offense, expected length ofmcarcerntlon, and types of prior offenses. FPCs are genernlly the 
least restricuve envtronmcnt and house tnmates nt the lowest secunty levels. usually those servmg short 
sentences or nearing the compleuon oflongcr sentences begun elsewhere. Low-and medtum-secunry FCJs 
present increasingly more rcstnctive eD\~onments. while USPs pro, ide high-security and \'Cry restncuve 
en,1ronments. Admimstrative ma:runum factbues provide for th.- htghest le,•el of secunty a.nd the most 
restncuve conditions "1thtn the federal pnson system. 

The inmate classification system has proven effeettve in that it enables the BOP to separate \~olcnt offenders 
from the rest of the mmate populanon, keep the mmate population in beuer balance, decrease the number 
of mmatc transfers. and make better usc of available resources, while confinmg offenders in the least 
restricti~e environment. E.xhtblll-2 presents statiStics compiled by the BOP which pro,1de ms1ght mto the 
composition ofalltnmates housed in mmtmum-secunty faciliues (such as FPC Nellis Air Force Base). 

C. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

1. Introduction 

The objectives of the proposed acllon are to more efticiently and effecl!vely manage mmtmum-security beds 
and to reduce o,·erall BOP operatmg costs by deact.ivating and closing a less ellicient stand·alone FPC. The 
BOP IS unden.akmg a broad array of cost reducllon and su-eamhning measures including the dc:acuvauon and 
closure of correeuonal facthues constdered outdated. obsolete and!or more costly to operate and mamtain. 
The costs associated with the contmued operatton and mamtenance of the FPC located at Nelhs Air Force 
Base provides the rauonale for constdenng as deactivation and closure. 

ProJections show the BOP achieving substanual cost reducttons byde~ctivahngandclosing thts FPC. Domg 
so would also allow the BOP to avoid essennal infrastructure upgrades required over the next several years 
in ordeno continue to operate the camp During the deacu\'arion and closure process, FPC staff and mmates 
would be relocated to other facilities "htch are less costly to operate. Followmg closure, the grounds and 
all standmg butldmgs comprismg the FPC would be returned to the U.S. A1r Force m accordance with the 
terms and condtuons of the agreement between the BOP and the U.S. Air Force wbtch allowed for the 
establishment of the FPC. 
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2. Federal Prison Camp - Nellis Air Force Base 

a. Base :VHssion and History 

Nellis Air Force Base ts located in southeastern Nevada m Clark County. The base. a U.S. Arr Force Atr 
Combat Command facility. and its assocrated Range Complex are an integral part of the training and 
read mess mrssrons of the U.S. Air Force. The NelhsAJT Force Base flightlme rs acuve year-round servicing 
and refuehng mihtary arrcraft of all types. The Nelhs Range Complex serves as the largest live-fire range 
avatlablc: for trammg m the United States, and ~elhs Atr Force Base tS the chtef facrltty suppomng tlus 
1nurung mission 

From 1929 to 1940, the present locatron of).;e!hs Atr Force Base conststed of an airfield ,.,th dirt run"'-ays 
that was used for pnvate aVJanon purposes. The a~rfield was then purchased by the C'i!} of Las Ve.g;ts and 
developed by the U.S. Army Arr Corps. who began use of the field for mrhtary operanons in 1942. From 
I 9<12 to 1945. the site. known as the Las Vegas Army Atrfield, was used as an aenal gunnery and flight 
rraming school for B-17 and B-29 atrcrews. 

Following the end oiWorld Warn, the s11e was used as a center for mthtary personnel separating from active 
duty. In 1947. the site was reacltvated as Las Vegas Atr Force Base nnd served as a tighter pilot training 
wing. In 1950, the base was renamed Nelhs f'ur Force Base. to honor a loc~lly born pilot killed in aclton in 
World Warn. Throughoutthe 1950s and 1960s, the ser:tce populalton atNelhs Atr Force Base remamed 
stable during which time the base was transferred to the Tacucal Atr Command. In 1956, the U.S. All' Force 
Demonstration Squadron , the "Thunderbirds." was trunsferred to Nellis Air Force Base. Wamme studies 
during the 1960s and 1970s indicated that most fatalities involvmg new pilots occurred during their first 
combat missions, Thts finding led 10 the creation of the first Red Flag exercises in 1976 at Nellis Air Force 
Base, which continue to the present. The Red Flag excrctses bnng numerous U.S. artd Allred atrcraft and 
personnel to Nellts Atr Force Base for atr-to-alr and arr-to-ground combat traming over the Nellis Range 
Complex and the U.S . Army National Guard Tramtng Ccmer at Fortlrwin. California. Addittonally,the 66"' 
Rescue Squadron operates hehcoptcrs from Nellis Air Force Base. 

ln 1989, the BOP became aware of avatlable facihttes at Nellis Air Force Base which could be utiltzed to 
house a portion oftlS mmtmum-secunty mmate populatton.ln cooperatton with the U.S. Au Force. the BOP 
estabhsbed the FPC m December 1989 and has been operatmg the facihry conttnuously smce that date 

b. Federal P rison Camp 

The FPC tS located at Nclhs Atr Force Base and wrthm an area of the base known as Area n Nelhs Atr Force 
Base is located adJacent 10 and east of the Ctty of North Las VegB$, approxrmately etght mtles north of the 
center of the Crt;. of Las Vegas m Clark Counry. Nevada (Exhibn l-3). Area n is located wuhm the 
northeastern portron of the base \\llh the FPC t~lfbounded on the north and east by Grand Forks Avenue. 
on the west by Ftrst Street, and on the south by the "Red Horse" cornple:>~ and Bergstrom Street, an area of 
approximately 33 acres. Access 10 the snc of the FPC lS ,,a Las Vegas BouJe,·ard and the Area U Gatt>. 
From the Area II Gate. access to the FPC tS \'13 Se~mour Johnson Avenue. Establtshed tn December 1989. 
the FPC operates tndependently and has a rated capacity of approxunately 750 beds. 

3. Inmate Programs 

All inmates recerve program and work asstgnments which are periodically revtewed and changed. if 
necessary, through tnmate unit team consuhatton. All medically-able inmates are required to work at 
productive Jobs and may mvolve work assignments tn food service. the business office, carpentry and 
electncal mamtenance, or any other ac11v1ty necessary for !he upkeep and operauon of !he fact i tty. 
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In addttion to roUlule inmate work assignments at the FPC. the SOP pr0\1des inmate labor m suppon of the 
mamtenance of Nellis Arr Force Base. FPC Inmates proVIde 3n aux1hary workforce to the U.S. Arr Force 
to reduce opera nona! costS and to de.-elop work slalls and postU\'e work hab1ts for the mma1es. On average. 
o,·er 200 mmstes psmc~pated dally as pan oi various base mamtenance acth;ties. In addu ton, the FPC 
provides general Janitorial labor to the Commumty Service PrOJect. 

The proposed deactivation and closure of the FPC, therefore. has the potential to affect U.S. A•r Force 
actlvihes and operatiOns atNelhs Atr Force Base by ehmmaung access to the large workforce ofmmimum­
secunty federal inmates for base mamtenance. In order to continue to pro~1de base Suppon and mauuenance. 
the U.S. Air Force mtends to arrange ior pnvate contractors to undertake the rnamtenance and other tasks 
currently cnmed out by FPC inmates. No dtsruption of base operations are anticipated under this proposed 
arrnngernL"nt. 

4. Need for the Proposed Action 

FPC Nelhs A1r Force Base is one of four stand-alone facilmes proposed for deactivauon and closure; others 
arc located in Pennsylvania. Flonda, and North Carolina. (In accordance with BOP NEPA regulations, 
Eomonmental Assessments are being prepared for each such proposal.) Deachvaung and closmg older. 
more costly. and/or tess efficient Stand-alone inslitutions would enable the BOP to more effictently and 
effectively ITUinage minimum-sccunty beds throughout the federal pnson SYStem.parncularly beds available 
m satellite mtmmum-security work camps that are located adjacent 10 larger. more secure federal correctional 
factlittes. and to achteve substaonal cost rc:ducllons. 

Stand-alone FPCs. such as FPC Nelhs A•r Force Base, have rclnuvely high operating costs because such 
factlities cannot take full advantage of shared sen ices possible at mult1-facility locations, such as medical 
servtces, food services, and administrattve functtons. By transferring inmates from FPC Nelhs Air Force 
Base to minimum-security satellite work camps that arc adjacent to other t~>istmg federal correcttonal 
facilities. the SOP can house mmatcs in a more cost-effective manner Quahfied FPC staff would have the 
opportuntt)' to transfer to other BOP facahues where the need for sl3ff extsts. Other fed= I correcuonal 
facihttes loc:ated m relauve proxunny to FPC Nellis Air Force Base mclude the four facilille~ located at the 
Federal Correcuonal Complex in VtctOf\1llc.Califomia: FCI Herlong. California; USP Atwater. Califonua: 
FCI Pboemx. Anzona. USP Tueson and FCI Tueson, Anzooa among others. 

Closing the FPC and transferring inmates and staff to other facthttes would allow the BOP to avotd the cost 
of essential mfrnstructure upgrades requ1red over the next several years m order to conunue to operate the 
camp. 
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II. ALTERNATIVES 

Outdehnes ior the preparation of en'~ronmemal studtes for federal proJects or acnons such as that proposed 
by the BOP and diScussed m Chapter I ofthts repon requtre an mvesugatton and evalunuon of alternatives. 
The altematJ\'CS analysis conducted under these g1.11dehnes address the following cases; 

• :o\o Action Alternath·c Implementation oi thts altemauve would preclude the BOP from 
proecedmg wath the deacti\11Uon and closure of FPC Nelhs A1r Force Base. 

• FPC DeaC1h11tion and Closure Alternath·e. lmplementnuon ofthts altemauve would allow the 
BOP to reduce opernung costs by deacuvatmg and closmg on inefficient stand-alone FPC. 
DeacU\11liOn and closure of the FPC is consad~red by the BOP to b¢ the Preferred Alternative. 

No reasonable altematwes outsade the JunsdJcuon of the Federal Bureau of Pnsons (the lead agency) have 
been tdenulied or \vamtnt incluston m the EA. 

A. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The No Acuon Altemauve ts defined as a dec IS ton by the BOP not to proceed with the proposed deactivation 
and closure of FPC Nelhs Atr Foree Base. Instead. underthts alternative. the BOP would continue to operate 
the FPC as a stand-alone ractlity and m the current mcfficaent and costly manner. 

Adoption of the No Action Altemat1vewould avoid the potential dtrect impacts (albeittempor11ry)assoc~atcd 
wtth deacuvauon and closure of the FPC. The BOP anticipates thnt potentially sigm licant ad 'oerse direct 
impacts from FPC deactivation and closure ~an nnd would be avotded nnd thnt none of the potenttal d1rect 
impacts associated with this altemattvc. properly m«naged and m111gated. would constnute significant 
adverse tmpacts as defined by NEPA. 

The No Action 1\lternative would also avoid the permanent indirect impactsassociMed with transferring BOP 
staff and inmates to other e:tisting federal correctional facahties Wh1le the mmatc population and staff 
complement is substantially less today than atns peak (approximately 92 staff and 700 mmates tn early 2005 
and approxunately 37 staff and 225 mmates today). the transfer of staff and tnmates to other federal 
correctional facil[ties can be d1srupt1vc to stnff members and their famalies as well as mmates and thetr 
families. There are several federal correctional facilities in rela11ve proximtty to the FPC mcluding the four 
facilities located at the Federal Correctional Complex in Victomlle_ Caiifomaa (approximately 211 rrules), 
FCl Herlong, California (approximately 517 miles) among other factlmes to Caltfornaa and Arizona h t$ 
possible that disruptions to life styles and established patterns ofh,1ngcould occur to those dtrcctlyaffc:cted 
However, the BOP is comnuned to accommodating FPC staff w posa11ons B\1lllable at other extstmg 
facthties. Whtle such a commttment may not fully mmgate the potential Impacts and Ulconvemences to staff 
resultlng from FPC closure, the more serious impact assoctated \\1th elunmatmg stair employmem would 
be avoided 

The No Action Altemanve would also 3\'oad the potennal impacts assocaated wtth reduct tons m the demand 
for utility servtccs answg at the FPC. However. water supply and wastewater treatment servtces are 
provtded by the U.S. Air Force from on-base systems with no sagnuicant adverse ~mpact~ 
anticipated. Impacts to pro,~ders of electric power, natural gas_ and S<!ltd "11Sle co11ccuon are not e:q>ectcd 
to be significant or pose significant adverse impacts to pr0\1der.. of th.:-se servtcc:s. Reuse of the FPC 
buildings and grounds by the US. Air Foree should also offset anv reducuons m unbtv svstem use. - - -
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The BOPruuicipates that potennally SJgmficant ad,·erse mdtrect unpacts from FPC deacuvanon and closure 
can and "ould be avoided and that none of the potennaltmpacts assoctated wuhclosure. properly nutigated, 
would consmute SJgntficant adverse tmpacts as defined by 1\EP A. 

Adoption of the No Action Ahemanve. however, would result m the loss of the substannal posi!IVC benefits 
associated ""~th the proposed action. Deacuvanng and closmg th1s FPC would also allow the BOP to 3\'0td 
essential mfraSJTUcture upgrades reqw.red O''ef the next se,-eral yearsm ordertoconunuto to operote the camp. 
More effk1ent operauon of the federal pnson system. as well as sub~tant1al cost reductions. \\Ould not be 
achievable under the No Acuon Alteman\'e. 

The No Acuon Altemative, by defmmon. does not meettM purpose and need for the proposed acuon and. 
therefore. does not address the BOP's need 10 Implement measures to house the growmg federal mmate 
population in an effictent and cost-e!Ttocth·e m:mnt'r. Ho" evt>r. m order to compare and contrast the potenual 
impacts of the proposed acnon, the No Acnon Altt'rnanve IS earned forward and d1scussed m Chapter IV 
of the EA. 

B. FPC DEACTIVATION AND CLOSURE ALTERNATIVE 

FPCNelhs Arr Force Base 1s one of four stand-alone factht1es proposed for deacllvallOn and closure: others 
are located in Pennsylvanso, Flonda. and North Carolma. DeactJVatmg and closmg less efficient stand-alone 
institutions would enable the BOP to more effic1enliy and effecnvely manage mm1mum-secunty beds 
throughout the federal pnson system, parttcularly beds available m sate line nunimum-securit:y work camps 
that arc located adjacent to larger. more secure fed~eral correcuonal facdilies. 

Stand-alone FPCs, su~h as FPC Nellss A1r Force Base. have relauvely higher operating coSts because such 
fnctlities cannot take full advantage of shared senices poss1ble at mull•-factlsty locat1ons, such as medical 
sen1ces, food semces, and ndmmisttall\'c funcuons. By transfcrrrng mrnates from FPC Nelhs Arr Force 
Base to mmimum·seounty satellstc work CllmpS !hut are adJacent to other cxJStmg federal correctional 
facilities. Opportunities exist for FPC Nellts staff to relocate to other BOP facihues. should those staff wish 
to take advantage of such opportunsties. Other federal correctional facilities in relatwe proximity to FPC 
Nellts Atr force Base include the four facilities located at the Federal C.orrectional Complex in VtctorviUe. 
California; FCI Herlong, Cahfomta; USP Atwater, Cali forma; FCI Phoenix. Anz.ona; USP Tucson and FCI 
Tucson, An zona among others. 

Deactivating and clossng this FPC would also allow the BOP to avoid the cost of essential infrastructure 
upgrades requtred over the next severo I years in order to conunue to operate the camp. Current FPC mmates 
would be relocated to other facilities whtcb are less costly to operate while staff from the camp would be 
ass-1milated snto other BOP facihties w~thout a loss of employment. As a result of the proposed action. the 
BOP expectS to operate more efflc1ently and to achieve substantial cost savsngs. Followmg deacuvauon and 
closure, the grounds and all standmg buildings comprising the FPC would be vacated and returned to the U.S. 
Air Force as mutually agreed upon by the BOP. 

The proposed deactivation and closure of the FPC, therefore. has the potenttal to affect U.S. Air Force 
acuvttses and operauons at Nellis Air Force Base by etinunatsng access to the large workforce of mlmmum· 
secunty federaltnmates for mamtenance and support of base ope111t1ons. In order to contmue to provide 
base support and maintenance. the U.S Air Force intends to arrange for private contractors to undertake 
the mamtenance and otht>r tasks currently earned out by FPC inmates. No disruption to base operations ts 
antictpated under thts proposed arrangement. 

Deacuvauon and closure of the FPC atl\ellts Arr Force Base is cons1dered by the BOP to be the Preferred 
Ahemauve 
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ill. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This chapterofthe EA describes existing conditions in the potentially affected environment, i.e., that portion 
of the enVIronment potentially rmpacted by the proposed action. The boundaries of the potentially affected 
em·rronment "111 varyaccordmg to the narure of the potential tmpact and theaspcctofthe enVIronment under 
considera6on. Certain potential impacts (e.g., impacts on topography or drainage panems) are hrghly sue­
spec die and are likely to be contained entrrcly within the project area. Other impacts (e.g .. potential social 
or econom1c impacts} may have an efJect on the surrounding community. 

Section ill. A descnbes characteristics of the site of the proposed actton and tts rrnmed1ate envtrons, 1.e .. 
topography, biological resources, cultural resources and other site-specific factors. Secti on ID.B presents 
the socioeconomtc, community and regional characteristics of the potentially affected environment, i.e .. the 
regtonal economy. demograpbtc charactensttcs, communtty sen.1ces, surroundmg land uses and other 
contextual characteristics. Potential 1mpacts and actions to mtttgate any potcnually Stgmficant adverse 
impacts are discussed in Section IV following the same order and enumeration pattern 

A. SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

l. Topography 

Nellis A1r Force Base is situated in the Basin and Range physiographic province, which is characterized by 
nrrmerous elongated mountain ranges separated by similarly shaped valleys (basins). The difference in 
elevations between mountaintops and adjacent valley bottoms IS generally no more than 3,000 to 5,000 feet. 

Las Vegas Valley runs northwest to southeast through the area ending just beyond the city of Henderson 
(about 10 mtl es west of Hoover Dam). The broad portion oftbe valley is known locally as the Las Vegas 
Basm and Nel11s Atr Force Base is s1tuated within the w Vegas Basin portion of Las Vegas Valley. 
Topography ts characterized prtmartly by flat alluVlal deposits \\~thin the valley surrounded by numerous 
mountains and ranges mall directions. To the nonh (the Desert, Sheep and Las Vegas ranges) and east (the 
Black, Frenchman and Muddy mountains) they are geJteral1y north-south trending ranges. To the west (Spring 
Mountains) and south (ElDorado Mountains and McCullough Range) the mountams are less linear and not 
as consrstently ahgne<L 

Topography within much ofNeUis Arr Force Base is relatwely flat, wrth slopes one percent or less found 
over much of the base. Elevations range to nearly 2,500 feet above mean sea level (msl) in the foothills 
wtthin the east pomon of Area Il {the area within wluch the FPC IS located). Wrthm Areas I and ill. 
elevations range from approximately 1.980 feet above msl at the nonhwest comer of the base in Area ill to 
approximately 1, 780 feet above msl m the southernmost part of the base in Area l over a distance of 
appro,.;imately 3.5 miles (U.S. Geological Survey, 1973). 

The site of the FPC hes "-'i thin this topographic context. The property comprismg the FPC rs virtuaJiy flat, 
at an elevation of approximately 1,995 feet above msl, with a shght slope that factlitates drainage (Exhtbll 
ffi- 1}. There are no unusual or unjque topographic features or characteristics found withm the site of the 
FPC. 
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2. Geology 

Nell•s Air Force Base 1S suua1ed in the Basm and Range phystographtc provmce, which tS char.tctenzed by 
recem faulr mo,·emmt (since the Oligocene. w11hin the last 3J million years) fomnng numerous elong:ned 
mountain ranges separated by similarly sh:lped valleys (basms). Much of the drainage ,.,thin tlus provmce 
is mtcrior, so playa fonnation is common. 

Two pnmary types of bedrock geology underhe the mountams surrounding the Las Vegas Valley. These are 
either older sedimentary rocks (from the Paleozoic Era) or younger igneous rocks, which include both 
volcamc and, to a lesser extent, plutonic rocks (all from the early Cenozoic Era). The sedimentary rocks are 
predominantly carbonates (limestone and dolomttc). although there are also clastic formations (sandstone 
and shale) and some quartttte (metamorpbosed sandstone). The mountains to the west (Spring Mountams), 
north (Desen_ Sheep and Las Vegas ranges). and east (Frenchman and Muddy mountatll$) are compnsed of 
these sedunentary rock fommuons. The igneous rocks pnrnanly include basaltS and other undtfterenuated 
volcantc rocks. and snmller occurrences of intru.~ivc rocks (granite, quartl. monzonne. and gronodiontc). 
rhyolite, and other undifferentiated rock rypes. Mountains to the south (McCullough Range and ElDorado 
Mountains) and east (B lack Mountains) of the valley are comprised of volcanic rocks, whi le the plutonic 
rocks also arc exposed at u number of locations in the southern mountains (Longwell. eta!.. 1965). 

The Las Vegas Valley tS structural m ongm and has a cons1derable accumulatton ofQuanemary alluvium 
derived from the surroundmg mountams and transp<>ned to the valley. Course matcnal has been deposned 
close$t to the moun tam front.$ m alluvial fans, while the finer panicles ha,·e reached the \'lllley bottoms where 
they were deposited in alluvtal flood plain and lacustnne em'tTonmentS (Longwell, et aL. 1965; Nell.ts A1r 
Force Base, 2001). The Spnng Mountams arc the donunant source of detritus to the valley fill sedtments m 
the Las Vegns Valley. The alluVlal sedtments generally become fmer gramed from west to east within the 
valley. These va lley fill deposits are estunated to range from 2.000 to 5,000 feet thtck beneath Nell is AJr 
Force Base (Black and Veatch, 2001). 

Nclbs A.r Force Base is situated tn Sc1Smtc Hazard Zone 2B {International Conference ofBulldmg Officials. 
1997). Potenual canhquakes m this ~ne ha,·e been correlated to a modified Merealh mtrnsuy (MMl) level 
value of VU (Lindeburg and Baradar, 2001). Thus. areas destgnated m Setsnuc Halard Zone 2B could 
eJq~Cnence eanhquakes wtth mtenmu:s of M!'.tl Level vn. Typical results of a Le,•el vn eanhquake arc 
constdered to have strong shllking se,·erity with people havmg difficulty standing: drivers feel their cars 
shalang; some fumirure breaking; and loose bricks falling from buildings, the damage being slight to 
moderate in well-bui lt buildmgs and considerable in poorly-built buildings (Louie, 1996). 

3. Soils 

The U.S. Depanment oi Agriculture (USDA) has mapped the soils of the developed poruons of Kellis Alr 
Force Base. The general map combmes mulnple sot! types and dtstmgwsbes between dtffen-nt map units 
based on sotls. relief and drainage. In thts system. soils underlying the area comprising the FPC fall within 
one soil map urut: the Glenearb map unit. 

Glencarb so• I is a very deep, well-dramed sot I on recent alluvtal nats. It is fom1ed tn alluvium derived from 
various kinds of rocks. Pem1eability IS moderately slow(0.2 to2.0 mchcsperhour); available water capacity 
tS high. Runoff IS slow, and the hal.ard of water erosion is shght, but the hal.ard ofblowing soil is high. The 
corrosion nsk to uncoated steeVconcrete ts moderate to high and the shrink-swell potential is low to 
moderate. The main lunitation for thiS SOil for construction ts h:l<:ard for flooding; it is subJect to rare periods 
of noodmg from prolonged. high-intenSity stonns. Glencarb soils are used for urban development and as a 
habitat for desen "~ldlife. 
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4. Hydrology 

a. Surface Hydrology 

Surface water in the Las Vegas Valley drains to the Las Vegas Wash, which is the primary water course in 
the area and evenrually makes its way to the Colorado River. Surface water drainage on base generally !lows 
to Clark County Regtonal Flood Control Dtstnct channels where it IS routed mto the Las Vegas Wash. The 
Las Vegas Wash historical ly connected directly to the Colorado River. but today it is channeled tn1demeath 
Lake Las Vegas near the Lake Mead National Recreation Area. On the far side of the Lake Las Vegas 
development, the Wash comes back to the surface from beneath the lake and flows apprOximately 3,000 feet 
to its discharge point into Lake Mead. 

There are no permanent surface water bodies located within the sire of the FPC a,nd there is no history of 
flooding in the area of the FPC property. Federal Flood Insurance Administration maps (prepared by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency) tndtcate that the tract composing the FPC and adjoining areas lie 
outside the I 00-year and 500-year flood zones and wtthm an area of minimal flooding (Exhibit ill-2). 
Surface drainage in and around the site of the FPC is facilitated by open drainageways which are part of a 
stonnwater system which drams the developed areas of Nellts Air Force Base. 

b. Subsurface Hydrology 

Nellis Atr Force Base 1s situated on the eastern side of Las Vegas Valley. Although thts tS a structurally 
formed basin. the Las Vegas Valley is t11led with a considerable volume of alluvial sediments. This sediment 
volume and thickness has allowed a substantial groundwater reservoir (aquifer) to accumulate, which has 
historically provided a significant portion of the water supply for the City of Las Vegas and the surrounding 
communities. Groundwater currently accounts for about29 percent of the water supply for Nelhs A1r Force 
Base (Nellis Arr Force Base, 2001). 

The primary water supply aquifer is situated at depths of at least 100 feet below ground surface (bgs) and 
increases to more than 1,200 feet bgs. The gradient of the upper surface of the primary aquifer (the water 
table) generally slopes downward toward the east; the groundwater flow wHhtn Las Vegas Valley is generally 
from west to easL The narure 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 feet bgs. 

5. Biological Resources 

Biological resources include the native and introduced plants and animals in the project area. For discussion 
purposes, these resources have been separated into the following sections: vegetation, "~ldlife, and special 
status spectes. 
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a. Vegetation 

Accordm~ 10 the lmc~ra1ed ~arural Resources Plan (INR.MP) for Nellis l\lr Force Base. na1iv~ base 
vege111t1on can be cate~orized as a creosote bush-wh11c bursagc (Lnrrt!o rrldenroro·Ambrosia dumosu) 
vegeUillve commumty (Vasek and Barbour. 1997). Th1s \egetauve commuruty 1s supported by the , ·alley 
floor of the MoJave Dcscn and occurs from sea level to nppro:<mtately 3,900 feet abo,·e msl . Although the 
majority of the base (including the s1te of the FPC) 1s de veloped. the creosote bush·,.,. hite bursage commlmHy 
can be found m the undisturbed areas. This plant community can conta in. bur ts not limned to, saltbush 
(Atrip/e;r spp.), prtckly pears and chollas (Oprmlia sp.). Joshua tree (Yucca brel'i(<>lia), Russian thtstle 
(Sal~·ola ka/1), desert trumpet (Enogonum injlatum). cheesebush (Hy/llenoclea saL~ola). and ephedras 
(Eplu:tlm .~p ). 

Approx1mntely 1 ,000 acres oft he base have been developed. Veget3llOn m much of thts area. tncludmg the 
area of the FPC. conSISts of turf grasses. ornamental shrubs. and <hade trees typ1cal oi landscaped areas. 
Lawn areas w1thtn the basearecomposedofKenrucky bluegrass (PINlpr<llt'nsls). Italian domesnc rye ~ass 
(Lolium p~rennc 1 ar muuiflorum). and creeptng red fescue (Feswc<l rubrn ffolla.~] ). :\ \"anety of mtrodu~ed 
and nan,·e dec1duous ~Tees, deciduous shrubs. c'·ergrcen ~Tees. evergreen shrubs. pcrenmals. and annuals are 
also used for landse:tping on the b:lsc. 

Based upon n11r Cln.\}t{iaJilon of We!lam/s and Deepl<aler f/abl/ar< of lire Umrcd S1mes (Co" ardm eta!., 
1979). no" etland areas were tdenutied dunng field \1Stts otlhe FP(' grounds In addmon. accordmg to the 
Nat1onal Wetland Inventory maps, no \\'etland areas are located wnhtn the 1mmedtate ,;ctnity of the: FPC. 

b. Wildlife 

Few species of nauve wtldlife are found on the developed portion~ ofNcll is A1r Force Base due to the lack 
of su1table hab1tat The spectes that do occur have adapted tO the htghly urbamzed environment. However. 
the undtsturbcd pontoos of the base pro\ide suitable hab1tatto u dtvcr<c uesert fauna 

Repttles such as the Side-blotched hzard ( Uw stansburianu). zcbra·taaled hZIIrd (Ca'lisuurus draconoides). 
western wluptat t ( Cnm111iophrous tigns). commonkmg snake (Lamprt}pl!ltis gellllu.<). SJdewmder (Crotahtt 
cera>ll!>}, chuck\, alia (Stwmmait<< obesus), banded gtla monster (He/Ddmna .wspcctonun cinctum). and 
desert torto1se <Goplt~ru.s agam=l.) may be found m both the north and C3SI undeveloped portions ofl'elhs 
Arr Force Base Btrds. tncludmg the ~eat tatled grackle (Quiualu~ major). common rock dove (Columba 
/Nia), burro"-ln¥, 0"1 (Arh~ne ~uuicularia). hou.<;c <;parrow (Pasur domesrw•.,). COSUI's hummingbrrd 
(Caiypu.>rostal?). roadrunner ( Geococcyx califomica), phamopepla (PIIainupeplo nit ens), 3nd mourmngdo,·e 
(Zenaida mauoura) can be found throughout the base, especially near the fe" ur~as of open water wuhan 
the south pOrtiOn. M~mmals thai can be found on both the north and east uodt,eloped pomons of the base 
mclude po<:k~t mouse spectes(Citaerodlpus spp.). kangaroo rat spec1es (D1podomys spp.).Jackrabbit (Lepus 
caftfomicus). western corroma1l (S)fvilagus audubon). ku fox ( Vujpcs macrons). coyote {Cunisfatrans), and 
bobcat (LyiiX roji1.1 ). 

c. Special Status Species 

Accordmg to the U.S Fish and Wtldhfc Semce (USFWS).the Desert Tortots~ (Gopherus agassizii). wh1ch 
is listed as threatened. may occur in or near the '~cinily of the FPC. In addttion. the Nevada Deparunenl of 
Wildlife (NDW) has identified several wudhfe spec1es as poteoually mhabiuns habitats m the vicinity of 
NelhsAu force Ba:.e rncludmg Desm Tonoise. Gila Monster. Per~gnne Falcon. Prame Falcon. Burrowing 
Owl, vanous bats. Desert Bighorn Sheep. and migratory brrds {Loggerhead Shrike and Brewer's Sparrow). 
Correspondence from the USFWS and tbc l\"DW 1s meluded m Appendll1 A "h1le 8 hstmg of rare spectcs 
for Clark County. as pro\'1ded by the Ne\"ada Natural Hentage Program. IS mcluded t\S Apprnd1x B. 
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It is apparent from field mspecllons of the area compnsing the FPC that the property does not mcludc habitat 
that would suppon these spec tal status spec1es. The highl)' developed nature of the FPC propeny, coupled 
wtth the uruque habttat reqwrcmeots of these spec1es. ensures that human interucuon and confl1cts wtth these 
pr01ected spectes does not occur. There IS no mdtcauon that any spec1al status spec1es mhab1t the area of the 
FPC and none were observed dunng recent field VISIIS. 

6. Cultural Resources 

Cultural resources are defined as prehistonc or h1stonc archaeological Sites. buildmgs. structuTt's. distnots. 
arufacts. or other phys1cal evtdence of human acllvlty considered to be 1mponant to a culture. subculture. 
or community for scientific. traditional, rehgious, or other reasons. For ease of discuss1on, cultural resources 
have been dh·ided into prehistoric and historic archaeologccal resources. lustonc butldmgs and structures. 
and traditional cultural resources (e.g .. sacred or ceremomal sues). 

Numerous laws and regulations require federal agencies 10 consider the eiTects of a Proposed Action on 
cultural resources. These laws and regulations stipulate a process for compliance. define the responsibihues 
of the federal agency proposmg the action. and prescnbe the relationships umong other involved agenc1es 
(e.g .. the State Historic Preservation Officer [SHPO) and the Advtsory Council on Histone Pr~rvatton). 

The primary law governing the treatment of cultural resources IS the National Histone Preservation Act 
(NHPA), which requires a federal agenc>· to consider potennal unpacts on histone properties from any 
proposed undenakmg. 

Only those cultural resources determined to be Significant under cultural resources legislation are subject to 
protection or constderation by a federal agency. Stgruficanl cultural resources. whether they be preh1StOnc. 
histone. or tradmonal m nature. are referred to as "h1stonc properues." 

a. Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Resources 

Nel11s A1r Force Base has been surveyed for prehtstonc and histone archaeological resources. One 
archaeological site ellg1ble for nominanon to the National Register of H tstoric Places (Nauonal Regtster) 
has been idenwied \\'ltlun Nellis Air Fon:e Base: this site IS not Within the area compnsmg the FPC No Other 
sttes \\,tlun NelliS Al.r Force Base ha,·e been detemuned to be thgtble for n011lU13t1on to the Nauonal 
Regester. The SHPO has concurred that the final ilm:ntory and evaluation acu,,tteson I' elliS Air Foree Base 
have been completed. Based on these findings. prehistoric and historic archaeological resources arc not a 
concern Within the any of the on-base areas that could be affected by the proposed deactJVlltion and closure 
of the FPC. 

b. Historic Buildings and Structures 

Xelhs Air Force Base bas been sur\'eyed for lustonc buildings and structure.~. No histone propentes chgtble 
for nomrnanon to the National Regis1er were identified. The Nevada SHPO has concurred that the fmal 
m\'entory and eval1131lon activities on I\ ellis Air Force Base ha,·c been completed 

c. Traditional Resources 

Nellis Au Foree Base has been working wuh Nanve Amencan groups to 1dentify trad11lonal culturul 
resources, sacred areas, or tradiuonal usc areas.. The base contmues to work '"'th these groups to further 
1denllfy these resources. To date. no kn0"1l traditional cultural resources. sacred areas. or traditional use 
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areas ba~-e been tdennfied on Nellis Air Force Base. Based on these findings, ttadinonal cultural resources 
are not a «~ncem withm the area oi the FPC 

1- Aesthetics 

The VISual envuonment of !he Nel11s Atr Force Base IS charactensuc of an urban envrronmenl There are 
areas of the base that have been intensively develo~ "'ilh ro:uls, housing untts. office buildings, runways 
and olher support facaltnes and structures, Withm the devell'ped porn on of the base, topography IS rt'latively 
flat wnh no areas oi topogn1phtc relief which offer VIsual mteresL There are undeveloped areas of the base 
the do pro,ide ,,ews of relauvely undisrurbed, narural desert vegetauon and because these areas are 
rt'lauvely small level and unobstn.JCted. adJacent developed art'as are readtly VIsible. 

The sue o(lhe FPC IS VIsually and aestheucally pan ofNelhs A!T Force Base m terms ofbuJ!ding desagn and 
placements. massing, exterior facades. color and material selectaons.Jandscaping patterns. mteroonnecting 
walkways and roadways. etc. Suuctures comprising the FPC are largely concentrated wtthln a relattvely 
small area, the focus of winch are the mulu-story inmate housmg units. along wtth adJoinmg low-rise 
buildmgs houSing dinmg and food sen1ce. recreation. comnuss10nary. maintenance. administration. etc. 

The FPC ttsel i IS BJTllnged a compact, campus-like setting which is compatible with adjoining and nearby 
U.S. AJr Force uses. The temun wilhm the developed area of the FPC is also level as JS SWTounding areas. 
The seale and pla,ementoflhe V3ttOUS strucrure~compnsing the FPC. along with internal walkways. parking 
lots. Jandscapmg. etc., pro\ide an atmosphere equivalent to a small college campus or similar educauonal 
faciluy (E.'Wbu m-3). 

8. Fiscal Considerations 

Fiscal cons1derauons are those havmg to do with the public rreasury or revenues. Potential fiscal impacts 
could. but do not always. mclude: removal of pnvate property from the pubhc tax rolls: acqmsmon of pnvate 
property tlnough the use of public funds; and other public expendnures related to a proposed action (e.g., 
utihty connections, roadway ImprovementS. etc.). F1scal considerations of proposed fede~l projects or 
actions are oi particular tnterest to local go\'emments due to !he possible tax revenue impacts and 
imphcat1ons 

Nellis Au Force Base. mcludmg the lr.lct composing the FPC, has been ov.med by the Federal Government 
(t.e., pub he ownersh1p) since 1942 and 1s tax exempt. The BOP established at FPC m Area ll of Nellis Air 
Force Base m December 1989. Given the tax exempt starus of the property comprising the FPC. there have 
been no propert) ta:< payments or other tax revenues reahzed by local or county governments from the FPC. 

9. Hazardous Substances 

Pursuant to Executive Order 125 12. the BOP undertook preparation of a Real Property Survey, a copy of 
wh1ch as mcluded within the Environmental Baseline Survey (Appendix C). All buildings compristng the 
FPC and tdentificd tn !he Real Property Survey report are bsted m Exhibn ill-4. All hazardous Y,-aste 
3CilVItleS associated vmh FPC operation, cons1dered minor. are managed under the requisite U.S. Atr Force 
permits and programs. The follo"~ng details the class1ftcatton of ha=dous substances "-'tlh adduional 
information pro,>ided wathm the Environmental Basehne Sun·ey anached (Appendi't D). 
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a. Lead-Based Point and Asbestos-Containing Materials 

Most of the bulidmgs compnsmg the FPC were but It dunng the lime penod when both le:td-based pamt and 
asbestos-c<>ntammgmatcnals '\lel'e ''~dely used. Sue survey~ and abatement have been done although these 
matenals are sttll known to be present on ;ne. The presence of these materials constitutes a Recogrnzed 
En,·,ronmcntal Condiuon (REC). 

b. Petroleum Storage 

There are currently no underground storage tanks (UST) or abo,·eground storage tanks (ASD located on sue. 
Three butldtngs (Nos. 10150. 10207. and 10236) dJd ha,·e USTs that were removed b) the U.S Air Force 
Accordmg to a Clark County Health Depanment letter dated December 21. 1992. the county mdtcated that 
the" ... Health Department wlll not requne funher remedtatton at tlus nme." 

c. Weapons Cleaning 

There tS no BOP record of any butldmgs bemg us<'d for storage of weaJX>ns or ammurution. BOP 
representattves reponed that all weapons and ammunition are kept Wtthm the Nellis Air Force Bnse armory. 
Jn additton. no clearung of weaJX>ns occurs at the FPC. 

d. Hazardous Wastes 

The FPC 1TI3intntns very hnle hazardous matenaJs and thus gencnttes lmle hazardou~ waste The matenals 
present mclude oils (primarily motorotl). antifreeze, painls. some lacquers. and glues (used m the hobby and 
craft shops). Hazardous wastes at the FPC are stored in 55-gallon drums contamed tn roofed and fenced 
enclosures located north of the Garage Building. Propane and compress~d gas canis1ers arc also stored in 
lhls area . The Garage Foreperson maintatns a log of waste diSJX>S111. This report, from the tirst quarter of 
200.5. shows details for the Safety Kleen pans washer. anufreeze. battery, and pamt waste streams. The 
Safety Kleen pans washer ts a self<ontatned unn that JS ptcked up and disposed of by Safety Kleen on a 
regular basts. U!;ed motor vehtcle bnnmes :ll'e returned to the ' 'endor. 

Any hazardous waste generated at the FPC ts handled through the U.S. Alr Force prOb'Tam. The U.S. Atr 
Force repons that any such waste ongmatmg from the FPC m the past has been a very small comributton. 

e. Universal Wastes :1nd Special Wastes 

Uruversal wastes mclude bnltmes and tluorescent bulbs, both of wbtch are brought to the U.S. Atr Force at 
the base by the BOP ior r~lmg 

f. MedicaJ Wastes 

Medical and dental wastes are generated m the Health Serv1CCS Butldmg. Medical wastes mclude ··red bag" 
waste (solid wastes generated dunng the course of medtcal practtce. including e.g. absorbent ussues. 
bandages, tongue depressors, etc.) and "sharps" (e.g. needle~. glass ''tals, and scalp~ls) and ore transported 
o[f site by Republtc Services. Republic Strv~ces collects medtcal waste from the FPC apprOXtmately every 
two weeks. Dental wastes, such as amalgam. Stiver cells. and lead btte wmgs. are collected from the FPC by 
the ~cllts Atr Force Base Medical Envtronmental Material Office for recychng. 
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g. Pesticides and Herbicides 

Pestic1des and herbicides used at the FPC include Atrizine, XL-2G. Round-Up. Marathon and Orthene. 
These products, available at local home improvement and gardening centers, are applied as needed using 
sprayers and spreaders. For such matenals, !he BOP maintains a Hazard Commuruca.tion Program With 
Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) available for review throughout the FPC. 

b. Underground Injection of Wastes 

There are no underground injections at the FPC site. 

i. Air Emissions 

Air em1ssio.ns permits are rnamtained by the U.S. A1r Force in accordance wuh the terms of the 
Intergovernmental Service Agreement. Dunng mtervJews w1th the U.S. Atr Force 's Arr Pemut program 
personnel and a reviewofU.S. Air Force tiles, it was determined that six boilers are ltstedon the current FPC 
permit: 

• Building ii'I0201, Educauon and Medical ServJces-Two Raypak Natural Gas B01lers 
• Bwlding 1110203, Dornutory A - Two Raypak Natural Gas B01lers 
• Buildmg #I 0208, Carpentry Shop- \vith cyclone (this bwlding IS currently used as a dormitory) 
• Building #10208, Dormitory B - Bryan Natural Gas Bo1ler 

According to FPC personnel, all of these botlers have been removed and the buildings are now heated by 
natural gas. U.S. Arr Force records indicate that three boilers will need to be added to their new permit, 
however. as stated above, the BOP indicates there are no current boilers at the FPC. 

There ts also a baghouse at the FPC. The locanon of the baghouse is listed as Buildmg #10208 on the U.S. 
Air Force's records. but is actually Building #10207 (Equipment Storago:/Cal]}entry Shop). 

B. COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 

1. Population 

The City of Las Vegas is part of the uruncorporated Clark County. one of the fastest-growmg areas m the 
country. Clark Cowlty is compnsed of I. 7 million rest dents (over 70 percent of the state's population). and 
is the most populous of Nevada 's 17 counties. Other nearby cities include North Las Vegas, Henderson, 
Boulder City, and Mesquite; nearby unincorporated areas \\1thm the Las Vegas Valley mclude Enterpnse. 
Paradtse, Spring Valley. and Sunnse Manor. 

Nellis Air Force Base had a population of 8,896 m 2000. which represented appro:umately two percent of 
Las Vegas' population and one percent of Clark County's population. Clark County had an estimated 2004 
populallon of 1.650.671 of which 534.847 (32.4 percent) were estimated to reside withm the Las Vegas city 
limits (Exhibit m-5). 
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EXHJBIT III-4 
FPC REAL PROPERTY SURVEY 

NELLIS AIR FORCE BASE 

FPC-Nellis AFB. Nevado-EA 

Building Numbe.r Year Built Use 

10190 1991 Greenhouse 
10201 1954 Education. ISM!Medtcal/Phannacy 
10202 1954 Building CIRDAP 
10203 1954 Building A (Inmate Housmg) 
10204 1954 Theater 
10206 NA (Crrca 1950s) Dmmg Hall (a shared use facihty w1th the 

USAF) 
10207 1954 Equipment Storage: Carpenter Shop 
10208 1954 Bu1lding B (Inmate Housmg) 
10213 NA(Recent) Chapel 
10214 NA (Circa 1950s) Captain and L1eutenant 's Oftices 
10235 NA (Recent) PooiiDressmg Room 
10236 NA Gynmasium* 
10237 1957 Commissary (a shared use facility with the 

USAF) 
10238 1995-96 Misc. Recreation Facility/Gazebo 
10240 1996 Garage/Welding Shop 
10245 NA (Recent) AdmmiStration Buildmg 
10247 1993 Warehouse 
10250 1954 v 1st ting Area 
10272 1996 Central Tool Room 
10278 1997 eMS/Facility Maintenane<: 
17001 NA(Rec=t) Misc. Recreation Facthty/Gazebo 
17005 NA(Recent) Misc. Recreation Facihty/We1ght Shed 
17009 NA (Recent) Nauve Amencan Sweat Lodge 

NA: Not ava.Liable: 
Source: Fe<kral Bureau of Prisons and U.S. Air Force, 2005. 
"Not formally under BOP jorisdictioa 

EXHIBIT lll-5 
POPULATION TRENDS 

NELLIS AFB, LAS VEGAS, CLARK COUNTY, AND NEVADA 

Location 1990 2000 2004 (Estimate) 

Nellis Ali Force Base 8,377 8,896 Not Available 

las Vegas City 258.295 478,.B4 534.847 

Clark County 741.759 1,375.765 1,650,671 

State of Nevada 1,201.833 1.998,257 1,334.771 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, 2000. 
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Clark Counl)•'s populauon has ~en growmg rap1dly over !he past l!i years. U.S. Census data mdicate !hat 
from 1990 to 2000, the populauon of Clark County mereased by an avera~ of 8.5 percent annually, as did 
!he populanon of Las Vegas. 11us comp3l'es to an average annual growth rute oi 6.6 percent for !he State 
ofNevada as a whole. In 1990. Clark County represemed approxmJately 62 percent of the population of the 
state and by 2004. the eounl)•'s share oi the state· s population had mcreased to approximately 7 I percent . 
The Clark County Department of Ad\'anoo! Plarmmg has forecasted con11nued growth of the county's 
populauon nsmg to approxunately 1.94>.409 m 2010. 2.276.201 m 2020 and 2,603,885 in 1030. These 
growth proJecl1ons assume the supponmg expans1oru> of ett)' and county mfrastructure and serv1ces and 
continuing gto.,..-th m utilny supply 

2. Economic Characteristics 

Over IO,OOO people are ~ploye.:l at Nellis Arr fon:.e Base oi w·ruch approximately 7,500 are mthtary 
personnel and 2.500 are ct,,han ernployc:e.s (Exhtbll Ul..Q) On average there are over I ,000 t=porary duty 
personnel each day 111 the base and over 8.000 ollictal \'ISJtors annually. Accordmg to the Las Vegas 
Chamber of Commerce, the annual opm~tmg budget for Nelhs Air Force Base exceeds S !50 million and has 
o major Impact on the local economy 

According to an econotruc repon pubhshed m 2000. Nellis A1r Force Basecontnbuted a total impact of over 
$750 million 10 the Gross Regional J>roducl (GRJ>) of Nevada m 1998. Statewide. Nellis Air Force Base 
generated approximately 3.602 secondary Jobs, or 0.4 secondary jobs for evety dlrect job. In 1998, Nellis 
A1r Force Basecootnbutcd 1.4 percent to the state'sGRP. 0.9percentofitspersonal mcome,and I. I percent 
of its total employment. In Clark County. the base contnbute.:l2.1 percent to GRP. 1.3 percent to personal 
income, and 1.7 percent to total employment. 

U.S. Depnnment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics data for July 2005 indicate that Las Vegas had an 
unemployment rate of approximately 4.5 percent. Th1s was shghtly tugher than the unemployment rate of 
lhe county or state. which were 4.3 and 4.2 percent . respectively Unemployment m Las Vegas, Clark 
County. and Nc,'llda was substantially lower than the national average for July 2005 (nppro:<~mnlely 5.0 
percent) , The tmponance of the gammg and hotel industry to !he county's economy is eVJdent m Exh1bit 
ID·7. whtch mdtcates that half of the top ten employers are major casino and hotel complexes located m 
downtown Las Vegas. The number one employer in the county ts !he C lark County School Dtstrict, 
~ploying more than 30.000 persons. 

EXHlBIT ill-6 
LABOR FORCE CHARA.CTERlSTICS 

LAS VEGAS CITY, CLARK CO~TY, AND NEVADA 

C baracteristic Las \' egas City Oark County State of Ne,·nda 

Labor Foree 274,773 I 865.588 1.213.944 

Number of Persons Employed 262.503 828,264 I ,16:),548 

Number of Persons Unemployed 12.270 37.324 50,396 

Unemployment Rate 4.5% 43% .u•o 
-Source: U.S Bureau of labor Stausucs. July 200:>. 

Pagd!I-IJ 



FPC-Ntl/ls AFB. Nmula-£A 

EXHIBITffi-7 
TOP TEN EMPLOYERS- CLARK COUNTY, NEY ADA 

Rank Name Type of Number of 
Business/Industry Employee• 

I Clark County School District Public Education 30,000 + 

2 Nellis 1\ir Force Base Military l 0.000-19,999 

3 Clark County Government 9.000. 9,999 

4 Bellag10 Hotel and Casmo Hotels and Gaming 8.000- 8,999 

5 MGM Grand Hotel and Casino Hotels and Gaming 7,000. 7,999 

6 Mandalay Bay Resort and Casino Hotels and Gaming 7.000 • 7,999 

7 Mirage Hotel and Casino Hotels and Gaming 5.000- 5,999 

8 State of Nevada• Government 5,000- 5,999 

9 Caesars Palace Hotel and Casino Hotels and Gammg 4,000 • 4,999 

10 Las Vegas Metropolttan Police Public Service 4.000. 4.999 

• One of mull!ple slles. 
Source: State ofNevnda Department of Employment, Training, and Rehabilitauon. 2005. 

Median housebold mcomc m Clark County IS approxunately 545,607. whtlc per captta personal mcome 1s 
appro;umately S28,922. Taxable sales m Clark County for the fiscal year cndmg June 2003 were 
approximately S24.54 bJII!on. 

3. Housing 

Housing m Las Vegas is descnbed as moderately expensive, \l.ith pnces and home types varymg ",dcly 
There are mnny houses for sale m the Las Vegas area, rangmg from townhouses to t'our-bedroom 1'1U1(;h 
homes. Accordmg to Home Butlders Research, Clark County bad over 29.000 new home sales and over 
64,000 resales m 2004. The 2004 medtan new home sales price \\'liS close to $300,000, while the medtan 
resale price "as approximate!)' S250,000. Selected smtistics regarding the mix of housing types that wrn: 
a''!Uiable in Clark Couruy m July 2004 are pro'idcd in Exhibit ill-S. 

Selected housmg char.lctensucs for Las Vegas Ctty, Clark County and Ne\'llda in 2000 are depleted m 
Exhtbu Ul-9. The percent of owner-ocCupied housmg wuts docs not vary greatly between the different levels 
of geography, the highest housmg occupancy rate was found m the ctty, followed by the county. and the state_ 
New housing construCtion in the state and county began to take off durmg the seventies_ contmutng through 
the 1990s. The City, hO\\"':Vcr,laggcd shghtly behind the county and state; their housing boom~ m the 
1980s. The mcdl:m number of rooms per housing \D\11 was V111UalJy the same for the ctty, county and state. 
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EXIDBITHI-8 
HOUSING TYPES- CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

Housing Type Number of Units Percent of Units Percent Occu1>led 

Smgle-Family Detached 381,275 56.44% 97.7% 

2-, 3-, 4-Piexes 19.168 2.84% 93.8% 

Mobtle Homes 29.305 -U4,_. 93.001.. 

Apartments 168.076 24.S7% 94.0% 

Town Houses 28.684 4.25% 94.8% 

Condorruruums 49,050 7.26% 93.7% 

Total 675558 100.0% 94.5% 

Sowu: Southnn Nevada Consensus Housmg Unu Esttmate, July 2004. 

4. Community Services 

a. PoUce and Fire Protection 

Pohce protection wtthm Nellis Atr Force Base ts pro,ided by U.S .. ~ Force secunty forces (the Secun~ 
Forces Squadron) wlule law enforcement offlhebasein surroundingcommuntlles •s provided by the vano~ 
county Shenff's Departments, the Nevada State Police, and municipal pollee dcpartmcn~ lndl\'ldually and 
m concen. the.e law enforcement agenc1es pro,'ide ample police protecltOO and coverage throughout the 
region. Nonetheless. BOP staff are eqwpped to handle wrually aU emergency Sltuallons wttbm the FPC. 
The BOP rehesupontts well-tramed and well-eqUipped workforce to ensure thesecunty of all tis IDStltuttons 
mcludmg FPC NeUts Arr Force Base. In sddnion. it IS the respollSlbtht:y of the Llruted States Marshals 
~ee lll\d the Fedm!l Bureau of Investigation 10 assislthe BOP. If necessary, m the event a (eden~! mmate 
IS reponed missing. 

Nelhs Air Foree Base also proVIdes tiS own frre protecuon and has a mutual 31d agreement wtth Clark 
County. The C1\'il Engmeer Squadron pro,~des Slnlctural fire protection and arreraft crash-frre-rescue, to 
Nelhs A1r Foree Base rmhlllJ)', dependents. ret1rees, ct\'ilians and temporary duty personnel. The BOP relies 
upon the U.S. A1r Force to pro,~ de the first response to a fire emergency at the FPC. The Area n Fire 
Depllltlllent pro,1des first response the area of the FPC. 

b. Public Education 

The Clark County School Dtstnct (CCSD) includes public elementary, IDJddle and high schools, and ranks 
as the fi fib largest school system in lhe nation. The CCSD, managed by a seven-member Board ofTrustees, 
employs approximately 32,161 staff, mcluding full-time, part-time. substitute, temporary and student 
employees, and operates 30 I schools wi!h an enrollment of over 280.800 Students. The genera I operating 
fund budget for the 2004-2005 school year w-Js Sl .6 billion. with a per pup1l expenditure of approxmmtely 
$5,805. 

Nclhs Alf Foree Base :llso offers educational services at the Nellis Educational Center. All active-duty/ 
renred ser-·ice members, civil service/non-appropriated employees and their fanuly members may partie 1pate 
in programs at the Center. 
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EXHIBJTill-9 
SELECTED HOUSli~G CHARACTERISTICS 

LAS VEGAS CITY, CLARK COUNTY, AND NEVADA 

Characteristic Las Vegas 
City 

Housing Unit Occupancy Rate 92.7% 

Owner-Occupied Housing Units• 59.1% 

Renter-Occupied Housing Units• 40.9% 

Year Structure Built•* 

1999 10 March 2000 5.5% 

199510 1998 22.5% 

199010 1994 20.9% 

1980-1989 19.0% 

1970-1979 13.2% 

1960-1969 10.9% 

1940-1959 7.4% 

1939 or earlier 0.6% 

Numlx:r of Rooms per Housing Urut•• 

I 4.3% 

2 6.5% 

3 12.8% 

4 15.8% 

5 21.3% 

6 18.2% 

7 10.6% 

8 5.7% 

9 or more 4.7% 

Median Number of Rooms per Housmg UnitH 5.0 

• Umverse 1ncludes all occup1ed housmg untts. 
•• Umverse indudes all housing units (occupied and uuoccupted). 
Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, 2000. 
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Clark County 

91.5% 

59.1% 

40.9% 

7.1% 

23.0% 

18.2% 

20.6% 

17.2% 

8.6% 

4.7% 

0.5% 

3.5% 

7.1% 

12.7% 

17.4% 

21.1% 

17.4% 

10.4% 

5.8% 

4.6% 

4.9 I 

Nevada 

90.8% 

60.9% 

30.1% 

6.1% 

20.1% 

16.2% 

20.8% 

19.3% 

9.5% 

6.3% 

1.7% 

3.5% 

6.8% 

12.1% 

17.1% 

21.2% 

18.0% 

10.7% 

6.0% 

4.7% 

5.0 
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c. Medic.al Facilities 

The BOP relies upon the Mike O'ullagban Hospital at Nellis Alf F(lrce Base to pro''lde general and 
emergency medical services to inmates and employees (on the base, emergency services are available 24 
hours per day) Several hospitals and medical clinics are also IOCllted tn the vicinity oiNellis Air Force Base 
including: the Veterans Administrallon Ambulatory Care Center m Las Vegas. Umversiry Med1cal Center 
m Las Vegas. Summerlin Hosp1U1l Medical Center m Las Vegas, and the Sunnse Ho..-pital and Medical 
Center in Las Vegas. 

5. Land Use 

The area <;:ompnsmg the FPC is wholly confined \vi thin Nelhs Atr Force Base and bordered by base-related 
uses of vanous types. Land uSCl. found m the immediately vicimry of the site of the FPC mclude: offices and 
stmilar admtrustrative uses, education and training facilities, open space, etc. 

6. Utility Services 

a. Water Supply 

Nelli$ Atr Force Base obtams us potable water supply from two mnm sources: nme \Jal;e wells and the 
Southern Nevada Water Autlloril)• (SNW A). A small amount oi water ts also purchased from the C11y of 
North Las Vegas. Recent reports md1cate that the base's averoge dally water demand ranges from 
approximately 1.6 milhon gallons per day (mgd) during the winter months tonpproximately7.0 mgd during 
the summer months The majority of the mcrease during the summer is attnbu!ed to urigauon. Water storage 
constsiS of 7.5 million gallons withm both elevated nnd ground storage tanks. Water d1stnbuuon lmes are 
constructed of cast uon, asbestos cement. and polyvmyl chlonde 

The FPC is pro,~ded wi1h potable water by the U.S. Air Force v1a the supply and distnbution system wbtch 
serves the base. Recent average da1ly water consumption by FPC tnrnates and employees was reponed to 
be approxtma!ely 2.588,500 gallons per month or 86,283 gallons per day (June 2005). There are no known 
limitations to the p«ms1on of potable water supply m the area of !he FPC' 

b. Wastewater Collection, Treatment and Disposal 

Wastewater from Nellis Atr Force Base, mcludmg the FPC, is discharged to !he Clark County Water 
Reclamation Dt.Stnct (CCWRD) for treatment at the wastewater rreatment plant. The wastC\vater system on 
base includes 382,000 It near feel of gr&\~ty sewer mams and 12 sewage pumping sun ions. Pipmg consists 
of vttrified clay. concn:le, and PVC. Tho: base discharges approximately 1.5 million gallons per day (mgd) 
of wastewater to the CCWRD with domesnc wastewater accounung for approxunately 90 to 95 percent of 
the tol:ll diSCharge from the base. Wastewater from most of the base 1s discharged to a CCWRD hnc on 
Nellis Boulevard at Cheyenne Road. 

Wastewater generated by operation of the FPC is cenveyed far treatment via the U.S. Air Force collection 
system which serves the base. Recentavmge daily wastewater genera non by FPC 1runates and employees 
was reponed to be approximately 2,070.i00 gallons per month or 69,023 gallons per day o~ 2005). There 
are no known limttauons to the proVISIOn of wastewater co !lee lion and rreaunent service iO the area of the 
FPC. 
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c. Energy 

The electncal dismbutton system at Nellis Air Force Base conSists of nine J2.47n .2-kilovolt (kV) feeders. 
These feeders are supplied from a base-owned substation, which is itself supphed from a single 69-l<V 
Nevada Power Company incoming primary feed. The power is drawn from the Hoover Dam power grid. The 
base· s substation IS adjacent to the North Gate at Las Vegas Boulevard. Powa is distributed throughout the 
base via 545,000 linear feet of overhead cables and 441,000 linear feet of underground cables. The 69 kV 
primary power is transformed to 12.47l<Vby two 33-megawatt (MW} transformers. 

The electrical distribution system in the area comprising the FPC is both O\>erhead and underground The 
electrical dismburion system on base is owned by the U.S. Arr Force with the exception of the overhead 
portion of the system Within Old Nellis Terrace, which IS owned by the Nevada PO\ver Company. There are 
no known limitations to the provision of natural gas serv1ce m the area of the FPC. 

Nalllfal gas is provided to Nellis Air Force Base by Southwesl Gas Company via a high pressure transnrission 
line at five locations along North Las Vegas Boulevard (State Highway 604). The main base has 
approximately 20 miles of gas mains/laterals with an additional19.3 miles of lines found within the base 
housing areas. The gas disrriburion system on the base, owned and operated by the U.S. Arr Force. 1s 
comprised oi polyethylene lines. There are no known hmitat1ons to the proVISlOn of natural gas semce at 
Nellis Air Force Base or m the area of the FPC. 

d. Solid Waste 

Operauon oi the FPC results in the generation of solid wastes. While wastes are collected from the FPC 
twice monthly by a pnvate caner (Silvemate D•sposal). waste volumes are not recorded. The BOP also 
operates arecycling programatthe FPC that separates some recyclable material from the overall solid waste 
stream. The approximate monthly volume of recyclable material is 1,000 pounds consiSJing of cardboard 
and wooden pallets. Operation oi the FPC does not result in the production of hazardous wastes. Medical 
wastes are collected for disposal by Repubhc Service.s. 

7. Transportation Systems 

Regtonal access to Nellis Air Force Base is prov1ded via a networl< of county, state, and federal highways. 
The general vicinityofthe base can be reacherl by Interstate (1)-15 and U$. Route 95, both found to the west 
Pnmary public access to the FPC is readily afforded via the Nellis Air Force Base roadway network. Access 
to the site of the FPC IS v1a Las Vegas Boulevard and the Area n Gate. From the Area n Gat.e, access t.o the 
FPC is via Seymour Johnson Avenue. 

McCarren International Airport handles most commercial flight originating m southern Nevada and is located 
approximately 12 nules from Nell•s A•r Force Base m Las Vegas. 

8. Meteorological Conditions 

The climate of the Clark County region is characterized by low humidity, abundant sunshine, mild winters 
and hot dry summers. Due to the "rain shadow" effect of the S1erra Nevada and Sprmg Range to the west. 
mo1sture associated \vith storms originating in the Pacific Ocean rarely reaches the Las Vegas area, hence. 
average annual precipitation in the area is approximately four inches. 

Winterrainfallts usually gentle and charactenzed by limned runoff on native soils. In summer and early fall, 
local tlmnderstol'lll5 with mtense ramfall can cause flash floods. Wmter and spnng weather pauems typically 
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have west or northwest winds. Summer and early fall weather patterns may have south winds. which may 
bring moiSture for thunderstorm development 

Dry a1r masses move over the area resulting in clear to partly cloudy sk1es ",th 85 percent S\iDShine in an 
average year. The and chmate of the area is characterized by wann, dry summers and eool winters. The 
hottest months of the year are July and August where daily temperatures nse to the low I OOs and drop to the 
high 70s. During the wtnter months. daily h1ghs seldom exceed 60 degrees F and freezing temperatures at 
night are not unusual although extremes of cold are rare. Temperatures range from an average daJly 
mirumum of 36 degrees Fin February to an average daily maximum of99 degrees Fin July. The relative 
humidity m the area averages approxunately 40 percent m the morning and decreases to an average daily low 
of approxrmately 21 percent in the late afternoon. 

9. Air Quality 

a. Overview 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) defines ambient air in CFR 40, Pan 50, as "thai 
portion oft he armosphere, external to buildings, ro which the general public has access. "In compliance with 
the 1970 Clean Air Act (CAA) and the 1977 and 1990 Amendments (CAAA), the U.S. EPA has promulgated 
ambient air quality standards and regulations. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) were 
enacted for the protection of the public health and welfare, alJo"'mg ior an adequate margin of safety. To 
date, the U.S. EPA has estabbshed NAAQS for six cntena pollutants: carbon monoXJde (CO). sulfur dioxtde 
(SO,), particles with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal I 0 micrometers (PM ,0) , ozone 
(0,), nitrogen dioxide (NO,). and lead (Ph). The health and welfare effects of the criteria pollutants are listed 
m Exhtbit UI-10. 

There are two types of standards: pnmary and secondary.Primary standards are designed to protect sensitive 
segments of the population from adverse health effects. with an adequate margin of safety. that may result 
from exposure to criteria pollutants. Secondary standards are designed to protect human health and welfare 
and. therefore. in some cases, are more stringent than the primary standards. Human welfare is considered 
to mclude the natural environme-nt (vcgetanon) and the manmade envuonment (pbys1oal structures) .. A.reas 
that are below the standards are in "anainment" while those that equal or exceed the standards arc in "nOn· 
attainmenL n 

b. Regulatory Responsibilities 

Although the U.S. EPA has the ultimate responsibility for protecung a1r quality, each state and local 
government has the primary responsibility for air pollution prevention and control. The CA.A requires that 
each state prepare and submtt a plan (State lmplementation Plan) describing how the State will attain and 
maintain air quality standards m non-anainment areas. In order for projects to comply with the CAA and 
the CAAA, they must confonn \vith attainment plans documented m the State lmplementation Plan. Air 
quality standards are enforced by the Clark County Depanment oi Air Quality and EnVIronmental 
Management (DAQEM) under the authority of the Clean Air Act. 
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EXHIBITill-10 
DESCRIPTION OF NAAQS CRITERIA POLLUTANTS 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO,): A toxic. colorless gas v.oith a distinctly detectable odor and taste. Oxides of sulfur in the presence 
of water vapor. such as fog. may result in the formation of sulfunc actd mist. Human exposure to SO, can resuh in 
IITltation to the respuatOry system, which can cause both tempomryand pennaneru damage. SO, exposure can cause leaf 
mjury to plants and suppress plant grO\\th and )'leld. SOl can .Uso caus¢ corrostve damage to many ~s ofllllUIIllade 
materials. 

Pardculues (PM 10): Tbe PM10 standard refers to inlutlable paniculate maner. which 1S defined as particulate maner less 
than 10 microns (0.0 1 millimeter) in diameter. The prior standard for Total Suspended Particulates (TSP) referred to 
airborne particulates less than I OOmicrons in diameter. Particulates originate from a varietyofnatmal and anthropogenic 
sources. Some prrdonnnant anthropogeruc sourc~ ofp3!t1culates mclude combustion produciS (wood. co:.! and fossil 
fuels), automotrve exhaust (particularly diesels), and v.oindborne dust (fugitive dust) from construction activities. 
roadways and sotl erosion. Human exposure to iuhalable particulate rnaner affects the respiratory system:mdcan increase 
the risk of cancer and heart sttack. Small particulates affect visibility by scattering visible light and when combmed v.ith 
water vapor can create haz<: and smog. 

Caroon Monoxlde (CO): A (Olorlcss. odorless, tastrless and toxlc gas formed through mcomplete combustion of crude 
oil, fuel oiL natural gas, wood waste, gasoline and diesel fuel Most combustion processes produce ar least a smaU 
quantiry of this gas, while motor vehicles constinue the largest single source. Human exposure to CO ean cause serious 
health effects before exposure is ever detected by the human senses. Tbe most serious bcolth effect of CO results when 
inbaled CO enters the bloodstream and preventS oxygen from combining v.oith hemoglobin. impeding the distribution of 
oxygen throughout the bloodstream. Trus process signifiQntly reduces the abiliry of people to do manual casks, such as 
walking. 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,): A reddish· brown gas with a highly detectable odor. which IS highly corros1ve and a strong 
oxidtz.ing agent Nitrtc ox1de (NO) and mtrogend1oxtde (NO,) constitute what is commonly referred to as nitrogen oxides 
(NO.). NO, are formed by all combusllon and c..-rtain cbeDJlc:tl manofacnu:ing operattons. During combustion, rutrogcn 
(N) combines wuh oxygen (0) to iorm NO Ths combines with more oxygen to form NO,. Under intense sunlight, NO, 
reaciS "oith orgamc compounds to form photochearical oxidants. OlUdants have 3 sigruficant effect on atmospbenc 
chClll.lstry and are gaseous atr poUutants that are not eari!led into the air directly. They are formed through complex 
chellllcal reactions which involve • mixture ofNO, and reactive hydrocarbons (HC) in the presence of strong sunlight. 
Hum:m rxposnre to NO, can cause respirator)' inllamrnation at high concentrations and respiratory irritation at lower 
concentrations. 1\0 is not usually considered a health hazanL NO. rtduee vuibility and cootrtbute to haze.. Exposure to 
NO, can cause serious damage to plant l1S5Ues and deteriorate m.anmade materials. 

O~one (0,): An oxidant that is a major component of urban smog. 0, Is a gas tbst is fonned oarurally at higher altitudes 
and protects the earth frombannful ultraviolet rays. At ground level, 0 , is a pollutant created by a combination of HC, 
NO, and sunlight, through photochemistry. Ground· level O, is odorless and colorless, and is the predominant constituent 
of photochemical smog. Hum:m exposure to 0 , can c~use eye irntation at low concentration and respiratory irritation 
aod in1lamm3!lon at higher concentranoos. Respiratory effeciS are most pronounced during strenuous activities. 0 , 
exposure will deteriorate manmade materials and reduce plant growth and yield. 

Lead (Pb): Lead is in the atmosphere in the fonn of inhalable pamculates. The ID.1JOr sources of atmospheric lead are 
motor vehicles and lead smelting operations. The U.S. EPA estunotes that ambient cooeentranons bave decre,sed 
dramatically in recent years (o drop of70 percent smce 1975) lazgely due to the decreasmg use ofleaded gasolme. Health 
effects from atrnOspbenc lead occur through lflhalation and consequent absorptton mto the bloodstream. Excesstve lead 
accumulauon causes lead poisomng with symptom' such as fatigue, cramps, loss of appetite, anenua. kidney disease. 
mental retardation, blmdness and death. 

Source: The LoUtS Berget Group, l.nc., 2005. 
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c. Existing Air Quality 

Nellts Atr Fonx- Base. mcluding the site of the FPC. is located in the northeastern portion oflhe Las Vegns 
Valley. The closest DAQEM atrquality monitonngsutionoperaling m the •~cmnyofNc:lhs Air Force Base 
IS the Crn.g Road monnoring Statton. located at 4701 Muchcll Street. The Cnug Road stauon momtors 
ozone, CO. PM,., and PM1. s Exhibit ill· II presents a summary of the highest pollutant values recorded at 
tbJS station lor three recent years. 

Clark County, including Nellis Air Force Base and the sue of the FPC. is located m a non-attammcnt area 
for three cntena pollutants: CO, ozone, and PM10• 

10. Noise 

a. Overview 

Notse IS tradmonally defined as any unwanted sound. Magmrudes of sounds. whether wanted or unwanted, 
are uslllllly dc:scnbed by sound pressure, t.e .. a dyniUlUC vanauon m a!Dlosphenc pressure The human 
auditory system ts sensitive to fluctuations m atr pi'CSS\IR above and below the baromelnc static pressure. 
These t1uctuations are defined as sotmd when the human ear ts able to detect pressure changes within the 
audible frt'quency range. 

Smce the range of sound pressure varies greatly, a logarithmic scale 1s used to relate sound pressures ton 
common reference level and is represented as the decibel (dB). The decibel is the standard umt for sound 
measurement and represents acoustical energy pfesent m tl1c: environment. Humans are capable of hearing 
only a limited frequency range of sound; generally. humans can hear frequencies ranging from 20 hertz (H:-., 
cycle per second) to 20.000 Hz; however, they do not hear all frequencies equally well. As a res1.11t. a 
frequency wctghnng, known as A-weighting, is commonly applied to the sound pressure level, which 
approx1mat(S the frequency response of the human ear by placmg most emphasis on the frequency range of 
1,000 to 5,000 Hz. Because this A-weighted scale closely describes the response of the human ear to sound, 
it is most commonly used in noise measurements. Exlub1t IlJ-12 provides examples of common sounds and 
noise levels e:<.prcsscd on the A-wetghted decibel scale. 

The sound level at a particular mstantts not likely to be a good measure of no1se levels that ''3fY ",th time 
over a wide range. e.g., nOtse from vehicular m(>"ement. To betttr accommodate :lnd as:se..<s the time-varymg 
noise levels typically associated wtth traffic patterns, a time-averaged, smgle·nurnber descnptor known as 
the MLevel eqwvalent" (L,.) ts employed. The L"' ts expressed m dBA and represents the average energy 
coment of sounds over a spec1fied time penod. Jt includes both steady background sounds and transient. 
short-term sounds. It represents the level of a Sleady sound which. when averaged over the sampling penod, 
is equivalent m energy tO the time-varying (fluctuating) sound level over the same period of time. 

Noise may be more objectional at cenain tunes. This has led 10 the development of a measure known as the 
Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn orL,0) L., or L10 is a 24-hour average sound level that includes a 
penalty (10 dB) to sound levels dunng the rught (10:00 PM to 7:00AM). Th1s measurement is often used 
to determine commun1ty noise levels and ts endorsed by such agenc1es as the U.S. EPA, the U.S. Department 
of Transportation. the U.S. Department of Housmg and Urban Development, and the li.S. Department oi 
Defense. 
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EXHlBIT 111-11 
AIR QUALITY MONITORING DATA· LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

Pollutant Averag.lng federal Ma;dmunt Concentrations !'\umber of Days 
Time Primary (a) Exceeding 

Standar ds Fe-deral Standard (b) 

2001 2002 2003 2001 2002 2003 

(}tQnc I hour 0.12 ppm 0.102 0.097 0.11 I 0 0 0 

S hours O.OSppm 0.078 0.089 0.089 0 I I 

Carbon 1 hour 35 ppm 3.5 2.3 1.5 0 0 0 
Monoxide 

S hours 9ppm 2.4 1.8 0.9 0 0 0 

PM,, 24 hours 65 llg/mJ 25 53 47 0 0 0 

Annual IS ~glmJ 12.0 13.0 13.0 0 0 0 

PM10 24 hours 150 llglm3 IS I 535 230 0 3 I 

AMuul so llglm3 43.0 50.3 45.8 0 0 0 
-Source: U.S. EPA A1r Qualny System Qu1ck Look Report (APM4.>0), 2003. 

Notes: 
a Concentnlt10n umts for CO and ozone are in ppm: Concentration units for PM,_, and 1'M,0 are 

'"flg/m3. 
b For annual standards, a value of 1 tndicates that the standard has been exceeded. 

b. Existing Noise Conditions 

The FPC 1s located m the nonbeast ponion of Nellis Air Fo~e Base (Area IT) with noise sources originating 
largely from motor '·eluc1c traffic on nearby Seymour Johnson Avenue, bud and wildlife calls. and military 
:urcraft training opera nons whichutilizenearbytaxiways and runways en route to the vanoustrammgranges. 
Observations m and around the FPC during recent field investigations reveal that noise levels are, for the 
most part, relatwely low. due to a lack of nearby commercial or industrial development, major roadways, and 
other traditional noJSe sources. 

As one would expect at an acuve U.S. All Force mstallation, noise from aircraft-related acuvities are 
common. occurring at irregular intervals. However. such tranung activmes do not hmder FPC operatiOns. 
I.n add1tion, there are no land uses locate-d near the FPC that would be considered sensitive noise receptors. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

The Nanonal Environmental Pohcy Act rNEPA) regulattons dtrtet fedm~l agenc•es to dtscuss any direct 
and/or mdirect. or cumulauve ad''CI'~ nl'1ronmtntal eficcr.s wblch cannot be 3\'0tded should the proposed 
action be unplemented. and the means to mtngate such ndver~ Impacts rf they occur The l\'EP A regula nons 
instrUct federal agenctes to cons11kr both btncticml and ad,CTse l.lllp3Cts of the propo>ed acuon m tenns of 
pubhc health. unique iearures of the geographtc area. the precedenual effect of the scuon. public optmon 
concernrng the net ton. and the degree to wbtch the tmpacts arc uncenam. Mntgauon measures are tdenulied 
as those actions that would reduc-e or ellllUIIllte potenual tn\1ronmentaltmpacts that could occur as a result 
of construction or operation or the proposed prOJect Mtugauon. as deiined b> the :\"EPA regulations, 
includes: 

• "Avoiding the impact altogether by nottahng a ccrtatn actran or parts OJ an arnon "; 

• "Minim::mg impactf b) }uniting rh~ degree or magmtud~ of tho.• action and us rmplemcntation "; 

• "Recti/)ing the impact b) repainng. reluzbiluarlng. or restoring tire offecud ennronment"; 

• "Reducing or eliminating the unpoa o'er wne b) presen·ation and molllll!nonce operottotzs during 
tM hje of the action"; and 

• "Compensating for tl:e impac-t b_\ replacing or prQI·lding $uh~tltlltl.' resource,, or e11vironmunrs. " 

Potential •mpactS llld measures to null gate potential adYersc tmpacts a.%oc1atcd w11h the proposed acuon are 
dtsc~ under the same headm,gs and tn the same order as the prcccd•ng desenption of the potentially 
affeeted ennrollJllellt. I.e . tirst tn terms of sne charactetisncs and then tn terms of community and rcgtonal 
charnctcnsncs. 

A. SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

I. Topography 

a. Poteotiallmpacts 

Initial developt:nent of Nellis Arr Force Base. mcludmg development of the area contamrng the FPC. altered 
lhena!Ura l topography of the FPC stte m order to establish le"el butldmg sttes. parkrng areas and recrea11onal 
facrlrttes; construct internal roadwa~·s; etc. As no ground -altenng acttvllies are proposed by the BOP, 
deacttvation and closure of the FPC would not result in any direct impacts tocurrenuopographtc condJllons. 
Following deacth>ation and closure. the grounds and all stnnding bwldmgs compnsmg the FPC would be 
vacated and returned to the U.S. Air Force by the BOP as mutually agreed upon. 

b. Recommeoded Mitigation 

No changes to current lopographrc condmons are anuctpattd as a result of the proposed acuon and no 
measures to DDitgate potennal topographic unpacts resulttng tiom the proposed :1(:1100 are wammted 
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c. No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative. the proposed acnon would not be implemented and the FPC would 
continue to operate in its current condition and location. Hence, impact$ to topographic conditions would 
not occur and mtttgauon measures would not be reqwred. 

2. Geology 

a. Potential Impacts 

lnnial development ofNelhs Atr Force Base. mcludmg development of the area contammg the FPC, resulted 
in slight alterations to subsurface conditions during construcuon of camp buildings, installation oi 
underground utilities, etc. As no ground-altering acti,~ties are lJrOposed by the BOP. deactivation and 
closure of the FPC would not pose any dtrect impacts to geologic features and conditions. Following 
deactivation and closure, the grounds and all standmg buildmgs compnsing the FPC would be vacated and 
returned to the U.S. Alr Force by the BOP as mutually agreed upon. 

b. Recommende~ Mitigation 

The proposed action would not adversely effect pre-existing geologtc conditions at the stte of the FPC. 
Hence, no mingatmg measures involvmg geolog~c features and setsmic condlttons are warranted. 

c. No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed action would not be implemented and the FPC would 
connnue to operate in tts current condition and location. Renee, impacts to geologic features and condnions 
would not occur and mttigation measures would not be required. 

3. Soils 

a. Potential Impacts 

Nattve sot is were largely altered as a result of construction acth~t1es mvoh-ing Nelhs Alr Force Base in 
general, and the sue of the FPC in panicular, dunngconstrnct:ion of the buildmgs, parkmg are-as. recreational 
facilities, etc. that comprise the FPC. As no ground-altering activities are proposed by the BOP. deactivation 
and closure of the FPC would pose no direct impact to soil conditions and cbaractensttcs. Followmg 
deactivatiOn and closure. the grounds and all standing buildings comprising the FPC would be \'Seated and 
rerurned to the U.S. Air Force by the BOP as mutually agreed (lpon. 

b. Recommended Mitigation 

The proposed action would not adversely effect e:ustmg soil condinons or charactenStlCS at the site of the 
FPC and. therefore. no other mitigating measures are warranted . 

c. No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed action would not be implemented and the FPC would 
conunue to operate m us current condinon and locatiOn. Hence. impacts to soil condittons and 
chaTacteristics would not occur and mitigation measures would not be reqwred. 
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4. Hydrology 

a. Pottotial l mpacts 

Initial developm<:nt of Nellis Atr Force Base. mcluding development of the area contatmng the FPC, altered 
the aren·~ narural hydrolo!l) by constrUctton ofbutldmgs. roadways. parktng areas. recreattonal fucihues, 
stonnwater management system, etc At the presrntlllllC. the U.S. Atr Force properly handles stonnwater 
ongmatmg an the area of the FPC and would conunue to do so followmg FPC closure. The FPC ts not located 
v.-nhin a 100-year floodplam or wtthtn or adJacent to wetlands and,thereiore, the proposed deocuvauon and 
closure of the FPC would not direclly ampact ex1sttng h~·drologJccondi!IO!lS. As no ground-altenngactiVIIICS 
are proposed by the BOP, adverse impactS to hydrologtc condmons are not e~pected to occur as a result of 
FPC deacuvat1on and cloStm. Follo"1ng deacttvatlOn and closure. the grounds ano.l all standmg buildmgs 
compnsmg the FPC \\Ould be •-acated and returned to the US Au Force by the BOP as mutually agreed 
upon. 

b. Recommended Mitigation 

The stonnwater managemem system m place m and arouno.l the FPC dtrects runoff from the bu1ldmgs, 
parking areas and dnveways that comprise the FPC. No changes to the volume or qunhty of stonnwater ure 
expected foii0"-1ng deacll vation and closure ~nd. I here fore. no miugaungmeasures for hydrolog1c condiuons 
are wammtcd 

c. No Action Alternative 

Under the No Acuon Alternative, the proposed action would not be Implemented and th~ FPC would 
continue to operate Ill tts current condtuon and locatton. Hence, Impacts to hydrolog1c condmons and 
cb.aractenstJcs would not occur and nungauon measures would not be requ1red. 

5. Biological Resources 

a. Poreotiallmpacrs 

Development of Nellis Air Force Base permanently altered the natural ecosystems m tlus area of Clark 
County. Wtthtn the base, the area compnsmg the FPC conSIStS of largely cleared and developed lands. a 
lightly traveled road network, and numerous standmg structures. The ma;onty of the vegetation found wnhrn 
the area comprising the FPC conSJSIS of mowed tw1' nnd landscape plantmgs wh1ch are m:untamed on a 
regular basis. 

Although the overall base mcorporates natural desert hab1Ms. the proposed denctivanon and closure act1on 
would be confined to the FPC area, thereby avo1dmg direct or md1rect 1mpacts to any natural arcos found 
nearby. No hsted wtldlife or plant spectes and/or thetr habnats nor any wetlands or surface water bodtes 
would be adYersely affected by the proposed deactivatton and closure acuon. 

As no ground-altenng activities are proposed by the BOP. adverse impacts lo btologtcal resources arc not 
expected 10 occur as a result of FPC deaciJ\'llllOn and closure. Followmg deacuvauon and closure. the 
grounds ;md all standmg buildings compnsmg the FPC' would be vacated and returned to the U.S. A1r Fon:e 
by the BOP as mumally agreed upon. 
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b. Recommended Mitigation 

No adve~ unpacts 10 b10iog~cal resources t~re anue1pated as a result of the proposed acuon and, lherefore. 
no mtas~~res to mmg;ue potenttal btologtealunpacts resultml! from the proposed acnon are warranted. 

c. No Action Alternative 

Under the No Acuon Ahemauve. the proposed action would not be llllplemented and the FPC would 
contmue to operate m 1ts current condthon and locauon Impacts to blolog~cal ~urces would not occur 
under the No Acnon Altemauve and nuugauon measures would not be requ11ed. 

6. Cultural Resources 

a. Potentiallmpacts 

The FPC, located m the northeastern portton oflhe base. conststsofadrrurustrauve $11'\JCllltes. itnmte boUStng 
unats (domutonc:.). and other related structures that date to the mtd·1950s. Suppon Structures (t.e .. 
warehouse. greenhouse. Nall\·e Amencan Sweat Lodge, and garage) date to the 1990s and later. Wh1le 
several of the structures compnsmg the FPC exceed 50 years m age. none appear eligible for lisung 
mdivtdually m the Nauonal Regi$ter of Histone Places. In addition. the FPC does not meet criteria for 
listing in the National Rcg1ster of Histone Places as an eligible historic district. 

Adverse Impacts tO cultural resources are not expected to occur as a result of FPC deactiYanon and closure 
Followmg diSCuSSions w1th U.S. An Force representatives. the BOP "~11 d1smantle and remove the: small 
greenhouse structure (Su1ldmg 10190) and Nam•e Amencan Sweat Lodge (Bu1lding 170091 from the area 
of the FPC. In addmon, the BOP IS proposmg to dismantle the -...-arehouse building for use at another BOP 
insutution. Each of these three structures are of modem construction and pose no adverse impacts toculrural 
resources. There arc no FPC structures whtch exceed 50 years old which are propose.d for dism3Dtling or 
demolition by the BOP. Following dcacu,•ation and closure. the grounds and all standing buildings 
comprising the FPC would be vacated and returned to the U.S. Alr Force by the BOP as mutually agreed 
upon 

b. Recomm~ndcd Mitigation 

Adverse unpacts to cultt~~al resources are not anucnpated as a result of the proposed FPC deactivahon and 
closure acuon and. therefore. no measures to mitigate potent1al impacts to cultural resources are warranted. 

c. No Action Alternative 

Uoder the No ACtton Altemauve, the proposed acuon would not be tmplemented and the FPC would 
contmue to operate m us current condition and loc:at10n. Hence , impacts to cultural resourc-es would nO! 
occur and m1tigat1on measures would not be required. 

7. Aesthetics 

a. Potentiallmpacts 

lnmal development ofNclhs Air Force Base permanently altered the area's natural aestheuc quahties and 
characterisucs by construction of buildings. roadways. runways, parking areas. utilities. etc Development 
of the area contammg the FPC funher altered (albeit. slightly) the area 's aesthetic and \1sual features by the 
mstallauon of camp-related butldtngs. parking areas, recreaoonal fac1lnies, etc. 
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The proposed deactJ\"Illlon and closure acuon mvolv~s no butldmg or ground-ahenns 3t'II\1Ues. therefore. 
potential adverse tmpacts to nsual and aestheuc resources Gre not expected to occur. Followmg dcacttY:ItJOn 
and closure. tbe grounds and all standmg but1dtng$ compnsing the FPC would be vacated and rcrumed 10 
tbe U.S. Au" Force by tbc BOP as mutually agreed upon. 

b . Recommended Mitigation 

Adverse tmpacts 10 aestheuc and '1sual resources are not antlctpated as a result o( the proposed aCilon. 
'Ibt-refore, no measures to tmtigatc potcnnalaesthc:nc 1mpacts resultm[l. from the proposed deacuvauon and 
closure action are \\3n110ted. 

c. No Action Alternative 

tinder the No Action Altema1i\·e. the proposed action would not be implemented und the FPC would 
continue to operate m us =nt cond1tion and localton Hence. Impacts to aesthetiC and ,,sua I resources 
would not occur and nuugauon measures would not be reqwred. 

8. Fiscal Considerations 

a. Poteo tia1 impacts 

The area comprismg Nellis Air Force Base. mdudtng the area con wrung the FPC. hils been under federnl 
government ownershtp SJnce the 1940s and, therefore. t> exempt from real property taxauon The proposed 
deactivation and closure of the FPC would not alter the ta~t<.llempt status of the property and there would 
be no net change m real propeny tax reYenues resulung irom the proposed acuon. Followmg dcacuvahon 
and closure. the grounds and all standing buildings compnstng the FPC would be vacated and returned to 
the U.S. Air Force by the BOP as mutually agreed upon 

b . Recommended Mitigation 

Because no ad,·erse unpacts to property tax revenues are antktpated to result from tmplcmentatton of the 
proposed FPC deactivanon and closure, no m1tigat1on measures are necessary. 

c. No Action Alternath·e 

lfoder the No Acnon Alternative. the proposed action would not be tmplemented and the FPC would 
continue to operate in its current condition and location. Hence. impacts to fiscal condittons would not occur 
and mitigation measures would not be requtred. 

9. Hazardous Substances 

a. Potentiallmpacts 

Deactivation and closure of the FPC is not expected to pose adverse Impacts to ha7.ardous substances 
With no sigrutlcant building demolition or ground altering acti•ities planned as pan of the proposed 
acnon. deactivation and closure of the FPC 1s not expected to pose adverse 1mpac~ to hazardous 
substances. Following deactivation and closure. the grounds and aU standing butldrngs would be mcated 
and rerumed to the U.S. Air Force rn accordance wtth the terms and conditions of the agretrnent between 
the BOP and the U.S. Air Force. 
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b. Recommended l\lil'igation 

Because no adverse 1mpacts resultmg from the u~ or generation and handhng of hazardous substances 
is expected as a result of the proposed deaCIIvatlon and closure of the FPC, no mitigation measures are 
warranted 

c. No Action Alternntl\'e 

Undet' the l'o Acuon Altemauve. the proposed oct1on would not be Implemented and the FPC would 
eonlmue to operate m 11S current cond1uon and location. Hence, Impacts assoc1a1ed with hazardous 
substances would not occur and mmgauon measures would not be required. 

B. COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 

1. Population 

a. Potential Jmpacts 

Followmg 101t1al actwation. the mmate population at the FPC mcreascd steadtly, reachmg 11s pe~k m <"arly 
200S when approximately 700 mmates were housed at the facthty. Dunng thiS period BOP employment 
steadlly mcreased. reaching a peak m early 2005 wht'l'l approxunntcly 92 BOP employees were ass1gned to 
the facility. At the present ume, approXImately 37 employees are oss1gned to the FPC. 

Dunng the past IS years. additional satellite camps were developed m Cahfomia, Te)(~, ntinot~. Kentucky, 
Virgtrua, West Virgima, North Carolma, Florida among otbers, mcreasmg the nlll'llb<r of beds a\l:ulable to 
the BOP to bouse mJrumum-secunty mmates. By tmplementmg the proposed ocuon. the BOP would cease 
operat10n of FPC NelliS Atr Force Base. relocaung mtn1mum-secunty mmates to other c:\lsllng ieder.l 
correcuonal facihues '>'ith available capaCity and transfemng the approximately 37 employees currently 
staffing the facility to other federal eorrcctiomil facilities where a need for staff ex1sts 

Tho~ employees to be transferred to other federol correcuonal facilllles would hkely face the necesslly of 
relocatmg from the1rcurrent p lace of residence. For those employees facmg relocatton out ot' Ciark County 
area, some temporary demograplu~ 1mpacts would be ann~rpated w1th a slight reducuon m the number of 
area res1dents. However, the small number oi employees potenually atTected (a mruomum of 3 7) together 
with their sp<>uses and/or other family members and the large population ba~ eompnsmg Clark County 
(approximately 1,650,000), should serve tom1Ill11li2e any potential unpacts resulnng from FPC deacuvnuon 
and closure. No s1gni ticant adverse impacts to area demographics are anticipated as a result of the propo~d 
FPC deactJvatton and closure. 

b. Recommended Mitigation 

Because no significant adverse Impacts to the area's population are antictpated to result from the proposed 
deactivation and closure acnon, no mltlganon measures are warranted. 

c. No Action Alternative 

Under the No Acuon Altemauvc.the proposedawon would not be 1111plemented and the FPC would rcmam 
operational in its current condition and location. Hence, unpacts to local and regional demographtcs would 
not occur and mitigation measures would not be required. 
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2. Economic Characteristics 

a. Poten tial l mpacts 

FPC Nellis Air Force Base is among the BOP's few rernaming stand·alone FPC faeiJ111es. Deactivanng and 
closmg older and'or less efficient stand-alone institutions would rnable the BOP to more efficiently and 
effectivelymanageminimum-security beds throughout the federal prison system, p3r1tcularly beds available 
m sate !lite mmtmum-secunty work camps that are locate<:l adjacent to larger, more secure fedctal correctional 
facilities. 

1n considering the posstble deactivation and closure of the FPC, the BOP studied the cost assoctated with 
upgrading, replacing or otherwise repainng essential mfrastructure systems serving the FPC Recent BOP 
analyses show that !he costs associated with asbestos and lead-based paint remedtanon and frre safety and 
other infrastructure upgrades to the FPC would require a cumulative investment of approximately S6. l 
million. Deactwaung and closing thts FPC would allow the BOP to avoid !he substanttal investment 
necessary to mamtam operation ofthcFPCas well as for future ~mpro,·ements to camp butldings.life safety 
systems. and support facihtie.s. 

Closing the FPC and tranSferring inmates and staff to other existing satellite pnson camps would perrrut 
shared services !hereby reducing !he costs to house minimum-security inmates. Stand-alone FPCs. such as 
FPC Nellis Atr Force Base. have relanvely htgh operanng costs because such facihues cannot take full 
advantage of shared services possible at multi-facility locations, such as medical services, food services, and 
admirustrauve functions. By transferring inmates from FPC Nellis Air Force Base to minimum-security 
satellite work camps that arc adjacent to other e;mting federal correctional (acihues, the BOP can house 
mmates tn a more cost-effective mannct. In addttion. opporrunu.ies extst for FPC staff to relocate to other 
BOP facilities should those staff wish to take advantage of such opportUnities. Other federal correctional 
facilities located closest to FPC Nellis Air Force Base include the three faciHties located at the Federal 
Correctional Complex in Victondlle, Cahfomia; FC! Herlong, California: US!' Atwater. California; FCJ 
Phoenix. Anzona: US!' Tucson and FCI Tucson. Anzona among others. In addmon to the sigmficant and 
recwnng invc.~tment m m 1\-astructure upgrades and the lngher costs assocuted w1th ope-ratmg a stand-alone 
FPC, the BOP also faces high daily operating costs that are associated with reliance upon utility systems and 
services available from the U.S. Ait Force. 

The one-time cost assoctated wnh FPC deacuvauon and closure ts estimated at approximately $3.0 million. 
However. followmg camp closure, the BOP would realtze substantial annual cost savings. Within the first 
year following closing, the BOP would realize an approxtmate net costsavtngs ofapproxtmately $7.3 million 
($10.3 million m 53\ings reduced by $3.0 milhon m clo.stng costs). For the second year following camp 
closure, the BOP IS prOJecnng nei cost savmgs of approxm1ately S l 0.6 mtlbon, rismg to approximately $10.9 
million in year three (due to increased operatmg costs) and increasingly greater amounts in later years. 

Contrasted agamstlhe benefic tal cost sa'ings to the BOP 1s the potenual!D1pact of FPC closmg to the local 
and regional economy Under a worst-case scenario. all3 7 FPC employees and thetr famtl ies would relocate 
to other correctional facilities outside the southern Nevada region with the subsequent loss of the camp's 
annual payroll ofapproximatelyS6.5 million in addition to approxtmately $336.000 spent annually for public 
utility services and an addiuonal S2S nnlhon spent annually for supplies and scrvJces. The reduction in 
spending whtch the FPC annually contnbutes to the area 's large and diverse economy through local 
purchases is not considered to be a signtftcant impact. 
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b. Recommended Mitigation 

Stgnificant adverse tmpacts to the area economy are not anuc1pated to result from the proposed FPC 
deaCfl\'l!tJon and closure, hence. no mitigation measures are necessary. 

c. No Action Alternative 

Under the No Acuon Ahemative, the proposed action would not be implemented and the FPC would remam 
opcrauonal m tts current condition and location. Hence. impacts to the local and regJonal economy would 
not occur and IDJUgauon measures would not be required. 

3. Housing Characteristics 

a. Po tential Impacts 

At the present ume, 3 7 employees are assigned to the FPC. A re•~ew ofres~dency mformatton has revealed 
that current employees reside throughout Clark County, represenung a "idespread dJsuibuuon of employees 
and res1dences throughout the southern Nevada reg~on. 

By implemenung the proposed action. the BOP would cease operation of FPC Nellis Air Foree Base. 
relocating minim\Ull·Security inmates to other existing federal correctional facahties wtth available capacJt) 
and mmsferrmg staff to other facilities where a need for staff exists. Given the d1stan~ to other fede-ral 
correctional facilities (approx.imately2ll miles to FCC Vtcton-ille, Califomi:t and approxtm3tely 517 nul~ 
to FCI Herlong, C'alifomtal, relocation of BOP employees (who w1sh to relocate) from the1r currtrlt place 
of residence m Nevada JS a cenainty. As a result of employee relocauon. potenusl unpacts to local and 
regional housmg markets are ant1crpated as add mona! units are added to the market for sale or rental housmg. 
However, the small number of employees potentially affected (maxmtum of 40) and the large and fast 
growmg population base comprising Clark County alone (approximately l ,650.000). should mimmizt the 
potential ior adverse Impacts. Significant ad,·erse impacts to the local and regional houstng markets are not 
antiCipated as a result of the proposed FPC del!ctt''lltion and closure. 

b. Recommended Mitigation 

While deacm-auon and closure of the FPC may pose slight unpa<:ts to local hoUSing markets. Significant 
adverse tmpacts are not anticipated as a result of the proposed acuon and no nutigatmg measures are 
warranted. 

c. No Action Alt~rnative 

Under the No Acuon Altemauve. the proposed action would not be tmplernented and the FPC would remam 
op~nonal m 11s current cond1110n and locauon. Hence, unpacts to housmg condttJons and markets would 
not occur and miugauon measures would not be required. 

4. Communit)· Services 

a. Potentiallmpacts 

Secunly and law ertforcement w,thm NeUts Air Force Base 1s the responstbthty of the U.S. Atr Force. 
Supplemenung U.S. Alr Force pct'SOnnel are resources a\'31lable from the BOP. BOP statT are responsible 
forrespondmg to ytrtu.alJy all emerg~y Situations at the camp. The BOP'S wcli-1I111ned and well-eqUipped 
workfoT~:C serves to ensure the security of all its instirutions with little or no reliance on ou!Slde agencies or 
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reso~. Beyond the confines of the base.law enforcement is p!'O\'lded by the Nevada Smte Pohce. Clark 
County Shenff s l)qlar1menL and the Las Vegas and North Las Vegas municipal police deparuncnts 
lndl\'tdually and m concen. these taw enforcement agencies pro,'"!de ample police protection and covcrag~ 
throughout the reg~on Followmg deacuvat10n and closur-e. the FPC would no longer house mmates and 
there would be no need to proVIde law enforcement support to the BOP. Therefore. the proposed dcacttvatJOn 
and closure of the FPC should pose no adverse 1mpacts upon law enforcement agencies sen·mg the base or 
surrounding commun1ty 

The U.S. A1r Forte pro\1dcs first response lire proH:cuon and emergency medical semces throughout the 
base mcludmg the FPC and has m place mutua laid agreements with Las Vegas and Clark County. Followmg 
deactivation and closure. the FPC would no longer house mmates and there would be no need to prov1dc fire: 
protection or emergency med1cal services to federol inmates and BOP employees. 

The re lauvely small number of BOP employees and families potentially atTected by the proposed action 
should result in little or no impacts to public cducat10n. law enforcement, fire protection. and health care 
services provided m the c1ties of L.as Vegas and Nonh l.3s Vegns, Clark County. or the surrounding reg~on . 
S1gnilicant long-term Impacts to conm1umty sen1ces and fnc1 hues nrc not :mucrpated follo"mg dea<:b,-allon 
and closure of the FPC. Followmg deacu,·nuon and closure, !he grounds and all =ding buildmgs 
compnsing the FPC would be vacated and returned to the U.S. A1r Force by the BOP as lllU!U!llly agreed 
upon. 

b. Recommended M itiga tion 

Since no significam adverse unpactsto community set'\' ICCS and facihnes are anncipated as a result of the 
proposed action, no mmgaung rneasuJ'fi are warranted. 

c. No Action Alternati,·e 

Under tbe )io Action Altemartve, the proposed ncuon \\Ould not be tmplementcd and the FPC would rem.am 
o~ranonal m its current coodttlon and locanon. Hence, Impacts to community sen1ces would not occur and 
m1Ugauon measures would not be requtred. 

5. Land Use 

a. Potentiallmpacts 

In 1989, the BOP established the FPC at Nellis .AJr Force Base by convening surplus butldmgs for use as a 
mtnimum-secumy camp. The present-day FPC compnses some l 7 buildmgs compnsmg approximately 
200,000 square feet of space. arranged "~thm a 33-acrc tract. 

Imttal development of FPC resulted m dtrect land use impacts by tr:msformmg n furmer tmdeveloped tract 
mto an institutional use. The largely self-contained nature of the fPC, coupled \\1th the diStance between 
the facthty and adjoimng base facilities and acth,ties. served to confine all potenunl dtrect lnnd use unpaclS 
~ssocinte<l Wtth camp development and operation to the FPC stte wnh ht1le or no 1mpact.> to adjommg land 
uses. 

Following dencuvation and closure, the BOP would rehnqutsh all structures (,~,th <>nt e'cepuon} and the 
grounds cornpnsmg tbe FPC and return them to the U.S. Atr Force as mutually a~ upo11- It ts c:xp..'i:ted 
that the U.S An Force would make use of the former FPC by adaptmg the admm1Stratlvt' otlices. bousmg 
unns. dmmg hall and food semce, cornnussary, garage. warehouse. storage 3lld mamtenance butldmgs, etc. 
for mtsston·relatcd purposes. Building 102-17 (Warehouse) would be dwnamled by the BOP for transpon 
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and mstallauon at another BOP mstiruuon. In accordance w11h a r..-quest by !he U.S. Atr Force. Bu1ldmg 
17009 (N3u,·e Amencan Sweat Lodge) and Bu!ldmg 10190 (greenhouse) would also be dismantled and 
removed from the area. 

FPC deacuvauon and closure are not expected to pose s1gmficant adverse tmpacts to adJommg land uses or 
the adv~l) mfluence the value or future use of neighbonng private properties. W1th the proposed aeuon 
confined to ~ellis Air ForceB~. potential impacts to ofi'-base land uses would also be avo1ded. Therefore. 
adverse unpacts to land uses resulttng from the proposed acuon are not anticipated. 

b. Recommended Mitigation 

The proposed action 1s not expected to adversely affect land uses 'ntlun Nellis Au Force Base. Since no 
s•gn•llcant ad,·erse Impacts to land uses are anucipared as a result of the proposed aruon. no mlligaung 
measures are warranted. 

c. No Action Alterna tive 

Under the No Acuon Altemauve, the proposed acuon would not he implememed and the FPC would remam 
operahonal m Its current condihon and location. Hence. 1rnpacrs to land uses would not occur and Dllhgauon 
measures would no1 be rcqu1red 

6. Utility Services 

a. Pot eo tial Lmpacts 

~~cuvauon and closure of the FPC IS not expected to pose adverse tmpacts to the prons1on of public utility 
sCf\'ICes m the area. The BOP currently relies upon the U.S. Atr Force forpro,isJOn of potable water supply 
and wastewater treatment services. As a result of the proposed closure, the BOP would end its rehance upon 
these sef\'tces. 

Deactivnrion and closure of the FPC would also end the BOP's reliance upon public utility providers for 
elecnic power (Nevada Power Company), natural gas(Southwest Gas Company}. and sohd waste collecuon 
serv1ccs (S1Iverstate D1sposal). Deacuvatmg and closmg the FPC' would result m reductions in revenues 
paid by the BOP to the ' 'arious utilrry pro,1ders. However, the amount of revenue provided by the BOP is 
small when compared to re,•cnucs provided by all area customers. The reductions in revenue resulting from 
FPC closure arc not expected to pose a sigmticant adverse impact to utility pro,1dcr.;. Deactivation and 
closure alone 1S also not expected to result in the generatton oi solid wastes. No solid wastes would he 
gener11ted by the BOP following deactl\·auon and closure. 

Sign1ficant long-tcnn tmpacts to ut1lit>' sef\'ieesarc notanucipated following deactivation and closure of the 
FPC'. 

b . Recommended Mitigation 

Wtth the U.S Atr Force responsible for water supply and wastewater collection and treatment servie<>s at the 
FPC. potential Bd\'crse impacts to these utilities are not antictp~ted. However, any potential impacts to public 
uuhttes whtch serve the FPC (electric power, natural gas. and solid waste collection) would he !Ditigated by 
th~ proper plannmg. coordmanon and scheduhng of FPC deacnvanon and closure acti,1hcs and any 
nssoc1ated servtce disconnections planned by the BOP. 
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c. ~o Action Altern a the 

Under the No Action Alternative, lhe proposed actiOn would not be implemen1cd and the FPC would 
contmue to o~te m 11S current cond11:1on and loeauon. Hence. IT!Tp4Cts to utilny smices would not oecur 
and m111ganon measures would not be requrrcd. 

7. Transportation Systems 

a. Potentiallmpacts 

As noted earlier. the inmate population at the FPC increased steadily from the year of Initial camp operauon 
in 1989 tons peak m early 2005 when approximately 700 mmntes were housed at the fac1ht)'. Dunng thts 
penod BOP emplo~ment steadily mcreased, also reaching 3 peak tn early 2005 when approXImately 92 BOP 
employees "'ere asstgned to lhe facility At the present ume. approxtmately 37 employees are asstgncd to 
the FPC. 

One outcome of !.he decltne in the number oflnmates IS a corre.<;pondmg decline 1n the number of employee. 
VISI!or and sen~ce vehicles traveltng datly to and from the fac1ltty. Wnh the proposed deacuvntton and 
closure, !beBOP would cease all camp operations, wtth the ren:uuningFPC-generated traffic volume removed 
from the publtc roadway network leading to Nellts Air Foree Base (pnncipally I-15artd Seymour Johnson 
Avenue). Recent obsen'attons revealed the area roadway network IS funCtiOning well \VIth the rcmov3l of 
the FPC-generated employee. vtsnor. and SCf\-1Ce veluclc traflic expected tO have a sltght postttve effect. 
Therefore. no sig)l!ficant adverse impact to area transportat1on networks tS anticipated as a result of the 
proposed FPC deacth·ation and closure 

b. Recommended Mitigation 

No significant adverse ll!lpacts to transportalion sy$lc111$ are a.nttctpated as a result of the proposed actton. 
hence, no mmganng measures are warranted. 

c. No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative. the proposed act1on would not be tmplemented and the FPC would remam 
operanonal rn tiS current condllion and location. Hence, impacts to transponauon systems would not occur 
and mitig:uion measures would not be required. 

8. Meteorological Conditions 

a. Potentiallmpacts 

lnttial development ot:.=ellis Air Force Base including development of the area compnsmg the FPC, altered 
the area's natural enVU'Ollment and original nneroeltmate of the FPC Stle by remo,"al of ,·egeumon and 
construction of buildmgs, installation of parking areas and reereauonal facllmes, etc. As no butldmg or 
groWJd-al!enng acm·mes are proposed by !beBOP. deactn,ation and closure oithe FPC would not result m 
any direct rmpacLS to meteorological condtnons. Potenllalur.pacts to meteorologJcal condrttons arc not 
expected to occur as a result oflhe proposed deactl,'atlon and closure of !he FPC whtcb \\Ould not drrectly 
tmpact the largt>r-scale clnnatolo~ of lhe area. Follo"ing deacu"anon and closure. the grounds and all 
standing buildmgs compnsing lhc FPC would be \cealed and rennTied to the U.S. Arr Force by the BOP as 
mutually agreed upon. 



FPC.Ntlfls AFII, Nro'111lo-EA 

b. Recommended Mitigation 

No unpaCIS to meteorological conditions are expected to result from the deactivation and closure ofthe FPC. 
Hence, nnugaung measures invohmg meteorological cond1uons are not warranted. 

c. No Action Alteroatin 

Under the No Acuon Altemanvc. the proposed acnon would not be Implemented and the FPC would 
connnue to operate in Its current cond1tion and locauon. Jience, tmpacts to meteorological conditions would 
not occur and nntigauon measures would not be required. 

9. Air Quality 

a. Potential Impacts 

The proposed deactl,-anon and closureofthc FPC would pose nodrrect 1mpact to a1r quality. As no bu1ldmg 
or ground-altenng actiVIties are proposed by the BOP, dcacttvatlon and closure of the FPC IS not expected 
10 result in any direct air quality impacts. In addition. the proposed actton to deactivate and close the FPC 
is not expected to result in !he emission ofCFC"s. halons or greenhouse gases. Following deactivation and 
closure. the grounds and all stand10g buildmgs comprismg the FPC would be vacated and re!Umed to the U.S 
A1r Force by the BOP as mutually agreed upon. 

b. Recommended Mitigation 

No adverse rmpacts to air quality are expected to result from the deactivation and closure of the FPC. Hence. 
measures to m1tigate potential air quality impacts are not warranted. 

c. No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Altemat•""· the proposed acuon would not be tmplemrnted and the FPC would 
contmue to operate tn tiS current condition and locallon. Hence. unpac:~ to atrquahty would not occur and 
rnit1gatton measures would not be required. 

10. Noise 

a. Potentiallmpacts 

Temporary 1mpacts in the immediate \1cinil)' of the FPC would occur during the deactlvanon and closure.' 
process as moving vans and equipment, bus.:s, and other motor velucles are employed to relocate mmates. 
personnel, fumtrure and eqwpment to other BOP fac1hlles. Any motor ,·ehicle notse would be mmtmal and 
last for a luruted dura110o and is typtcaUy limiled to daylight houss. It ts also generally mtenruttent and 
anenuates qwckly \vtth dtstance. Therefore. notse rcsulung from deactivanoo and dosme acm1ties IS not 
expected to stgni ficantly adversely affect surroundmg propemes. Once the FPC has been deactivated and 
the closure process tS complete. notse levels w11l decrease throughout the area because the fac1hty \Vlll no 
longer be operational. 
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b. Recomm ended Mitigatio n 

Gtven the mtntmal nature of potennal notsc tmpacts and the dtst:lncc to any adjacent scnsnwc receptors. no 
mitigation measures to control n01se resulung from the proposed project are w:unmted. 

c. 1\o Action Alt ernative 

Under the No Actton Ahemau,-c, the proposed acuon "ould not be tmplcmcnted and the FPC would 
continue to operate m tts current conduton and locauon. Hern:e. tmp3CIS to notse le,•els would not occur and 
mtugauon measures would not be requmed. 

C. SUMMARY OF Ai'Y' SIGNIFICAl~T iMPACTS AND 
REQUlRED MITIGATION 

lmplemenmuon of the proposed camp deacu,'allon and closure acuon would result m less than stgmficant 
adverse unpacts to topography. geology and sot Is. biologtcal re.'\Ources, hydrology. culrural resources, land 
use, aesthencs. fiscal constderauons. commumty ser.1ces and facilities, urihl)' services, traffic and 
tnmsponauon moYements. atr qualtty and notsc wlulc benefictal unpacts would be realiztd through 
implementation of a coSI~ff~tve measure to house the gro",ng federnl tnmate populauon. 

In order to more effictentlyand etTecti\'cly manage mtmmum-secunty bedspace and to achieve substantial 
budget reducnons. the BOP has undertaken a number of streamltmng and cost reductton tnttiarives, includmg 
the deactivauon and closure of correctional facilities constdered outdnted, obsolete and/or excesstvely costly 
to operate and maintain. The objecth·es of the proposed action arc 10 reduce ovcrnll BOP operating costs 
by deactJVllttng and closmg an inef6ctent stand-alone FPC otnd uvotd the subslllntial costS oi repairing and 
otheTWJse maintaimng esseottal mfrastruoture systems nec<:ssary to the opcratton of th~ FPC as we II as for 
future tmprovements to camp buildtngs. ltfe safety systems, and support fact 1 i ttes. Cumulauvc and secondary 
tmpacts arc also not antictpated. 

D. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE OF THE 
ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND 
ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Regulanons for the prepnration of EAs requue them to address the rclationslup between short·to:rm use of 
the em1ronmcnt and the mamtcnance of long-term producunty. ln this utStance. follo"1ng a decision to 
proceed with the proposed action. the BOP would tmmedtately undertake the deactt,'llttOn and closure 
process including arrangmg for the transfer ofinmatc.s and staff to other federal correcttonal facthttes. Any 
posttive or negattve tmpacts to the Clark County regton dunng the closure phase would be shon·term "1th 
expendttures contnbuting to economic producU\1ty in terms oi the supportmg employment and mduced 
personal income. 

Whtle the economy of the southern 2\evada regton may be affected by the closure of the FPC (assoctatcd \\lth 
reduced BOP expenditures m the regton). the BOP would aclu~·c long-term benefits by a\'Otdtng the 
sub!>tannal capnal expenditures necessary to mamtam operatton of the camp as well as for unprovements to 
camp butldmgs. ltfe safety sys<ems, and support facilities. The proposed actton also avotds the higher 
operattonal costs assoctated "tth stand-alone faciltnes. l1te cost 53'1Dg to th~ BOP (rom tbe proposed 
closure of the FPC is esnmated at approxmaately S7 .3 nulhon durmg the ftrst fiscal year (after allowmg for 
deacuvanon and closure costs}; nsmg to approx.tmately $10.6 nullton m the second y~ar; $10.9 mtlhon m 
the thtrd year. and conunumg at mcreasmgly greater amountS m later years. 
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E. IRREVERSffiLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT 
OF RESOURCES 

RegulatiOns for the preparation of Ei\s also require that they address irreversible and 1rretnevable 
commitments of resources assoc1ated w1th the proposed actton. ln certain ctrcumstnnces, resources 
committed would be recovered in a relauvely short period of time. In other cases, resources would be 
meversibly or irretrievably comrnitt~d by v1mte of being consumed or by the apparent limitlessness of the 
period of thetr COmmltmentto a spec1fie use. Irreversible and irretric\•able commitmeniS oiresourccs can 
sometimes be compensated for by the pro\1Ston of similar resources "1th substantially the same use or \'ll.lue. 
ln thts mstance, deacllvatJon and closure of the FPC would resuh 1n few, if any, direct commitments of 
resources 

Any resources consumed as a result of deactwallon and closure would be offset by the resultmg socteml 
bene filS. The proposed action would requ1re the use of 3 sm311 amount of fossil fuel during the closure and 
transfer phase which should be cons1dcrcd 1rremevably commllted to the action. No other resources would 
be irreverstbly or irremevably commuted. 

F. SECONDARY AND CUMULATIVE CONSIDERATION OF 
IMPACTS 

All proposed activities are to oecur w1thm the confines of the FPC property. Therefore. unplementation oi 
the proposed actton would not resultm s1gmficant ad,·erse unpaclS to the 1mmediate proJect area. Nelhs Air 
Force Base, or the surrounding commun1ty No adverse impacts are an11C1pated to topography, geology and 
soils. biolog1cal resources, hydrology, eulrural resources, 1311d use. aesthetics, fiscal cons1deranons. 
commumty services and facilities, utility services, traffic and transponation movemenlS. air quality and no1se 
while beneficial impacts would be realized through implementation of a cost-effective measure to house the 
growmg federal inmate populatiOn. Cumulatwe and secondary impacts arc not annc1pated. 
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United States Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality System Quick look Report (APM450), 2003. 

United States GeologJcal Survey, 7.5 l\1inutc Topographic Quadrangle Maps. Las Vegas NE and Valley 
Nevada, 1973. 

B. PERSONAL COMMUNI CA. TIONS 

James P. Campe, NEPA Program Manager 
Department of the Au Force 
Emironmental Management Office 
99 Civil Engineers/CEVN 
4349 Duffer Drive, Suite 1601 
Nellis Air forc.e Base. Nevada 89!91-7007 

J.M. Killian, Warden 
Federal Bureau of Prisons 
Federal Prison Camp Nellis 
C.S. 4500 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89036-4500 

Judy Pace, Realty Officer 
Department of the Au Force 
99CES/CERR 
6020 Beale Avenue 
Nellis Air Force Base. Nevada 89191 -7260 

Robert Spinuzza, Associate Warden 
Federal Bureau of Prisons 
Federal Pnson Camp Nellts 
P.O. Box9910 
Las Vegas. Nevada 89191 

Lt. Colonel Andrew Whisnant 
Depanment of the Atr Force 
99MSG/CD 
Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada &9191 

Debra Scott, Me.dical Department 
Federal Bureau of Prisons 
Federal Pnson Camp 
P.O. Box 9910 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89!91 
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VI. LIST OF PREPARERS 

l'.S. OEPARBIEC\'T OF JUSTICE 
Federal Bureau of Pnsons 
320 First Street. N. \\' 
Washmg~on. D.C. 20534 

Pamela J. Chandler Clnef. S11e Sele-.--tton and EnVJTOlU!lelltal Re,,ew Branch 

Bridgeue Lyles. COTR Ennronmental Program Spec1al1st 

lssac J Gaston. COTR S1te Selection Spec1aliSt 

TRE LOUIS BERGER GROUP, L~C. 
2300 N Street, N.W 
Washmgton. D.C. 20037 

Robert J. Nardi, P.P., .AJCP- Project Manager 
M.C.R.P .. Rutgers Umversny, 1978 
B.A., Rutgers Umversity, 1975 

Donald E. Ehrenbeck, P .P., A.ICP- Principal Planner 
M.C.R.I'. Rutgers University, 1985 
B.A., I.Jpsala College, 1979 

Mark Renna- V1ce Pres1dent ofEm••ronmental Sc•ences 
M.S .• Rutgers UmversJty, \982 
B.S., Fatrlitld Umversity, 1979 

Cnsty Boyd - Semor Em1ronmental ScientiSt 
8 A., Flonda Atlanllc Um,·erslty, 1993 

Heather Sha" • En,,ronmental Scientist 
Professional Cc:ruficauon m Geornallcs. Rutgers Uruversity, 1999 
B.S .. Rutgers Umverstty, 1996 

Lows Ragozzmo. P E. - Vice Pres1denvl'nncipal Engmeer 
B.S., New Jersey lnsumte ofTeclmology, 1984 

Kay S1mpson. Ph.D. - Vice President. Culmral Resources 
Ph.D .. Unl\·ersny of Anzona. 1983 
M.A., Umversny ol Anzona., 1974 
B.A., Umvers•ty oi Arkansas, I 973 

Douglns Ganey, CPG · Semor Environmental Sc1cmist 
M.E.S.H .. UmversnyofCaliforma, 2001 
M.A .. UntVel'$11)' of Massachusensat :'\mherst. !998 
B.A., Boston Umversi ty. 1989 
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Suwn Knauf· V1ce Pres1dcnl, Qualuy Assurance 
M.S., Uruverstty oiConnecucut. 1976 
B.S., College of St. Elizabeth. 1974 
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VII. AGENCIES AND OFFICIALS FROM 

WHICH COMl\IIENTS ARE REQUESTED 

A. CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION 

1. U.S. Senators 

The Honorable John Ens1gn 
Umted States Senate 
356 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington. D.C. 20510-2804 

2. U.S. Congressmen 

The Honorable Shelley Berkley 
Unhed States House of Representatives 
439 Cannon House Oftlce Building 
Washmgton, D.C. 20515-2801 

The Honorable Jrm Gibbons 
United States House ofRepresentati,•es 
100 Cmmon House Office Bui1dmg 
Washington. D.C. 20515-2802 

The Honorable Harry Reid 
United States Senate 
528 Hart Senate Office .Buildmg 
Washington. D.C. 20510-2803 

The Honorable Jon Porter 
United States House of Representauves 
218 Cannon House Office Building 
Washmgton, D.C. 20515-2803 

B. FEDERAL OFFICIALS AND AGENCIES 

l\1ichael McGeenin, Director of En'ironmental 
Hazardous Health 
National Center for En'1ronmental Health 
Centers for Disease Control & Prevention 
Special Programs Group. Mail Stop E-19 
4ii0 Buford Highway, N.E. 
Atlanta. Georgia 30333 

Don Klima, Duector 
Western Office of Project Review 
Advisory Council on llistoric Preservation 
12136 West Bayard Avenue, Suite 330 
Lakewood. Colorado 80228 

Joseph E. Gunja. Regional Director 
Western Reg~onal Office 
Federal Bureau of Pnsons 
7950 Dublin Boulevard, 3rd Floor 
Dublin. Californ1a 94568 

KenDomako 
Department oi !he Air Force 
Environmental Management Office 
99 Ci,il Engineers/CEYN 
4349 Duffer Drive, Suite 1601 
Nellis A1r Force Base, Nevada 89191-7007 

The Honorable John Clark. Actmg Dtrector 
Oifice of !he Director 
United States Marshals Service Headquarters 
Washington. D.C. 20530-1000 

Stac1a Hilton. Federal Detentton Trustee 
U.S. Deparunent ofJusuce 
Office of the Federal Detenuon Trustee 
1331 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. \\1'. 
National Place Bwlding. Sune 1210 
Washmgton, D.C. 20530 
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Fedrra! 8:treau of Prc,sons 

Wilhe R. Taylor. Dn·ector 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Office of Environmental Policy & Compliance 
Main Interior Bu1lding, MS 2342 
1849 C Street. N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20240 ( 12 copies) 

U.S. Envrronmcntal Protectioo Agency 
Office of Compliance and Eniorcemem 
75 Haw!home Street 
San Francisco. Caliiornia 94105 

FPC-Nellis A F8. Nevadt>-EA 

Pearl Young 
U.S. Environmcnlal Protection Agency 
Office of Federal Activiries-NEPA Compliance 
l200 PeiUlsylvarua A venue. N. W .. Room 724 1 
Washmgton. D.C. 20004 

J.1'-i. Killian, Warden 
Federal Bureau oi Pnsons 
Federal Pmon Camp NelliS 
C.S. 4500 
Las Vegas. Ne,-ada 89036-4500 

C. STATE OF NEVADA OFFICIALS AND AGENCIES 

The Honorable Kenny C. Guinn 
Office of the Governor 
Capitol Building 
Carson City. Nevada 89701 

Kim Perond1 
Nevada State Cleannghouse 
Department oi Administration 
209 East Musser Street. Room 200 
Carson City. Nevada 8970 I 

Glen Whorton. Director 
Nevada Depam11em of Corrections 
Central Administration 
Stewart Facility 
5500 Snyder Avenue, Butldmg 17 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

D. CLARK COUNTY OFFICIALS AND AGENCIES 

Tom Collins, Comrmssioner 
Clark County Comnussion 
500 Grand Central Parkw-ay 
Las Vegas. Nevada 891 06 

Yvonne Alklnson Gates. Commissioner 
Clark County Comnussion 
500 Grand Centrnl Park.·way 
Las Vegas. Ne\'ada 89106 

Rory Reid, Chairman 
Clark County Commission 
500 Grand Central Parkway 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 

Thomas F. Reilly, County Manager 
Clark County Manager's Office 
500 South Grand Central Parkway 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 

Bruce L. Woodbury, Conunisstoner 
Clark County Comnussion 
500 Grand Central Parkway 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 

Jennifer Olsen 
Southern Nevada RegJOn~l Planning Coalition 
Clark County Clearmghouse 
240 Water Street. Mat! Stop 115 
Henderson, N~vada 89009 

Chip Maxwell. Commissioner 
Clark County Comm1ss1on 
500 Grand Central Parkway 
Las Vegas. Nevada 89106 

Lynette Boggs McD<lnald. Comm1ssioncr 
Clark County Commisston 
500 Grand Central Parkway 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 

Myrna \Vilhams, Commtss1oner 
Clark County Comm1ssion 
500 Grand Central Parkway 
Las Vegas, Ne,·ada 89106 
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E. MUNICIPAL OFFICIALS AND AGENCIES 

Oscar B. Goodman, Mayor 
City of Las Vegas 
City Hall, Tenth Floor 
400 Stewan A venue 
las Vegas. Nevada 8910 I 

Douglas Selby. City Manager 
City Hall, Eighth Floor 
400 Stewart A venw 
Las Vegas. Nevada 89101 

Jim Gibson, Mayor 
Henderson City Hall 
P.O. Box 95050 
Henderson. Nevada 89009-5050 

Philip Speight, City Manager 
Henderson City Hall 
P.O. Box 95050 
Henderson. Nevada 89009-5050 

F. OTHERS 

Nellis Air Force Base Library 
4311 North Washmgton Boulevard 
Building J 12. Sune 101 
Nellis Air Force Base .. Nevada 89191 

Las Vegas-Clark County Ltbrary Distnct 
833 las Vegas Boulevard, North 
Las Vegas. Nevada 8910 I 

Michael L M.ontandon. Mayor 
City of North Las Vegas 
2200 Civic Center Drive 
Nonh las Vegas, Nevada 89030 

Gregory E. Rose. Ctty Manager 
City of North Las Vegas 
2200 Civic Center Drive 
North Las Vegas. Nevada 89030 

Robert Ferraro, Mayor 
City Hall 
P.O. Box 61350 
Boulder City. Nevada 89006 

Viclo Mayes, City Manager 
City Hall 
P.O. Box 61350 
Boulder Ctty. Nevada 89006 

North Las Vegas Library Dtstrict 
2300 Civtc Center Drive 
Nonh Las Vegas. Nevada 89030 
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THE Louis Berger Group, INC. 

30 Vreeland Rood Florham Por\. Now Jor>oy 07932-1904 
Tel 973 765 1800 fox 973 76!> 9891 www loc.;,betge< com 

Cynthia Maninez, Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Southern Nevada Field Office 
470 l N. Torrey Pines Dnvc 
Las Vegas. Nevada 89130 

Seprember S. 2005 

RE: Em'ironmental Assessment for Proposed Federal Prison Camp Closure 
Nellis Air Force Base- Clark County. Nevada 

Dear Ms. Man inez: 

On behalf of the Federal Bureau of Pnsons {BOP). The l...oo•s Berger Gcoup, Inc is preparing an 
Eo'•iroomental Assessment for the proposed deactivarion and closure of a Federal Prison Camp (FPC) 
located at Nellis Air Force Base in Clark County, Nevada. The proposed action involves the closure of 
the FPC and the rerum of the 56-acre propeny and all buildmgs and srrucrures to the U.S . Air Force for 
their use. No adverse impacts to native vegetation, wetlands, surface warer bodies or unique faunal 
habitats are expected to occur as a result o f the proposed acrion. 

In accordance with the Nariooal Envuonrnental Policy Act (NEPA). we a re conucung your office for 
assistance m identifying the potential presence of any federal and site threatened. endangered, proposed 
or candidate species in the vicinit)' of the FPC (the project sire) in addition, infommion regarding the 
presence of envuonmentally sensitive habitats occurring within the vicmity of the FPC is also requested . 

Enclosed is a copy of a map with tbe study area indicated. lf you ha\'e any questions regarding lhis 
request, please contact me at 973-765-1898. We look forward 10 your reply. Thank you for your time 
and assistance. 

Auachrnent 

Sincerely youn;, 

THE LOUIS BERGER GROUP. INC. 

Roben J. Nard. P.P . . AICP 
Project Manager 



United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WlLDLTFE SERVICE 
Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office 
1340 Financial Blvd .• Suite 23~ 

Reno. Nevada 89502 
Ph: (775) 861-6300 - fa"<: (775) 861-6301 

Mr. Robert J. Nardi 
The Louis Berger Group, Inc. 
30 Vreeland Road 
Florham Park, New Jersey 07932-1904 

Dear Mr. Nardi: 

October 12, 2005 
File No. 1-5-06-SP-407 

Subject: Species List for the Proposed Federal Prison Camp Closure at Nellis Air 
Force Base, Clark County, Nevada 

This responds to your letter dated September 8, 2005, requesting information regarding federally 
listed species and their designated critical habitat located near the Federal prison camp at Nellis 
Air Force Base in Clark County, Nevada. The following federally listed species may occur in or 
near the vicinity of the project: 

• Desert tortoise ( Goplrerus agassizi1} (Mojave population), threatened 

This response fulfills the requirement of the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) to provide a list 
of species pursuant to section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, (Act) for 
projects that ar~ authorized. funded, or carried out by a Federal agency. 

The Nevada Fish and Wildl ife Office no longer provides species of concern lists. Most of these 
species for which we have concern, are also on the sensitive species list for Nevada mruntaincd 
by the State of Nevada's Natural Heritage Program (Heritage). Instead ofmain(8jning our own 
list, we adopted Heritage's sensitive species list and are partnering with them to provide 
distn"bution data and information on the conservation needs for sensitive species to agencies or 
project proponents. The mission of Heritage is to continually evaluate the conservation priorities 
of native plants, animals, and their habitats, particularly those most vulnerable to exnnction or 
are in serious decline. Consideration of these sensitive species and exploring management 
alternatives early in the planning process can provide long-term conservation benefits and avoid 
future conflicts. 

TAKE PRIDE"SJ::..~ 
INAMERlCA ~' 



Mr. Robrt J. Nardi File No. 1·5-06-SP-407 

For a list of sensitive species by county. vtsit Heritage's '>~<ebsite at www.heritage.nv.gov. For a 
specific list of sensitive species that may occur on the property, you can obtain a data request 
form from the website or by contactmg Heritage at 901 South Stewart Street. Suite 5002. Carson 
City, Nevada 89701-5245. 775-684-2900. Please indicate on the form that your request is being 
obtained liS pan of your coordination with the Service under the Act. During project analyses, if 
you obtain new information or data for any Nevada sensitive species. we request that you provide 
the information to Heritage at the above address. 

Our agency also holds conservation responsibilities and management authority for migratory 
birds under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918. as amended (16 U.S.C. 703 eL seq.). 
Projects should be evaluated for potential impacts to migratory birds in the area. Under the 
MBT A, nests {nests with eggs or young) of migratory birds may not be harmed. nor may 
migratory birds be killed. Such desttuction may be in violation of the MBT A. Therefore. we 
recommend land clearing, or other surface disturbance associated wtth proposed proJects. be 
conducted outside the avian breeding season to avoid potential destruction of bird nests or young, 
or birds thnt breed in the area. If this is not feastble, we recommend a qualified biologist survey 
the area prior to land clearing. If nests are located. or if other evidence of nesting (i.e., mated 
pairs, territorial defertsc. carrying nesting material. lnl.nsporting food) is observed, a protective 
buffer (the size depending on the habitat requirements of the species) should be delineated and 
the entire aren avoided to prevent desttuction or diSIUibance to nests until they are no longer 
active. 

Please reference File No. 1-5·06-SP-407 in future correspondence concerning this species list. II 
you bave any questions regarding this correspondence or require additional information, please 
contact Christiana Manville in our Southern Nevada Field Office at (702) 515-5230. 

Sincerely, 

~~:~ 
Field Supervisor 
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11-IE Louis Berger Group, INC. 

30 Vt..lond ~cad. fiodoom Po<~. New l<><"'Y 07937-IQO~ 
k1973 7oS 1800 fc.< 973 76~ 9801 wwwloui.be.ge;.com 

f;lsie Sellars. 81olog1s1 
Ncvad.~ Depanmeru of Wildlife 
Wil\lhfe Diversity Bureau 
4747 Nonh Vega~ Drive 
Las Veg:u. Neva\la 89!08 

&ptember 8. 2005 

R£: Em ironmcotal Assessment for Proposed Federal Prison Camp Closure 
Nellis Air Force Base - Clark County. Nevada 

Dem Ms Sellars: 

On bchnlf o f rhe Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP). The Lou1s Berger Group. Inc . 1S preparing an 
Environmcmal Assessment for lhe proposed deactivation and closure of the Federall'nson Camp (FPC} 
located at Ndlis Air Force Base in Clark Couruy. Nevada. The proposed acuon involves the closure of the 
FPC and the retum of the 56-acre propeny and all buildings and structures to the U.S. Air Force for their 
use. No adverse impactS to native vegetation, wetlands, surface water bodies or umque faunal hnbtUliS are 
expected to ~>ecur as a result of the proposed action. 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), we are contacting your office for 
assistanc(l. in identifying the potential p(esence of any federal and state threatened, endangered, proposed 
o r candidate species in the vicinity of the FPC (the project s ite}. In addition. infomJatio n regarding the 
prc~ence of environmentally sensitive habitatS occurring within the viciniry of the FPC i~ also requested 

Enclosed 1S a copy of a map with the study area indicated. If you have any questions regarding this 
request, please contact me at 973-765-1989. We look forward to your reply. Thank y{)u in advance for 
your tune and aSSIStance. 

Anachment 

Sincerely yours. 

THE LOUIS BERGER GROUP, INC. 

Robert J Nardi. P.P., AICP 
Project Manager 
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Co<vmnr 

STATE OF NeYAD,\ 

DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE 
1100 Valley Road 

Reno. Nevada 89512 

(775l 688-1500 Fa. (775) 688 1596 

SOUTHERN REGION 
4747 WEST VEGAS DRIVE 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89108 
(702) 486-5127; 486-5133 FAX 

September 26, 2005 

TERRY R. CRAI\'f'(}Rnl 
Oi~W:/Or 

GENE WEU.ER 
fi<wl!t f)utQtV 

NDOW-SR# 06-041 

Mr. Roben J. Nardi. Project Mgr. 
The Louis Berger Group,lnc. 
30 Vreeland Road, 
Florham Park, NJ 07932-1904 

Re: Environmental Assessment tor Proposed Federal Prison Camp Closure 
Nellis Air Force Base-Clark County, Nevada 

Dear Mr. Nardi: 

Thank you for your letter of last September gill noticing us ofEA development for the proposed 
project Based on the brief description provided. the Nevada Department of Wildlife 
(Department) does not foresee any obvious, significant impacts to wildlife or their habitats 
consequential to the proposed action on the 56-acre site. 

Because of the somewhat vague nature of the request for the presence of environmentally 
sensitive babilalS in the vicinity of the FPC, the Department has the following considerations for 
historical and present distributions regarding wildlife of interest 

• Desert Tortoise: 

• Gila Monster: 

• Peregrine Falcon: 

• Prairie Falcon: 

Threatened listing under federal Endangered Species Act; 
State of Nevada Protected Species and Threatened. Historically, 
the desert tortoise occurred on the lands tbat became the Nellis 
AFB and Subject prison. Wild desert tonoises still occur on 
nearby lands, both federal and non· federaL 

State of Nevada Protected Species. The lizard occurs in the area. 
Airmen found a dead gila monster within Area 2 of Nellis AFB and 
Tl!porled to the Department in the early 1990's. Other sigbtings are 
reponed from nearby lands as well 

Federal & State Protected (State of Nevada Endangered). An 
active nest site is located on the south end ofFrencbman Mountain. 

Federal & State Protected; also a BLM Sensitive species. Airspace 
may be occasiooally frequented by this falcon. 
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• Burrowing Owl: 

2 September 26, 2005 

Federal and State J>rote<:ted; al$0 a BLM Sensitive species. 
Burrowing Owls occur in the area, and at other locations of the 
Nellis AFB and adjacent lands. 

• Desert Bighorn Sheep BLM Sensitive Species and intensively managed by !he State of 
Nevada (State Animal). Historically, bighorn inhabited the 
Frenchman and Sunrise mountains. and traversed the area now 
occupied by the present Nellis AFB and loterstate 15 until these 
features and activities associated with !he growing Las Vegas 
Valley community were barriers to or avoided by bighorn. 

• Bats: Several bat species including Pallid, Brdlilian Free-tailed, Spotted, 
California leaf-nosed, Townsend' s big-eared, which are aU State of 
Nevada Protected and BLM Sensitive species, may at least frequent 
!he air space aJ or adjacent to the project site. 

• Migratory Birds: Federal and State Protected. Two species, loggerhead Shrike and 
Brewer's Sparrow. are further classified as sensitive by State of 
Nevada.. 

Mr. Roben (Bob) Turner, Na!Ural Resources Manager, Nellis AFB. may also be of service to 
your needs regarding your query. He can be contacted at: 

Roben J. Turner. Natural Resources Manager 
99111 Civil Engineering Squadron/EM 

4349 Duffer Drive, Suite 1601 
Nellis Air Force Base, NV 89191-7007 

7021652-3173; E-mail: Robert. Turner! @nellis.af.mil 

Because the Department's regulatory purview is limited to 'vildlife as defined in Nevada Revised 
Starutes and Nevada Administrative Codes, I suggest contacting Ms. Margie Klem, Nevada 
Division of Forestry, for information on StaJe Jaws regarding plants. She can be reached at (702) 
486-5123, or: 

Nevada Division of Forestry 
4747 West Vegas Drive 
Las Vegas, NV 89108 

Additionally, Federal level assessments are appropriate as: 
• Matters concerning animal and plant species protected under the Endangered Species Act 

of 1973, as amended, are ultimately administered by Lhe U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
The local office can be contacted at (702) 515-5230, or direct mail to: 
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Nevada Ecological Services 

Las Vegas Sub-Office 
4701 N. Torrey Pines Drive 

Las Vegas, NV 89130 

September 26, 2005 

Lastly. infonnation about BL\1 Sensitive species may be obtained by contacting the Las Vegas 
Field Office at 702/515-5000. or directing mail to: 

Mr. Juan Palma. Field Office Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

Las Vegas Field Office 
4701 N. Torrey Pines Drive 

Las Vegas, NV 89130 

Thank you again for your interest in Nevada's wildlife resources. Please contact me at 702/486-
5127 x3600 or by e-mail at bhrdnbrlc@ndow.org. should there be any questions or other needs. 

DBH:dbh 

cc: NOOW. Files 

/:}~ 
D. Bradford Hardenbrook 
Supervisory Biologist - Habitat 
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1

0 banner of lhe Nevada NacuraJ Herotage Program 

L 
CLARK COUNTY RARE SPECIES LIST 

(IS March 2004) 

As of the date above, this list provides information tor the 194 Clark County plants and 
animals included on the Nevada At-risk Animal and At-risk PlanllUl.d.l..il<lleo tracking lists and 
on the ~ima~- These data reflect onh• wb.at was entered in our 
computer databases as oftbc above date; additional intonnation for some Species may await 
processing in paper files. or may have been entered subsequently. 

lnfonnation provided for each taxon in the columns below include the various agenc:.y status 
and rank designations, sand and wetland habitat indicators. and endemic status within Nevada. 
A new Occurrmce Status (OCC) column has been added to the left side of the list to 
show any special s tatus witllin the county: ?=possible or predicted in the county but not 
yet confirmed, c=endemic in-state (known in Nevada only from this county), E=endemic 
(known worldwide only from this county), and l=only introduced or re-introduced 
occurrence(s) present in this county. 

More detailed state-"1'-ide information for these taxa is available in our Detailed Rm.l.'lru:!! 
and licheJJ and Detailed Rare Animal lists. and in the Ne,·ada Rare Plant Atlas. wluch 
provides comprehensive information on ltabitat, life-history, description. thre.ats, survey 
status, literature sources, and known locations for most plant taxa. Further information 
may be available on-line for some taxa in other lists or reports, or as maP-S or images, and 
general information is available for nearly all taxa on the l'iatw:eSs.rve Explorer web site. 

Click on a column heading for an explanation of tbat column. You may need to scroll 
horizontally in your browser to see all columns. You may also jump to the at-risk 1aXa or the 
watch-li.atMa. 

OCC AANKS ••••• E5.\ . BlM FS. TAXON NAME AND (VERNACULAR NAME) •••••• . ••••.•• NV. 2N 

e G2 
52 

e G2G3 

AX-RISK TAXA TRACKED 

Plants - Bryophyces (moss 3llies) 

n 

:rossidium seria~um 
( rough fringemoss) 

Dldy~odon nevadensis 

w 
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Sl !Gc·ld But!:e moss) 

e Gl Gt iiti.-nla .ame.clcanc. w 
Sl e . .;mer:can gr1rru:;ia J 

"' G7.? Tr. croos rom urn s•..:eac i i 
51 c Sh·eet tr 1 C!1·::>5 t~:num) 

••••• 0 ........ 0 ... Plan~s - Pt:erido!=hyres ( t~rr~ a!l!.esJ 

e G2G3 xC2 sc Socrych. um ascenjen.s 
Sl (upswept rnoon~1ort l 

G3 xC2 Cl si llotcychiuno C!'ertula~!.lD w 
Sl? (dalnty moonwort) 

e G2G3 Selaglnella utahen3i s I( 

SH (Utah spi kemossl 

... ,. ...................... . Plan res - flowering Oiccts 

E G2 xC2 n s Ang<!>lica scabrida T 
S2 lroug:n angel tea) 

E: GlG2 xCl s Antenna ria soli.ceps ~· SlS2 jCharlescoo pussytoesJ 

.. G3 xC2 5 M.rctom'!con eallfornlca CE: 1' 
S3 (Z.Cs Vegas bearpoppy) 

G3 xC2 n s Arctom~con merriamii w 
S3 (white b<>arpoppy) 

T2?G5 i'.renar_a congesta va~. charlest:onensis w 
S2? (Mount Charleston sandwort) 

E T2G4 xC2 s Arenaria klngii ssp. rose a ~~ 

S2 (rosy King sandwortl 

G2 Arena ria stenomeres w 
S2 (Meadow Valley sandwort ) 

G2 Astra galus ackerman: 1 w 
52 (~.ckemcn mllkvetch) 

E G2 xC2 n s Ascragalus a equalis w 
S2 (Clokey mt lkvetct""t} 

T2G5 xC2 n .;scraqalus amphioxys 'tar. mus~monum w 
S2 (Sheep Range mil k'-'ecch) 

T2QG5 Astragalus calycosus var. monophyll~dius w 
52 tone- leaflet Torrey aU.lkvetch) 

G2 xC2 nc s A.sl:ragalus f unereus 
52 (black woollypod) 
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T2'T3G4? xC2 s Astraqal'.ls qeye-ci va.!" . tr1quet.r.us CE r 
.3233 t.h.re.ecoro<2'r mil kve,ch) 

" TJ?GS i Asc rag<Jlus lentiqinosus var. kernensis w 
$1 Ket'n Pla~eau rni H:'1etchi 

T2T3G5 Astr.sga_:.Js lent i9inosu.s vsr-. stcd.Diineus 
SlS2 straw milkvet<:hl 

T2T3G3 xC2 sc s Ast =aqalus mohavens.is ·.·ar. hemlqrrus CE E 
S2S3 (ha: !'r1 ng mi ll:vecch) 

e G2G3Q n Ast..::agalus tnok..iacensis w 
$!52 !Mokiak rnl t kveJ;c t•) 

G1 Astragalus nyensis D 
.53 (Nye mil kvetch) 

T2G4 RA s s A.st.raqalus oophorus var. clokeyanus 
52 (Clokey oaggvetchl 

E G2 xcz n s ~.;st..raga lus remotus ~ 

52 (Sp~tng Mountains m:lkvetchJ 

Gl >:<:2 n Chrysothamnus eremobius w 
Sl (remote rabbitbrushl 

.. c. G2G3 Ci:-s!...un clokeyi D 
S2SJ ,c: :>l:ey t.hlst-..Le} 

e G2 xC2 CirslW!I ·;! rqi nense ~~ 

Sl (V:.r'>in River thistle) 

E GHQ >:<:2. s Cryp~antha insolita CE PE 
SH Las Vegas <:atseye) 

" GlG2 Draba orachystylis w 
Sl (Wasatch drabal 

E G2 xC2 s Draba jaegerl C·l 
S2 {Jaeger wh H lowcress I 

<: G1G2 xC2 s Draba pau:::ifructa t·; 
SlS2 (Charleston dra~.;) 

e G2G3 n Encehopsis argophylla tv 
Sl? (silver leaf suo~ayl 

G2 xC2 n s Epllobium nevader.:se w 
S2 (Ne-;ada willo· ... ·herb) 

G3? Ericameria cervina w 
Sl ,Am; elope Ciiny<on goldenbush ) 

E G2? s Ericameria compacts. 1-i 
52? (Charleston goid.enbu8h) 

fil 
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G2 xC2 ., s~~qeron OVl:lUS 'II 
S2 {sheep fleabane! 

G2 xC~ nc E ~togonum bi~urca~um T 
S2 tPah~ump Valley buckwneacl 

e T2!3?QG5 n E:r t oqonum cor ymbosum -;.ar. [ur:named) CE:i! il 
SlS2 ~L3s V<9qas bucJC;;he.at ) 

T2GO> n s ~riogonum heermannii ;rar .. clokeyi w 
52 iClokey buckwheat! 

G2 xC2 5 Er _ogonum visciOulu= ce: T 
52 sticky buck-ohea t J 

E: G2 xC2 s Glossopetalon clokeyi w 
52 (Cl okey greas.:!bushl 

e TiQG2G3 ><C2 nc s G!ossopetalon pungans var- . qLabrum il 
Sl tsmoo~h dwarf gr..asebushl 

T2QG2G3 r: Glossope~alon pungens var . p\lngens l>J 

S2 (rough d·..,.arf qreasebush~ 

G2G3Q He!:ant:hus desen:i~o!a <J 
S2 I dune sunfloA•erJ 

E Gl n tona~=tis caelestis w 
Sl !Red Rock Canyon aster} 

- G2 xC2 s Ives~a c r yptocaul t s w 
S2 tnd.aen .LvesiaJ 

e G2G3 xCZ nc s !vesi3 jaegeri 
S2S3 fJat=:!ger i·.resi.a1 

e TlG4? n LOC.U3 argyr.aeus var-. multicaulis w 
51? ;sc=ub lotus) 

£ 'l'lQG4? sr s Opuntla whipplei •;ar-. multiqeniculata CE: T 
S! lillue Diamond ::hollal CY 

~ G3 >:C2 Pedlomelum castor.aum l>J 
S3 (Beaver Dam breadr<>ot I 

G2 xC2 nc ?ensterc.on albO<nar;!inatus T 
52 !white- margined beard~onguej 

e T2QG3 xC2 n s ?enstemon bicol or ssp. bicolor w 
S2 ly.;llo·"' two tone beardconguel 

T3QG3 xC2 n s Penstemon biC".otor ssp . roseus w 
S3 t=osy t.wotone beard-tongue) 

? T3G4 xC2 nc s Penstemon t ru t i.ci. formis ssp. a.margosae T 
S2 (Death Va lley beardtonque) 

E 'i'2G3 ~ens'tem<>n leiophyllus v.:sr . ~ecku lot 
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Clark County Rare Species List (2004)- Nevada Natural Heritage Program 

E 

E: 

E 

E 

~ 

e 

E: 

E: 

E: 

E: 

E 

S2 

T2G4 
S2 

G2 
S2 

G2G3 
S2S3 

G2 
S2 

T1GS 
53 

G2 
S2 

G2 
S2 

G2G3 
S2S3 

T3G4 
S3 

GJQ 
S2S3 

G2 
Sl 

G2?Q 
SlS2 

G1G2 
SlS2 

Gl 
s; 

GH 
S!l 

Gl 
Sl 

Gl 
Sl 

n 

xC2 l"'C 

xc2 n 

xC2 n 

xC2 

:.:C2 n 

l!C2 nc 

xC2 

n 

!Cha~leston beardtcr.gue ) 

Penstemon thornpsoniae ssp. )aegt~: rJ 

;,7aeger oeardtongue J 

Pt~acelia fil i ae 
(Clarke phacelial 

Phacelli! parishi 1 
( ?ar ish phac"!liaJ 

Porophyl 1 urn pygmaeum 
(pygmy pcreleaf \ 

s Sa 1 '' ia dorrii v.ar . clokeyi 
!Clokey mount:tin saqel 

s Silene dokeyi 
(C lokey catchfly) 

" .Sphaerorneria cc·mpacta 
tCharleston tansy· J 

s Synthyris 1:anunculina 
(Charleston kittentails) 

s Townscndta jonesi~ va:- _ tumu.osa 
lCharleston g =ounddaisy) 

Viola charlestonens:_s 
(Charleston violet: ) 

c Calochortus striatus 
(alka U mariposa lily) 

Sisyri:1chium radicatum 
(St. George blue-eyed grassi 

Fyrgul·:>psis aYerna. l !s 
(Moapa pebblesr.ail ) 

Pyrgulo?sis carini.fet·a 
(Moapa Valley spr1ngsnail) 

Pyrgu!of'sis coloradensis 
( 151 ue Point spn:-~gsnail) 

Pyrgulopsis deaconi 
(Spring Hountains pyrg ) 

Pyrgulopsis fausta 
(Corn Creek spr~:v;;snaill 

Page 5 of 13 

'd 

w 

\v 
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t 

F. 

£ 

" 

e 

G2 
S2 

G2 
S2 

Gl? 
Sl 

G2 

TIG4GS 
Sl 

T2G5 
SlS2 

T2GS 
Sl 

T3GS 
S3 

G2G3 
Sl 

T2G5 
S2 

T2G5 
52 

Cl? 
s~ 

T2T3GS 
S2S3 

Gl 
S!. 

G2 
$2 

rlGlG3 
Sl 

G? 
5? 

C2 
S2 

xC2 

0 

fj 

xC2 

XC< 

xC2 n 

xC2 

xC2 

xC2 

n 

P:·rqulc·psis t:urb-atrix 
(SOUtheast Ni!\':it:i~ .$ptl.:-1Qsna:~ 1) 

Tryonia clathra~a 
tg:;.ted tryonia} 

Aeq:c~~a kniqh~t 

(oeglal~an scarab b~~tleJ 

Andr~r.a ba-sa:aorhi:.ae 
!Hoja7e G~~su~ Bee} 

·-h los yne a cast us robust a 
\Spring Mountolns a~4St~s checkerspot} 

Euphilotes ancill• ?U~pur~ 
(Spring Mounr.alo~ dar~ blue) 

£·"ph ydryas an ic i" nor andi 
lMorand's checke:spot) 

Kesperca colorado m0)3~ensis 
(Sp::n; HountalnS C~d 3k'P?I?T) 

Hesperopsts gractelae 
(l~acNeill soot'/ winQI 

lcaricta icar loi.:.ies a•Jstinorum 
{Spring Mounta ins icarioidcs olue) 

Ic3ricta shasta charl~stonensls 
tSprLng ~~ountains o:u.-) 

L~sius nevadens~s 

( ende-~c ant) 

Lir:.enitis weid'='m~ye-:i! r.e.-;ajde 
(Ne·;ada admiral} 

Lim~.ocoris moapensi s 
(Warm Springs naur.:odd) 

Meqandrena mentzeliae 
(Red-~a•led Bla:ing Star Bee} 

Pelocoeis shoshone shoshone 
(P~ranaqa~ noucorld ouq} 

Perdita cephalotes 
(big-headed peLdital 

Perdita meconis 
(Mojave poppy bee; 
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E: G2G3 
S2S3 

E Gl 
Sl 

......... ..- ...... 
(I G3G4 

Sl 

e: !'2G2 
s:z 

E TlGl 
Sl 

"' Gl 
Sl 

'! Gt 
Sl 

E: TlQGl 
Sl 

TlGl 
Sl 

E Gl 
Sl 

e Gl 
Sl 

E TJG5 
Sl 

" Gl 
Sl 

.......... .. . f •••• • 

G3G4 
SlS2 

Gl 
Sl 

53 

T4G4 

><C2 

lCCZ n 

F!shes 

xC2 n 

xC2 

LEfT s 

L£ s e 

l.F. 

LE n 

n 

I..E s 

LEXN s 

xC2 n 

L.Z: s " 

;>.mphibi.ans 

n 

s~~·.eria Cd.CO~ae. 

(C.lrot .. • s s~ l•;" r S!'Ot) 

St~r.~lntiS =<><lpA 
!l4oapa Warm ~pt l.r.·~ rl.:..t:e- b<>etlel 

Catostoc.us latipinr~!s 
(~1~nn~lmoutn s~=~e~l 

Creni.:nthy~ bai lei·i rnoaF'a~ 

(Moapa White Ehver spr~nqfishl 

e;.,.p~r ::-i.;ht nys latos latcs 
(Fahnmp pool f~shl 

Gila "l<>9dOS 
!bonytail chub) 

Gila semi nuda 
('/l c<;l>n River =hubl 

Gila sezninuda pop 
(Vir-;;in River chub :Muddy R.1.ver 

Lepidomeda moll1spints r:lolltspi.rus 
('lirgtn Rtver spir~eda--=-e l 

Moapa cor iacea 
(Moapa dace) 

Plaqjpt.erus a~gent.issiaus 
(woundfinl 

Rhln i ,"ht.hys oscu!us moapae 
·~~·!oapa Sp€ckled da.::e.>) 

Xyrauchen texanus 
{r:zorback sucker) 

Bufo microscaphus 
{souLh·..:estern to.ad) 

Rana onca 
r~elict Leopard frogl 

pop. I) 

L'!'IIL s t Gopherus agass1zli 
(desert tortoise IHoja7~ Desert pop.)) 

xC2N nc Relooerma suspectum cinctum 
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~·e.s 

ye-s 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

~res 

yes 

yes 

yas 
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52 L 

·····••········ ~ammals 

e 

7 

e 

SlB 

C4 
S!S2 

T4GS 
Sl 

G3C4 
Sl 

GS 
$1$2 

GS 
Sl 

$2 

cs 
S)B 

G5 
538 

GS 
SlS2 

G4GS 
S2B 

GS 
Sl 

G2 

7HG5 
SH 

GS 

nc s1 tory:toch..inus ::own5e;'!;:Ji.: 
•7owr:send · s c1-g-~an.·~ c-at-) 

xc£ 

x...:2 nc 

xC2 0 

xC2 nc 

n 

xC2 nc 

" 

xC2 nc 

xC2 nc 

>cC2 

xC2 n 

s Ecd~rma ~~ula~~ 
spot.=ed bat:) 

~uwo?S peLotis ca_~=orni~u$ 
~rea:er wes=er~ ~st::~ baL ) 

tdior~yct -:- r ~s phy .... ot !s 
!A:len' s b~g-~ared oa~) 

Lasturus blossev~!lil 
.weste.::n t·ea bat.} 

Las:.urus xanthinJs 
(western yel..:.ow ba:-: 

c Macrotu~ californi~us 

iCallforni<l lear-nosed bat} 

Myotis caiiforn>cus 
(Ca!>tornia myotis) 

Myotis ciliolabrum 
(wester n small-rooted myotlsl 

l·lyou s 1 uc if ugu s 
{llLtle bro·.·m rr.yot1SJ 

Myot'$ thysanodes 
t fringed myot is) 

!~yo us vell fer 
(cave myotis) 

!leot,ruas pd.lm~t i 
(Pal~~t ' s chipmunk' 

Neotaa!.as umbrinus nP,·adens1.!1 
(l!,dden Forest Uinta enipmunkl 

tlyctinomops mactotiS 
tbig iree-tail~d bacl 

·-~Jo;c• ••• • ••••• B.ird.s 

TtiG4 
S39 

S3 

xC2 nc 

xCZ " 

Athene cunlcular1~ hypugaea 
!Western Burrowing ~Nll 

Buteo reqalis 
( !'.!rruginous l!awkl 

Page 8 of 13 

yes 

yes 
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'1'1 T2G'; 
5!.8 

52 

T2TJGS 
S2N 

G4 
S4?9 

GS 
S2B 

1'?C5 
$1 

c s 

s 

U:NI.. n 

:~C2 

n 

n 

i.E 

i Coccyzus amer lcarws xciCarttalLs 
iWest~rn Yello~-bilLed Cuckool 

e £mpi~or.ax ~:31~._1 ex~i~us 

tSO'.Jtn-..:escern W:..!.!ow flyc-atcher) 

e Falco peregr ..i nus 
tPer~grine f4lcont 

lxobrychus ex ll1 $ hespens 
rt-ie~c.ern Ltutst B~t:ern) 

1 O~us :~anmeo.us 

fla~ulat~ C"-•ll 

Pha~nopepla nl"ens 
1 f'ha! nopo;pla t 

Ral!us longlrostris yumaoen$iS 
!Yuma Clapper Ra tl l 

-·•············ Plants • Pte~1dcphyt~s !tern allies) 

? c 
SR 

0 • ~ •• 0 • .- ........ 0 -

G3 

• 0 • 0 ••• ,. •• • " 0 .... 

T3'!4G~ 

S17 

C) 
53 

T3?G3 
S2S3 

e T2T3G•l 
31S2 

!3QG3Q 
S3 

G4? 
$2 

c ao~rychium llneara 
<slendet" ntr.>cnwort.) 

F 1 ;u;ts - Gymnospe!"l!IS (con l fersl 

E9he±a fu.,erea 
(Gea~h Vall~y Mo~~n tea) 

PlolnLs • E'lowering Cd.::ots 

l. At·ronia ndo<:S :up. ~OVlllei 

(Covillt< abcon La I 

ci Araht.s shockl~yl. 
tShocJC Ley rockcres.s) 

i\.St:agalus cohavensis •.:3.!" . moha·.r~n$iS 

(Moj ave mHkvetch) 

Astragalus preussl! var. laxLflorus 
\Littlefield mll~etchl 

Colst~2.leJa mart 1nii 'lar. clokeyi 
1C. okey pain~orusnl 

$ Cryptantha ~:umulosa 
(New York Mountains catseyel 
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ye!l 

yes 

yes 

yes 

w 

D 

D 

D 
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e 

e 

E 

T4T5G~G;; 

S3 

G2? 
Sl 

G2GJ 
Sl 

G4GS 
Sl 

G3 
S) 

G3 
SJ 

G3? 
$) 

T.3?G~ 
:>2S.l 

T3T4G5 
S3 

G3 
S3 

T30G4 
53 

G3Q 
S3 

G2G3 
SlS2 

'1'3T t.GS 
S3S4 

G3G4 
S2 

n 

xC2 

p 

~u.ct:.e:.ye: ;:m!·;er:Jlenta ~S? - arlzonicc. 
t:::hal ;or; li·..:e:o :- {!-o;e!"! 

t.r .:-ge=o;: uncia. lS ·:~r. conjuqans 
Chat.eston ~leaoa~e ) 

Erlogonu~ ccnc~gLua. 
~~~argosa back~hea~_ 

£r!ogo~~ ~ens:=o_a 

IPinyon Mesa ouc~wtea~} 

~lJ..St:om.a ~>:.alcatu.:n 

(carch:ly ;en:.:aL) 

s F:ro-=acr.us cyU.nd:-acee:s .._.ar. lecontei 
Mojave bar~el =ac:us) 

::ilia !"ipleyi 
(?.ipley gilia) 

Les~~e~el~3 hicchcockii 
"'Hitchcock bladderpod) 

Linanrhus arenioola 
(dun~ l inantnus J 

lomat~um 9raveol€ns ~ar . alpinum 
(Alpine SL~ttJ.anq lomat1um} 

Machaeranthera qr.1ndelioides va.c. dep.ce.ssa 
\rayless tansy aste~l 

~rabilis pudica 
(bash:'ul f ou,--o ' clccl:j 

PeO.lcularis sem.ibarbat:a ~1a r. charlestonensls 
(Charleston pinewood lousewort ) 

Perity!e Lntri~ta 
\desert rockda1sy} 

Phacelia aneLsonii 
IF•ven Nelson phac<!lia) 

Phacelia hastaca var. charlestonensis 
(Spring Mountains phacelia) 

Ph<>celi a pet rosa 
(rock phaceliaJ 

• • • •• • • • • • • • • • • Plants - fl,:>wer inq Monocots 

T..lQG4 
S3 

'1'3QG4 

A9ave utahens i s var. ebonspioa 
(ivory-spined agave) 

Agave utahen$iS var. nevadeosis 

0 

D 

CY 

D 

D 

D 

[) 

D 

M 

D 

D 
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53 (Cla=k Mountain aga7e) 

············-·· Insec~s 

e G? 
S? 

G4 
SlS2 

G5 
$2$3 

Hal~plus e~em1cus 

(Warm Spri.nqs c.r-awlinq ·~at.e r beetLe) 

Stene -mls occ1den~ali$ 
(near~rcric riffle beetlet 

n il Rana pipiens 
(n~rchern leopari frogl 

····••·•• · ·•··· Rept~les 

G5 xC2 
5354 

n Sau~o~4lus obesus 
(common chuckwalla) 

..... • • • • • · • • • • • • Ma.rran.a 1 s 

G5 
SJB 

G5 
S2 

e :;:. 
;;3 

.. G4 
SA 

G5 
S1N 

~ •.;., 

S3? 

G5 
S4S 

G5 
S4B 

G5 
$46 

G5 
S4 

G3G4 
S2 

xC2 

xC2 

xC2 

xC2 

nc i Antrozous palltdus 
(!)alltd bat) 

n 

tl 

nc 

n 

nc 

n 

Chaetodipus penici llatu.s 
ldese~r pocket mo~se) 

Chaetodipus splnacus 
(spiny pocket ma· ... se 

Cboeronycteris mexicana 
(Hexicar. long-ron911ed bat) 

Lasionycteris noct1vagans 
tsi17er- ha!red bat! 

Lasi~rus ~inereus 
(hoary bat) 

Myot is <!•:otis 
(long-eared myotisJ 

Myotis volans 
(long- legged myocis) 

Myotis yumanens1s 
('iuroa myotls) 

Piplstrellus hesperus 
(western pipistrelle) 

Sorex tenellus 
[In yo shrew) 
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G, 1\ Tada~ida brasil i~:'lsis 
s.;s tBr::~zll!an t r-ee-t.uled oat) 

••• 0 ...... ....... BL~ds 

G'j n Aquila chr;>saetos yes 
S4 !Golden Eaqlel 

cs n A.sio o-:us yes 
S4 !:..ong- eared Owl) 

G2 -... ... s Cha=ac.=ius mon.;anus yes 
s:~.; IMounc.; .n Plover! 

G5 p Cenc~oi-ca petechia ye.s 
S)B Ye llo~· ~Ja.rbl.e-r ~ 

GS n f' a lo::o mexicanus yes 
S4 (l'r~i:rie falcon; 

C5 p Geo:nlypis ;.r!.<:h.ls YeS 
.;38 ::::Jr.'l!!!On Yellowtt.~c"U 

G5 n G·14i.no~h..i nu.s c Yll!'I·~Cepha:us ye~ 

s~ Piny~!"l Jay) 

GS 1'1 :cce:-ia vi rens yes 
S3B lYe llcw-breaSLed Chat) 

G4 xC2N n !.ani us !udovi~ianus ye3" 
33 :. :.og.ge~he.ad Shrike) 

G~ :.EN~ s ~y-=~~~.:.3 ~tnfH"l CMnA yes 
SAri ~fOOd SLorkl 

cs n Pooece~es .:,ramineus yes 
S4B (Vesper Sparrow) 

G5 J\ Sp:>yrapicus nuchal is yes 
S4S5B (Red-naped Sapsuct.er) 

e G~ LEt.;:, s s-e~n= antillarum yes 
SAN _east fern) 

G5 n To>xos t.orn.a cri.sseslP v~s 

S3S4 (Crissa : Tl'",rasher} 

e GJ nc Toxostcma lec::ontei yes 
S3 (Le Conte • s 'rhra.sher) 

G5 II Vermi ·;ora luci.>4 yes 
538 (L~cy •5 ~'~":bler ) 

C4 nc Vir~ v1clrdol" y.as 
S3S4e (Gray V1reo) 
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