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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

1.0 NAME OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
Expeditionary Readiness Training Course Expansion (ExpeRT)
2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The U.S. Air Force (Air Force), Headquarters Air Combat Command (ACC) proposes to increase the
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and Creech Air Force Base (AFB), Nevada, from an existing 2,520 to 6,000 students per year (SPY). |
Implementation of the proposal is a four-phase process that gradually increases the student throughput |
while building infrastructure and facilities.
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improve five small-arms training ranges, and upgrade infrastructure items such as septic/sewage,
electrical power, and water sources at Silver Flag Alpha on the Nevada Test and Training Range (NTTR).
While training and lodging would also continue to increase at Creech AFB, no construction or upgrades
would be required at that location. The proposed action would permit training for up to 500 students per
class, and would be implemented in four phases:

e Phase 1 (Summer 2006) — 250 students per ExpeRT class

(14 classes per year: 3.500 SPY




3.0 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The Environmental Assessment provides an analysis of the potential environmental impacts resulting
from implementing the proposed action. The Air Force assessed numerous resources that, in accordance
with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, warranted no further examination. Those
resources reviewed but not analyzed in detail in this assessment include: airspace management and use;
noise; socioeconomics; environmental justice and protection of children; land management and use,

recreation, and visual resources; health and safety; hazardous materials and waste; and transportation.

Four resource areas were evaluated in detail to identify potential environmental consequences: air
quality; soils and water resources; biological resources; and cultural resources. As summarized below,

implementation of the proposed action or the alternatives would not result in any significant impacts.

Air Quality. There would be no perceptible change to air quality under the proposed action. Emissions
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for any one of the five measured criteria pollutants during a given year. These emissions would be
temporary in nature and end when the construction and upgrade activities are complete. In general,
fugitive dust and combustive emissions would produce localized, short-term, elevated air pollutant
concentrations which would not result in any long-term impacts on the air quality in Clark County where
Silver Flag Alpha is located. Because Silver Flag Alpha is located in a nonattainment area for three of the
criteria pollutants (particulate matter [PM], carbon monoxide [CO], and 8-hour ozone), emissions from
construction.and.infrastmcfire.imgravement nrpipots, were.caunulativaly, measisedtasnsasathatna,.
criteria pollutant de minimus thresholds were exceeded in any given year. No de minimus levels would be
exceeded under this proposal. The temporary contribution of any of the five measured criteria pollutants
of less than 0.001 percent to area emissions would not represent a regional significance. Therefore, this

proposed action would not constitute a significant impact and would conform to regional standards.

Soils and Water Resources. Potential impacts to soils would be negligible from the proposed action,
differing little from existing conditions. No surface waters are located near the proposed action
construction, improvements, or upgrades. Standard best management practices (e.g., watering, erosion

control, and sediment retention measures and silt fencing) would be employed to reduce the chance of
sediment transport.

The impact to groundwater recharge would be minimal given the low average annual precipitation and the

Jack of vear-round surface waters.in the nronased.locations . Infiltration.historicallv.has heen.a.minimal

source of recharge. Therefore, no impacts would occur to water resources if the proposed action were
implemented.



Biological Resources. Proposed projects would occur in previously developed or disturbed areas

_resulting in insionificant imnacts to hiolagica __Potential imnacts to wildlife from constructio
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1969 (Public Law 91-190) is not required.
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EXPEDITIONARY READINESS TRAINING COURSE EXPANSION
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA)

Responsible Agency: United States Air Force, Air Combat Command

Proposed Action: The Air Force proposes to expand the Expeditionary Readiness Training (ExpeRT)
course student capacity at the Security Forces (SF) Regional Training Center (RTC) based at the Nevada
Test and Training Range (NTTR), Nevada. Currently, components of the ExpeRT course occur at Silver
Flag Alpha on NTTR and at nearby Creech Air Force Base (AFB). Under the proposed action, the Air
Force would increase the number of students trained by the SF from an existing 2,520 students per year
(SPY) to 6,000 SPY by the winter of fiscal year 2008. The proposed action would also include
constructing academic facilities, upgrading five small-arms training ranges, and improving infrastructure
at Silver Flag Alpha in the South Range of NTTR.

Written comments and inquiries regarding this document should be directed to:
Mike Estrada, Nellis AFB Office of Public Affairs
4430 Grissom Avenue, Suite 107
Nellis AFB NV 89191

In addition, the document can be viewed on, and downloaded from, the World Wide Web at
http://www.nellis.af.mil/pa.htm.

Designation: Final Environmental Assessment

Abstract: The role of U.S. military forces is evolving to reflect the concern which Congress expressed
that U.S. military services were not sufficiently emphasizing urban warfare training. This urban warfare
training is particularly essential to SF. In addition to defending airbase facilities during conflicts, they are
now charged with force protection, humanitarian, and anti-terrorism actions as well. The purpose of the
expanded ExpeRT course capacity is to ensure the Air Force can adequately train sufficient numbers of
SF personnel prior to deployment to combat areas, and to sustain their continuation training needs in an
environment that simulates realistic and current combat conditions. To accomplish this, the proposed
action would implement a four-phase plan to incrementally increase training at the current SF RTC at
Silver Flag Alpha and Creech AFB. To support this increase, the Air Force proposes to provide
infrastructure improvements (leach field, water storage tank, and communication, water, and power lines)
to the existing tent complex, Military Operations in Urban Terrain (MOUT) training site, and other
facilities; upgrade four existing small arms training ranges; construct two academic facilities; and provide
for a Convoy Combat Training route all on Silver Flag Alpha. Although training would continue to occur
at both Creech AFB and Silver Flag Alpha, this proposed action does not call for any new construction or
upgrades of facilities at Creech AFB associated with SF training. Under the no action alternative, the Air
Force would not increase student throughput for the ExpeRT course, nor make changes to the current
RTC at Silver Flag Alpha. This EA analyzes the potential environmental consequences of the proposed
action and no-action alternative and are addressed for: air quality, soils and water resources, biological
resources, and cultural resources. Findings indicate that the proposed action would not adversely impact
any resource area. The proposed action would increase water use and wastewater discharge; however, the
impact would not be adverse due to the available water allotment. There are no significant cumulative
impacts from the interaction of the ExpeRT course expansion and other past, present, or reasonably
foreseeable actions.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the potential environmental consequences resulting from
the United States Air Force (Air Force) proposal to expand Expeditionary Readiness Training (ExpeRT)
course student capacity at the Security Forces (SF) Regional Training Center (RTC) at Nevada Test and
Training Range (NTTR), Nevada. Currently, components of the ExpeRT course occur at Silver Flag
Alpha on NTTR and at nearby Creech Air Force Base (AFB). Under the proposed action, the Air Force
would increase the number of students trained by the SF from an existing 2,520 students per year (SPY)
to 6,000 SPY at the end of the fourth phase of implementation in the winter of 2008. To support this
increase, the Air Force proposes to provide infrastructure improvements (a laundry/shower/latrine, leach
field, water storage tanks, and communication, water, and power lines) to the existing tent complex,
Military Operations in Urban Terrain (MOUT) training site, and other facilities; upgrade five existing
small-arms training ranges; construct two academic facilities; and provide for a Convoy Combat Training
route on existing road A-1—all on Silver Flag Alpha. Although training would continue to occur at both
Creech AFB and Silver Flag Alpha, this proposed action does not call for any new construction or
upgrades of facilities at Creech AFB associated with SF training.

This EA has been prepared by the Air Force, Headquarters Air Combat Command (HQ ACC) in
accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, and AFI 32-7061 the Environmental Impact Analysis Process
(EIAP), as promulgated in Title 32 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 989.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR EXPANDED EXPEDITIONARY READINESS TRAINING

Congress, in the National Defense Authorization Act (Fiscal Year [FY] 2000), expressed its concern that
U.S. military services have not sufficiently emphasized urban warfare training. Especially with ongoing
operations in Irag and Afghanistan, meeting operational requirements for missions in these urban
environments present a set of challenges to the Air Force that need to be addressed through training in
realistic, variable contexts. By investing in better and more appropriate training facilities, technologies,
and education the Air Force can generate substantial advantages over enemies in an urban terrain while
avoiding civilian loss of life, damage to humanitarian missions, (e.g., medical and aid facilities and
religious centers), and destruction of private property. In addition, SF need to be prepared to respond to
terrorist or small commando assaults on airbase environments with little or no collateral damage or
civilian loss of life in both wartime and peacetime missions.

The purpose of the expanded ExpeRT course capacity is to ensure the Air Force can adequately train
sufficient numbers of SF personnel prior to deployment to combat areas, and to sustain their continuation
training needs in an environment that simulates realistic and current combat conditions. With current
deployments, demands on personnel, and evolving tactics, sufficient SF forces from all Air Force major
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commands must be able to receive appropriate quality training. To accomplish these goals, the proposed
action would implement a phased plan to incrementally increase training at the current SF Regional
Training Center at Silver Flag Alpha and Creech AFB. This plan would support an increase from the
existing annual student throughput of 2,520 SPY to a potential annual capacity of 6,000 SPY. Given the
existing facilities and infrastructure, the current course capacity at Silver Flag Alpha is inadequate to meet
the robust SF requirements.

A need exists to expand ExpeRT student throughput. SF personnel require continuation training to
maintain peak combat efficiency skills. These skills erode and decay without appropriate use. Air Force
Instruction (AFI) 36-2225, Security Forces Training and Standardization Evaluation Programs, requires
SF continuation training every 3 years. This is essential training, building on the skills received during
technical training.

The ExpeRT course at the RTC was established in April 2001. Currently, each 16-day course supports up
to 210 students, and the course is held 12 times per year (2,520 students annually). Available amounts of
training for SF are inadequate to meet current and future requirements. In order to respond to significant
changes in the focus and magnitude of threats to Air Force personnel worldwide, training opportunities
for SF personnel need to be expanded. Such an expansion would provide for continuation training to
maintain perishable combat skills to support the Air Force’s Integrated Base Defense capability and other
missions.

Existing facilities at Silver Flag Alpha represent the only site for training SF currently available in Air
Combat Command (ACC). However, the training area and infrastructure supporting SF at Silver Flag
Alpha are inadequate for the number of SF personnel that require the training. The existing Silver Flag
Alpha site needs more classroom facilities; water, waste, and power infrastructure upgrades; improved
and expanded firing ranges; and a convoy combat training route to accommodate all the SF trainees that
must receive the necessary training.

The currently ExpeRT course offers insufficient capacity to meet the requirements of ACC and other
partnering major commands. The proposed action, providing for increased capacity, would ensure
appropriate pre-deployment SF training and support the AEF concept and ongoing operations worldwide.

PROPOSED ACTION AND NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The Air Force determined that expanded student capacity for the ExpeRT training course was needed. To
meet this goal, the proposed action would implement a four-phase expansion of infrastructure and
facilities to support increased student participation.

ES-2 Executive Summary
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Under the proposed action, the Air Force would construct academic facilities, upgrade small-arms
training ranges, and improve infrastructure items such as septic/sewage, electrical power, and water
sources at Silver Flag Alpha. While training and lodging would also continue and increase at Creech
AFB, no construction or upgrades would be required at that location. The proposed action would permit
training for up to 500 students per class, and would be implemented in four phases:
e Phase 1 (Summer 2006) — 250 students per ExpeRT class
(14 classes per year; 3,500 SPY)
e Phase 2 (Fall 2006) — 300 students per ExpeRT class
(14 classes per year; 4,200 SPY)
e Phase 3 (Spring 2007) — 360 students per ExpeRT class
(14 classes per year; 5,040 SPY)
e Phase 4 (Winter 2008) — 500 students per ExpeRT class
(12 classes per year; 6,000 SPY)

Under the no-action alternative, the Air Force would not increase student throughput for the course, nor
make changes to the current RTC at Silver Flag Alpha. The RTC could continue to accommaodate an
average of 210 students per class. This would not allow SF personnel to maintain the critical skills
necessary to support the AEF concept and provide the required number of SF personnel needed to face
the current threat.

MITIGATION MEASURES

In accordance with 32 CFR 989.22, Nellis AFB must indicate if any mitigation measures would be
needed to implement the proposed action or any alternative selected as the preferred alternative under this
environmental assessment. For purposes of this EA (to increase the student throughput at Silver Flag
Alpha, construct two academic facilities, improve existing ranges, install a Convoy Combat Training
route, and improve infrastructure to the existing Military Operations in an Urban Terrain [MOUT]
facilities and tent city), no mitigation measures would be needed to arrive at a finding of no significant
impact if the proposed action were selected for implementation.

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

According to the analysis in this EA, implementation of the proposed action or alternatives would not
result in significant impacts in any resource category. Implementing the proposed action would not
adversely impact existing conditions at Silver Flag Alpha.

Air Quality. There would be no perceptible change to air quality under the proposed action. Emissions
during the construction and infrastructure period would not increase by more than 0.57 tons for any one of
the five criteria pollutants measured during a given year. These emissions would be temporary in nature
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and end when the construction and upgrade activities are complete. In general, fugitive dust and
combustive emissions would produce localized, short-term, elevated air pollutant concentrations which
would not result in any long-term impacts on the air quality in Clark County where Silver Flag Alpha is
located. Because Silver Flag Alpha is located in a nonattainment area for three out of the five measured
criteria pollutants (particulate matter [PMy], carbon monoxide [CQO], and 8-hour ozone [as measured by
its precursor of volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides]), emissions from construction and
infrastructure improvement projects were cumulatively measured to ensure that no criteria pollutant de
minimus thresholds were exceeded in any given year. No de minimus levels would be exceeded under
this proposal. The temporary contribution of any of the five measured criteria pollutants of less than
0.001 percent to area emissions would not represent a regional significance. Therefore, this proposed
action would conform to regional standards.

Soils and Water Resources. Potential impacts to soils would be negligible from the proposed action,
differing little from existing conditions. No surface waters are located near the proposed action
construction, improvements, or upgrades. Standard best management practices (e.g., watering, erosion
control, and sediment retention measures and silt fencing) would be employed to reduce the chance of
sediment transport.

The impact to groundwater recharge would be minimal given the low average annual precipitation and the
lack of year-round surface waters in the proposed locations. Infiltration historically has been a minimal
source of recharge. Therefore, no impacts would occur to water resources if the proposed action were
implemented.

Biological Resources. Proposed projects would occur in previously developed or disturbed areas
resulting in insignificant impacts to biological resources. Potential impacts to wildlife from construction
noise would be short-term and not be expected to affect wildlife that are already exposed to flight
activities. All of the construction, upgrades, and/or improvements occur in predominantly disturbed
habitats; no adverse impacts to rare plant species would be expected. If during any ground disturbing
activity in Silver Flag Alpha, the presence of desert tortoise is observed, the Air Force would comply with
the requirements of the 2003 USFWS Biological Opinion for the protection of the species. Arroyos and
washes, which may be considered jurisdictional waters, may be impacted; evaluation and identification of
these jurisdictional waters would occur prior to construction and upgrade activities and a Section 404
permit would be obtained if jurisdictional waters are identified. Under the proposed action, no adverse
impacts to biological resources would occur.

Cultural Resources. Under the proposed action facilities would be built, infrastructure upgraded, and a

road improved. There are no National Register-eligible sites associated with the proposed action and no
traditional cultural properties are known to occur. The Air Force will implement the procedures found in
36 CFR 800 for all projects described in this EA. These procedures would include (as appropriate)
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mitigation, consultation with tribal representatives, and review by the State Historic Preservation Officer
and the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation prior to implementation. For the most part,
construction would take place on existing improved or previously disturbed areas; however, undisturbed
areas would be examined by a professional archaeologist prior to construction.
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CHAPTER 1
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

11 INTRODUCTION

The United States Air Force (Air Force) proposes to expand the Expeditionary Readiness Training
(ExpeRT) course student capacity at the Security Forces (SF) Regional Training Center (RTC) based at
the Nevada Test and Training Range (NTTR), Nevada. Currently, components of the ExpeRT course
occur at Silver Flag Alpha on NTTR and at nearby Creech Air Force Base (AFB). Under the proposed
action, the Air Force would increase the number of students trained by the SF from an existing 2,520
students per year (SPY) to 5,040 SPY by May 2007 (phase three); a fourth phase would also be
implemented if the SF operations tempo increases or if the two regional training centers within the U.S.
consolidate. Under this scenario, student throughput would be 6,000 SPY by the winter of 2008. This
higher level of operational tempo is evaluated under the proposed action to ensure maximum flexibility
for the SF. To support this increase, the Air Force proposes to provide infrastructure improvements (a
laundry/shower/latrine facility, leach field, water storage tanks, and communication, water, and power
lines) to the existing tent complex, Military Operations in Urban Terrain (MOUT) training site, and other
facilities; upgrade five existing training ranges; construct two academic facilities; and provide for a
Convoy Combat Training route all on Silver Flag Alpha (Figure 1-1). Although training would continue
to occur at both Creech AFB and Silver Flag Alpha, this proposed action does not call for any new
construction or upgrades of facilities at Creech AFB associated with SF training.

The Air Force is conducting this analysis to determine the potential environmental impact of the proposed
action and no-action alternative. Under the no-action alternative, no student increase would be instituted
and neither academic facilities nor infrastructure upgrades would be implemented at Silver Flag Alpha.
Other action alternatives were evaluated in previous NEPA documentation; further discussion of these
alternatives is presented in sections 1.3 and 2.1.

The Air Force, Headquarters Air Combat Command (HQ ACC) prepared this EA in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations
implementing NEPA, Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7061 Environmental Impact Analysis Process
(E1AP), as promulgated in Title 32 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 989, and other
applicable federal and state-delegated environmental legislation.
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1.2 LOCATION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action would expand current SF facilities located at Silver Flag Alpha, approximately 12
miles east-southeast of Creech AFB and Indian Springs, Nevada. Silver Flag Alpha is located within
NTTR which is composed of approximately 2.9 million acres in southern Nevada. This area was
withdrawn from public use as a national test and training area for military equipment and personnel under
Public Law (PL) 106-65. NTTR contains two functional areas: the North Range and South Range, both
of which are further divided into subranges. Silver Flag Alpha lies on the southern edge of the South
Range and is located on the north side of Interstate 95, roughly 33 miles northwest of Las Vegas. The SF
RTC supports three main areas: a MOUT site and simulated air base, classrooms, and training ranges. In
the northeast, a MOUT site and airbase complex provide realistic warfare training including shoot houses,
air traffic control tower, hangar, and numerous other buildings simulating an urban environment. South
of this location lies an area that supports classrooms and a tent city (currently being upgraded from a more
primitive site to one that supports the ExpeRT students on a more permanent basis). Thirteen firing
ranges form the third sector of Silver Flag Alpha. These ranges, which extend west, parallel Interstate 95
for approximately 1 mile and support small arms, machine gun, grenade, and mortar training.

Creech AFB (the administrative site for SF training) is located adjacent to the town of Indian Springs,
Nevada, approximately 45 miles northwest of Las Vegas, along Interstate 95. Air Force facilities are
found on both the north and south side of the interstate, with the majority of assets located to the north
(e.g., runways; hangars; and maintenance, administrative, and operational facilities). While SF
administrative duties and some training are carried out at Creech AFB, the base’s primary mission is to
provide an emergency divert airfield for military aircraft training in NTTR airspace and support the flying
operations of the Air Force Thunderbirds, 57" Wing, other Air Force units, Navy, Marine Corps and
allied air forces. Creech AFB provides basing for the Predator Unmanned Aerial Vehicle and is home to
the 11", 15" and 17" Reconnaissance Squadrons flying the Predator M/RQ-1B Remotely Piloted
Aircraft.

1.3 BACKGROUND
1.3.1 Security Forces Mission

Since the end of the Cold War and the “monolithic” threat from the Soviet Union, U.S. military forces
face new and evolving combat scenarios; that includes the role of Security Forces. SF must maintain a
secure environment at airbases by detecting and engaging enemy forces that threaten sustained air
operations. Hostile occupation of an air traffic control tower or wing headquarters could effectively
terminate aircraft operations and affect the prosecution of missions throughout a theater of operations. SF
are charged with the mission of defending and, if necessary, recapturing occupied facilities on airbases.
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Typical facilities on an airbase include a runway, control tower, operations building, hangars, fueling
facilities, ordnance storage, and streets.

However, SF missions are evolving beyond only defending airbase facilities during conflicts. Their
missions have expanded to include force protection, humanitarian, and anti-terrorism actions as well.
Their job, as currently found in Iraq and Afghanistan, ensures that airbases and associated facilities are
secure and that U.S. and Allied air forces can undertake their combat mission. In addition, SF ensures
that supplies are delivered (from aircraft such as the C-17 and C-130s) to areas outside of airbases that are
safe and secure, protected from hostile incursions.

1.3.2 Previous Environmental Documentation

The Air Force has evaluated certain aspects of i0 TD02/D( x(ave expa(ian,TD0.0006 ( )Tj3e3 tonte oroughputTj3etwoe a.(
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14 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR EXPANDED EXPERT COURSE CAPACITY

Congress, in the National Defense Authorization Act (Fiscal Year [FY] 2000), expressed its concern that
U.S. military services have not sufficiently emphasized urban warfare training. With ongoing operations
in Iraq and Afghanistan, meeting operational requirements for missions in these urban environments
present a set of challenges to the Air Force that need to be addressed through training in realistic, variable
contexts. By investing in better and more appropriate training facilities, technologies, and education the
Air Force can generate substantial advantages over enemies in an urban terrain while avoiding civilian
loss of life, damage to humanitarian missions, (e.g., medical and aid facilities and religious centers), and
destruction of private property. In addition, SF need to be prepared to respond to terrorist or small
commando assaults on moving convoys with little or no collateral damage or civilian loss of life in both
wartime and peacetime missions.

The purpose of the expanded ExpeRT course capacity is to ensure the Air Force can adequately train
sufficient numbers of SF personnel prior to deployment to combat areas, and to sustain their continuation
training needs in an environment that simulates realistic and current combat conditions. With current
deployments, demands on personnel, and evolving tactics, sufficient SF forces from all Air Force major
commands must be able to receive appropriate quality training. To accomplish these goals, the proposed
action would implement a phased plan to incrementally increase training at the current SF Regional
Training Center at Silver Flag Alpha and Creech AFB. This plan would support an increase from the
existing annual student throughput of 2,520 SPY to a potential annual capacity of 6,000 SPY. Given the
existing facilities and infrastructure, the current course capacity at Silver Flag Alpha is inadequate to meet
the robust SF requirements.

15 NEED FOR THE EXPANDED EXPERT COURSE CAPACITY

A need exists to expand RTC student output. Security Forces personnel require continuation training to
maintain peak combat efficiency skills. These skills erode and decay without appropriate use. Air Force
Instruction (AFI) 36-2225, Security Forces Training and Standardization Evaluation Programs, requires
SF continuation training every 3 years and before each deployment. This is essential training, building on
the skills received during technical training.

The ExpeRT course at the RTC was established in April 2001. Currently, each 16-day course supports up
to 210 students, and the course is held 12 times per year (2,520 students annually). Available amounts of
training for SF are inadequate to meet current and future requirements. In order to respond to significant
changes in the focus and magnitude of threats to Air Force personnel worldwide, training opportunities
for SF personnel need to be expanded. Such an expansion would provide for continuation training to
maintain perishable combat skills to support the Air Force’s Integrated Base Defense capability and other
missions.
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Existing facilities at Silver Flag Alpha represent the only site for SF pre-deployment training currently
available in Air Combat Command (ACC). However, the training area and infrastructure supporting SF
at Silver Flag Alpha are inadequate for the number of SF personnel that require the training. The existing
Silver Flag Alpha site needs more classroom facilities; water, waste, and power infrastructure upgrades;
improved and expanded firing ranges; and a convoy combat training route to accommodate all the SF
trainees that must receive the necessary training.

Only two RTCs within the contiguous United States (CONUS) provide the required ground combat
training for SF units. One consists of ACC’s ExpeRT Training Center at Creech AFB. The other, Air
Force Materiel Command’s (AFMC) Brave Defender, is located at Eglin AFB, Florida. Combined, these
regional training centers lack the capacity to provide enough course opportunities for the increasing
demand from ACC and AFMC, as well as the other Major Commands (MAJCOM) which do not
own/operate an RTC, such as Air Education and Training Command (AETC), Air Mobility Command
(AMC), and the Air National Guard (ANG).

The MAJCOMs that do not own and/or operate an RTC can provide funding to ACC’s ExpeRT or
AFMC’s Brave Defender to increase training capacity and cost share training of their forces. While ACC
has been approached to partner with AETC, AMC, and the ANG for SF training, the existing RTC at
Silver Flag Alpha needs to be upgraded now to accommodate existing and anticipated additional students.

Currently, the Creech AFB ExpeRT course offers a capacity of 2,520 SPY. To meet the requirements of
ACC and other partnering MAJCOMSs, the capacity needs to increase in phases to a total of 6,000 SPY.
Providing for this capacity would ensure appropriate pre-deployment SF training and support the AEF
concept.

Under this proposed action to accommodate increased student throughput, half the students would train,
lodge, and dine at Creech AFB for about 8 days out of the 16-day course, while the other half would train,
lodge, and dine at Silver Flag Alpha. Existing and planned facilities at Creech AFB would be able to
accommodate the increased student capacity, and the tent city (which will support both lodging and
dining capacity), as well as the proposed upgrade to facilities at Silver Flag Alpha would accommodate
the increased student throughput at this location. Half-way through the 16-day course, the students would
switch locations and thereby obtain their site-specific training at the other site. Expanded needs for
lodging and dining facilities at Creech AFB as well as a more permanent tent city at Silver Flag Alpha are
evaluated in other EAs.

Under the no-action alternative, the Air Force would not increase student throughput for the ExpeRT
course, nor make changes to the current RTC at Silver Flag Alpha. This would not allow SF personnel to
maintain the critical skills necessary to support the AEF concept nor provide the required number of SF
personnel needed to face the current threat.
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CHAPTER 2

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND NO-ACTION
ALTERNATIVE

This chapter describes the Air Force proposal to increase the SF ExpeRT course student capacity at the
RTC at Silver Flag Alpha and Creech AFB, Nevada. Under the proposal the Air Force would increase the
number of students trained by the SF, in four phases, from an existing 2,520 SPY to 6,000 SPY by the
winter of 2008. Training and use of facilities would continue at both Creech AFB and Silver Flag Alpha.
While Creech AFB contains facilities adequate to support its portion of the increased student activities,
the Silver Flag Alpha complex currently requires upgrades and additions. To support the student increase
at Silver Flag Alpha, the Air Force proposes to provide infrastructure improvements (a
laundry/shower/latrine facility, leach field, water storage tanks, and communication, water, and power
lines) to the existing tent complex and MOUT training site, upgrade five existing small-arms training
ranges, and construct two academic facilities and a convoy combat training route. In conformance with
NEPA and CEQ regulations, the EA also evaluates the no-action alternative. Under the no-action
alternative, the Air Force would not increase student throughput nor construct facilities and infrastructure
upgrades to support the ExpeRT course student expansion.

2.1 ALTERNATIVE IDENTIFICATION PROCESS

As established by the purpose and need, the facilities construction and upgrades infrastructure are needed
to meet the proposed increased student capacity for ground combat sustainment training in the ExpeRT
course. Without this increase, SF personnel risk mission failure of force protection of Air Force
personnel and assets, including aircraft, in combat zones. In addition to ensuring adequate and realistic
training for all deploying SF personnel from ACC, other partnering MAJCOMSs that do not own and/or
operate their own facilities would receive training at the ExpeRT course. Moreover, this type of training
is limited, with the RTC at Creech AFB and Silver Flag Alpha comprising one of only two such facilities
in CONUS capable of training SF personnel. The services available at the MOUT site, ranges, and
associated airbase facilities are state-of-the-art urban terrain training facilities that, because of the time-
critical nature of the training requirement, cannot be built from scratch elsewhere. The on-going
hostilities in Irag and Afghanistan necessitate expedient expansion of existing facilities to accommodate
the training for deploying SF personnel and partnering MAJCOMSs. For this reason, an alternative
location for ExpeRT was not viable. Furthermore, shifting the increased student throughput to the other
Air Force RTC at Eglin AFB would not accommodate the necessary personnel due to capacity issues.

With these criteria, the Air Force identified the proposed action to support student expansion at Silver
Flag Alpha. Other means of providing the required facilities alternatives, such as constructing academic,
lodging, and dining facilities at Creech AFB have been evaluated in the following: Regional Training
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Area (RTA) Expansion, U.S. Air Force 99" Ground Combat Training Flight, Indian Springs Air Force
Auxiliary Field Final Environmental Assessment (Nellis AFB 1997) and the Nevada Training Initiative
(NTI) Final Environmental Assessment (Nellis AFB 2003a), the RTA EA and NTI EA, respectively. As
presented in Chapter 1, the RTA EA evaluated the potential impacts of improving existing facilities at
Creech AFB (lodging and dining), and on Silver Flag Alpha constructing a more permanent tent city (in
an area already supporting a more primitive tent city for NTTR training activities), improving ranges, and
upgrading existing rough roads (including road A-1 that would be upgraded for combat convoy training
under this proposal). The NTI EA evaluated construction of academic and lodging/dining facilities at
Creech AFB at two alternative locations—either side of Interstate 95. In the Predator Force Structure
Changes at Indian Springs Air Force Auxiliary Field (Nellis 2003b), a new dining hall was evaluated as
part of that proposal. In summary, these actions would constitute alternatives under this action but have

already been evaluated in foregoing NEPA documentation, are incorporated by reference here, and,

therefore, not carried forward for further evaluation in this EA.

Under the no-action alternative, no increase in training capacity would occur at this time, nor would the

associated training facilities and infrastructure upgrades occur.

2.2 PROPOSED ACTION

In accordance with NEPA and CEQ guidelines, this
section describes the proposed action and compares it
to the no-action alternative.

The Air Force has determined that the current level of
SF personnel training at the ACC ExpeRT course is
inadequate to prepare SF personnel for deployment to
combat zones. To meet this goal, the proposed action
would implement an increase in the student capacity of
the ExpeRT courses and support this increase by
providing infrastructure improvements (constructing a

el um .Jjﬁi
Area proposed for water storage tanks

leach field, two water storage tanks, and installing new communication, water, and power lines) to the
tent complex and MOUT training site; upgrading five existing small-arms training ranges; constructing
two academic facilities; and providing for a 1-mile Convoy Combat Training route all on Silver Flag
Alpha. The increase in student throughput would also facilitate a viable rotation schedule to support the

AEF concept and ongoing operations worldwide.
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Under the proposed action, the Air Force would increase student capacity in four phases:

e Phase 1 (Summer 2006) — 250 students per ExpeRT class

(14 classes per year; 3,500 students per year)
e Phase 2 (Fall 2006) — 300 students per ExpeRT class
(14 classes per year; 4,200 students per year)

e Phase 3 (Spring 2007) — 360 students per ExpeRT class

(14 classes per year; 5,040 students per year)

e Phase 4 (Winter 2008) — 500 students per ExpeRT class

(12 classes per year; 6,000 students per year)

Table 2-1 lists the facilities and upgrades needed to support the proposed expansion on Silver Flag Alpha;
Figure 2-1 presents their proposed location. Each project directly ties to the need to train more students.

Table 2-1 Proposed Facility, Training, and Infrastructure Needs

Name

Size*

Year Construction

Begins
Two 70,000-gallon capacity Water Storage Tanks FY06/ 4™ Quarter
) . 1,000 sf

(1) potable water (2) fire suppression

Underground communication and water lines to tent city 2,600 ft FY06/ 4™ Quarter
Overhead power lines to tent city 3,600 ft FY06/ 4™ Quarter
1-acre leach field and 10,000 gallon capacity septic/holding tank 2 acres FY06/ 4™ Quarter
Laundry/Shower/Latrine Facility 4,000 sf FY07/1% Quarter
Combat Arms Training and Maintenance (CATM) Academic Facility 8,000 sf FY07/ 2™ Quarter
Virtual Combat Convoy Training Facility 6,400 sf FY07/ 3" Quarter
Convoy Combat Training Route 1 mile FY07/ 1% Quarter
Upgrade Firing Ranges 1, 3, 5, 6, 10 6.47 acres | FY06/ 4™ Quarter — FY07

* ft=feet, sf=square feet.

To support the increased number of students at
the existing tent city, the Air Force would
need to construct: two water storage tanks;
laundry/shower/latrine facility, water,
communication, and power lines; a leach field
and septic/holding tank; and a 600-KWT
generator used temporarily until the 3-phase
power line is installed in about the Fall of
2007. To accommodate their training needs
the Combat Arms Training and Maintenance

(CATM) and Virtual Combat Convoy Area for CATM and Virtual Convoy Training Facility,

facilities would be constructed and the five

Range 1 in the background, to the left

ranges upgraded. With the exception of some

portions of the ranges, all facilities and upgrades would occur on previously disturbed areas.
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Range 1 would be expanded from 28 to 56 firing

points. This would require soil disturbance to level
ground, build earthen mounds, and drill shallow
holes to place target stands. Total area to be
disturbed is 53,540 sf. Range 3 is currently a rifle
range, and would be upgraded in FY06 as fully
automated 28-lane record fire range. This would
require soil disturbance to remove old underground
wiring and target lifters, and to install new
underground wiring, target lifters, and earthen e _
mounds around the lifters. Old target lifters and Rah"'gell ih background N

other hardware would be reused on other ranges to
replace damaged parts. None of the old system parts are considered Hazardous Materials (HAZMAT).
Total area to be disturbed is 127,480 sf. Range 5 would be upgraded to an assault firing range and
involve 63,890 sf of disturbance.

Range 6 would be upgraded to handle live grenades. Each ExpeRT student would hand-throw two live
grenades for training purposes. Currently, only dummy or practice grenades are used. Clean up of these
munitions would be handled by the explosives division and disposed of through the processes already
established at NTTR for such munitions. Ground disturbance for replacement of wiring and target lifters
is similar to Range 3. Total area to be disturbed is 14,000 sf. Range 10 would also be upgraded as a
precision engagement, or sniper range. This would require soil disturbance to level ground surfaces, and
to install underground wiring, target lifters, and earthen mounds around lifters. Total area to be disturbed
is 18,762 sf.

The construction of the Convoy Combat Training route would upgrade the existing two-track, dirt road
(A-1) for approximately 1 mile. This upgrade would consist of grading the existing road to about 14 feet
wide, and inserting culverts with gravel to secure the culvert to areas where the existing road is washed
out. No further upgrades or graveling is planned. The expansion would improve road A-1 (previous
upgrades were analyzed in the RTA EA) that runs from the existing MOUT village to the east for about 1
mile, to Range 6 (refer to Figure 2-1).

The frequency of Convoy Combat Training route exercises increases with the expansion of ExpeRT
student course capacity (Table 2-2). The convoy will use two high-mobility multipurpose wheeled
vehicles (HMMWVs) and two M-35s (2.5-ton diesel trucks) for each exercise, traveling 5 miles/hour on
road A-1. The moving convoy will train by shooting at hardened targets (e.g., old metal tanks and/or
personnel carriers currently being warehoused on NTTR) placed north of the convoy trail in a manner that
simulates realistic combat situations. Safety fans will be created for these targets and the types of small-
arms munitions fired from the moving convoy according to Air Force Manual 91-201 (Explosives Safety
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Standards). The safety fans will adhere to established safety footprints for the types of munitions fired

during these training activities and will remain within NTTR boundaries. All ranges will continue to be
maintained, cleaned, and spent munitions disposed of by Nellis AFB under existing procedures already

used at the SFA ranges.

Table 2-2 Convoy Combat Training Exercises

Phase Exercise Number per Year

Phase 1 (Summer 2006) — 250 students per class

(14 classes per year; 3,500 students per year) 532 (19 squads x 2 runs x 14 ExpeRT classes per year)

Phase 2 (Fall 2006) — 300 students per class

(14 classes per year: 4,200 students per year) 644 (23 squads x 2 runs x 14 ExpeRT classes per year)

Phase 3 (Spring 2007) — 360 students per class

(14 classes per year; 5,040 students per year) 784 (28 squads x 2 runs x 14 ExpeRT classes per year)

Phase 4 (Winter 2008) — 500 students per class

(12 classes per year: 6,000 students per year) 912 (38 squads x 2 runs x 12 ExpeRT classes per year)

2.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the no-action alternative, the Air Force would not increase student throughput nor make facility or
infrastructure improvements to the current RTC facilities at Creech AFB and Silver Flag Alpha. If this
alternative were chosen, a viable rotation schedule to support the AEF concept would not be met nor
would the required number of SF personnel needed to face the current threat be trained.

24 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS PROCESS

This EA examines the affected environment for the ExpeRT course student expansion, considers the
current conditions of the proposed action, and compares those to conditions that might occur under the
no-action alternative. The following steps are involved in the preparation of this EA.

1. Conduct Intergovernmental and Interagency Coordination of Environmental Planning (1ICEP).
Within this process comments are solicited from the public in the region local to the proposed action.
This includes those individuals who had expressed interest in previous Nellis AFB actions, local
governments, federal and state agencies, American Indian tribes, and interest groups to ensure their
concerns and issues about this proposal are included in the analysis. In January 2006, the Air Force sent
IICEP letters to these individuals and agencies announcing the Air Force’s proposed action and to request
input from government agencies (see Appendix A for the list of people and agencies contacted). The
following comments were received from the State of Nevada: the Nevada Division of State Lands
requested the Air Force utilize “dark sky” lighting where possible. The Air Force would employ these
measures to the greatest extent possible. The State Historic Preservation Office reminded the Air Force
of its Section 106 responsibilities under the National Historic Preservation Action of 1966, as amended.
The Division of Water Resources commented on well-owner responsibilities and the Nevada Natural
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Heritage Program Department of Conservation and Natural Resources provided a list of special-status
species that could be found in and around the project area. These comment letters are provided in
Appendix A.

2. Prepare adraft EA. The first comprehensive document for public and agency review is the draft EA.
This document examines the environmental impacts of the proposed action as well as the no-action
alternative.

3. Announce that the Draft EA has been prepared. An advertisement, in the Las Vegas Review Journal,
was posted on April 5, 2006 notifying the public of the draft EA’s availability for review in local libraries
and at two web sites: http://www.nellis.af.mil/pa and www.a7zpintegratedplanning.org. After the

draft EA was distributed, a 30-day public comment period begins.

4. Provide a public comment period. The goal during this process was to solicit comments concerning
the analysis presented in the draft EA. Comments were received from federal, state, and county agencies:
the Bureau of Land Management, Nevada State Historic Preservation Office, and Clark County
Departments of Comprehensive Planning and Air Quality and Environmental Management. Copies of
these comments are attached in Appendix A. All comments have been considered and addressed as
appropriate.

5. Prepare afinal EA. Following the public comment period, a final EA is prepared. This document is
a revision (if necessary) of the draft EA, includes consideration of public comments, and provides the
decisionmaker with a comprehensive review of the proposed action and the potential environmental
impacts.

6. Issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). The final step in the NEPA process for the EA is
a FONSI, if the analysis supports this conclusion.

2.5 OTHER REGULATORY AND PERMIT REQUIREMENTS

The NEPA process is intended to assist the decision makers in understanding the environmental
consequences and in taking appropriate actions that protect, restore, and enhance the environment. Other
federal statutes that may apply to the proposed action are listed in Table 2-3.
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Table 2-3 Other Major Environmental Statutes, Regulations, and Executive Orders
Applicable to Federal Projects

Environmental Resource Statutes
Air Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 (PL 95-95), as amended in 1977 and 1990
(PL 91-604); USEPA, Subchapter C-Air Programs (40 CFR 52-99)
Noise Noise Control Act of 1972 (PL 92-574) and Amendments of 1978 (PL
95-609); USEPA, Subchapter G-Noise Abatement Programs (40 CFR
201-211)
Water Federal Water Pollution Control Act (FWPCA) of 1972 (PL 92-500) and

Amendments; Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1977 (PL 95-217); USEPA,
Subchapter D-Water Programs (40 CFR 100-145); Water Quality Act of
1987 (PL 100-4); USEPA, Subchapter N-Effluent Guidelines and
Standards (40 CFR 401-471); Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) of 1972
(PL 95-923) and Amendments of 1986 (PL 99-339); USEPA, National
Drinking Water Regulations and Underground Injection Control Program
(40 CFR 141-149)

Biological Resources Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918; Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
of 1958 (PL 85-654); Sikes Act of 1960 (PL 86-97) and Amendments of
1986 (PL 99-561) and 1997 (PL 105-85 Title XXIX); Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (PL 93-205) and Amendments of 1988 (PL 100-
478); Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980 (PL 96-366); Lacey
Act Amendments of 1981 (PL 97-79)

Wetlands and Floodplains Section 401 and 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972
(PL 92-500); USEPA, Subchapter D-Water Programs 40 CFR 100-149
(105 ref); Floodplain Management-1977 (EO 11990); Emergency
Wetlands Resources Act of 1986 (PL 99-645); north American Wetlands
Conservation Act of 1989 (PL 101-233)

Cultural Resources National historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (16 USC 470 et seq.)
(PL 89-865) and Amendments of 1980 (PL 96-515) and 1992 (PL 102-
575); Protection and Enhancement of the cultural Environment-1971 (EO
11593); Indian Sacred Sites-1966 ((EO 13007); American Indian
Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) of 1978 (PL 94-341); Antiquities Act of
1906; Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 (PL 96-
95); Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA) of 1990 (PL 101-601)

Solid/Hazardous Materials and Waste | Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 (PL 94-
5800), as Amended by PL 100-582; USEPA, subchapter I-Solid Wastes
(40 CFR 240-280); Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980 (42 USC 9601) (PL
96-510); Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) (PL 94-496); USEPA,
Subchapter R-Toxic Substances Control Act (40 CFR 702-799); Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Control Act (40 CFR 162-180);
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (40 CFR 300-
399)

Environmental Justice EO 12898-Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations; Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks (EO 13045)
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2.6 MITIGATION MEASURES

In accordance with 32 CFR 989.22, Nellis AFB must indicate if any mitigation measures would be
needed to implement the proposed action or any alternative selected as the preferred alternative under this
environmental assessment. For purposes of this EA (to increase the student throughput at Silver Flag
Alpha, construct two academic facilities, improve existing ranges, install a Convoy Combat Training
route, and improve infrastructure to the existing MOUT and tent city), no mitigation measures would be
needed to arrive at a finding of no significant impact if the proposed action were selected for
implementation.

2.7 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This EA provides an analysis of the potential environmental consequences resulting from implementation
of the proposed action and no-action alternative. Four resource categories were analyzed to identify
potential impacts: air quality, soils and water; biological; and cultural. The following summarizes and
highlights the results of the analysis by resource category.

Air Quality. There would be no perceptible change to air quality under the proposed action. Emissions
during the construction and infrastructure period would not increase by more than 0.57 tons for any one of
the measured criteria pollutants during a given year. These emissions would be temporary in nature and
end when the construction and upgrade activities are complete. In general, fugitive dust and combustive
emissions would produce localized, short-term, elevated air pollutant concentrations which would not
result in any long-term impacts on the air quality in Clark County where Silver Flag Alpha is located.
Because Silver Flag Alpha is located in a nonattainment area for three out of the five measured criteria
pollutants (particulate matter [PMy,], carbon monoxide [CQO], and 8-hour ozone), emissions from
construction and infrastructure improvement projects were cumulatively measured to ensure that no
criteria pollutant de minimus thresholds were exceeded in any given year. No de minimus levels would be
exceeded under this proposal. The temporary contribution of any of the five criteria pollutants of less
than 0.001 percent to area emissions would not represent a regional significance.

Soils and Water Resources. Potential impacts to soils would be negligible from the proposed action,
differing little from existing conditions. No surface waters are located near the proposed action
construction, improvements, or upgrades. Standard best management practices (e.g., watering, erosion
control, and sediment retention measures and silt fencing) would be employed to reduce the chance of
sediment transport.

The impact to groundwater recharge would be minimal given the low average annual precipitation and the
lack of year-round surface waters in the proposed locations. Infiltration historically has been a minimal
source of recharge.
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Biological Resources. Proposed projects would occur in previously developed or disturbed areas
resulting in insignificant impacts to biological resources. Potential impacts to wildlife from construction
noise would be short-term and not be expected to affect wildlife that are already exposed to flight
activities. All of the construction, upgrades, and/or improvements occur in predominantly disturbed
habitats; no adverse impacts to rare plant species would be expected. If during any ground disturbing
activity in Silver Flag Alpha, the presence of desert tortoise is observed, the Air Force would comply with
the requirements of the 2003 USFWS Biological Opinion for the protection of the species. Arroyos and
washes, which may be considered jurisdictional waters, may be impacted; evaluation and identification of
these jurisdictional waters would occur prior to construction and upgrade activities and a Section 404
permit would be obtained if jurisdictional waters are identified.

Cultural Resources. Under the proposed action facilities would be built, infrastructure upgraded, and a
road improved. There are no National Register-eligible sites associated with the proposed action and no
traditional cultural properties are known to occur. The Air Force will implement the procedures found in
36 CFR 800 for all projects described in this EA. These procedures would include (as appropriate)
mitigation, consultation with tribal representatives, and review by the State Historic Preservation Officer
and the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation prior to implementation. For the most part,
construction would take place on existing improved or previously disturbed areas; however, undisturbed
areas would be examined by a professional archaeologist prior to construction.
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CHAPTER 3
DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

3.1 ANALYSIS APPROACH

NEPA requires focused analysis of the areas and resources (e.g., air quality) potentially affected by an
action or alternative. It also indicates that an environmental assessment should consider, but not analyze
in detail, those areas or resources not potentially affected by the proposal. Therefore, an EA should not
be encyclopedic; rather, it should try to be succinct. This EA focuses on those resources that would be
affected by the proposed construction activities at the SF RTC for expansion of the ExpeRT course
student capacity.

CEQ regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) for NEPA also require an EA to discuss impacts in
proportion to their significance and present only enough discussion of other than significant issues to
show why more study is not warranted. The analysis approach in this EA considers the current conditions
of the affected environment and compares those to conditions that might occur should either the proposed
action or the no-action alternative be implemented.

Evaluation and analysis of the potential impacts at Silver Flag Alpha reveal that construction and
improvement projects (refer to Table 2-1) define the affected environment for the SF ExpeRT student
expansion at Silver Flag Alpha. Construction would be short-term and would be site specific. No new
permanent employees would be based in conjunction with the proposed action at the SF RTC; generally,
students and instructors are on temporary assignment and would not be permanent employees or residents
at Silver Flag Alpha. SF training already conducted at the RTC would not be modified, only expanded to
accommodate the additional student load. Ground operations and maintenance would also be consistent
with current activities.

Resource Analysis

Table 3-1 presents the results of the process of identifying the resources considered in this EA. For
purposes of this assessment, air quality; soil and water resources; biological resources; and cultural
resources are evaluated. Due to the nature of the proposed action, other resources would either not be
affected by construction and modifications are sufficiently analyzed in previous documents. These
documents include the: NTI EA (Nellis AFB 2003a), Predator Force Structure Changes at Indian
Springs Air Force Auxiliary Field Nevada (Nellis AFB 2003b), Renewal of the Nellis Air Force Range
Land Withdrawal Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (Air Force 1999), Integrated Natural
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Resources Management Plan Nellis AFB, Nellis AFR (Nellis AFB 1999), and RTA EA (Nellis AFB
1997a), and can be incorporated by reference.

Table 3-1 Resources Considered in the Environmental Impact Analysis Process

Potentially Affected by Ar:ﬁ:é’zédA'n

Construction | Operations | Yes No
Resources

v
v

Air Quality

Soils and Water Resources

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Airspace Management and Use

Noise

Socioeconomics

Environmental Justice and Protection of Children
Land Management and Use, Recreation, and Visual
Resources

Health and Safety

Hazardous Materials and Waste

Transportation

NN NS
AN RN

A ANRNEENEENENENEN

Resources Eliminated from Further Analysis

The Air Force assessed numerous resources (refer to Table 3-1) that, in accordance with CEQ regulations,
warranted no further examination in this EA.

Airspace Management and Use. Airspace management would not be affected by the proposed action.
No part of the action employs or influences airspace operations or air traffic management in Range 63A
(the airspace overlying Silver Flag Alpha); all action elements would occur on the ground and ordnance
deployment would not conflict with overlying airspace activities, so they would not impact either the
management or use of airspace. For this reason, airspace management was eliminated from further
analysis.

Noise. Noise is often defined as any sound that is undesirable because it interferes with communication,
is intense enough to damage hearing, diminishes the quality of the environment, or is otherwise annoying.
Response to noise varies by the type and characteristics of the noise source, distance from the source,
receptor sensitivity, and time of day. Noise can be intermittent or continuous, steady or impulsive, and it
may be generated by stationary or mobile sources. Noise generated from construction activities
associated with the proposed action remains confined to the remote area of Silver Flag Alpha. Noise from
increased SF training activities would result from vehicles and small arms firing. This temporary noise
would also remain confined to Silver Flag Alpha, an area already affected by louder, more consistent
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noise from aircraft operations overhead. No new noise sources would be introduced to new areas.
Therefore, this resource has been eliminated from further analysis.

Socioeconomics. Socioeconomics focuses on the general features of the local economy that could be
affected by the proposed action. Because no new jobs would be created or eliminated by implementation
of the proposed action, nor would the affected area experience any economic growth or loss through
implementation of the proposed expansion projects at Silver Flag Alpha, this resource has been
eliminated from further discussion. Costs for the ExpeRT expansion would remain negligible

(i.e., approximately $4 million over a 2-year time period) in comparison to the billions of dollars
generated in the Las Vegas region.

Environmental Justice and Protection of Children. Environmental justice addresses the
disproportionate effect a federal action may have on low-income or minority populations. Executive
Order (EO)12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations ensures the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of
race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement
of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Because children may suffer disproportionately from
environmental health risks and safety risks, EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks, requires the identification and assessment of environmental health risks and safety
risks that may affect children, and ensures that federal agency policy, programs, activities, and standards
address environmental risks and safety risks to children.

The proposed action would not pose a risk to communities or population centers nor disproportionately
impact low income or minority populations because there are no communities or population centers
within a 12-mile radius of Silver Flag Alpha. In addition, the proposed action would not pose
environmental and safety risks to children due to the fact that construction would be limited to Silver Flag
Alpha. Therefore, because no minority, low-income groups, or children would be affected
disproportionately or placed at risk by implementation of the proposed action, environmental justice and
protection of children resources were eliminated from further analysis.

Land Management and Use, Recreation, and Visual Resources. The affected environment for the
ExpeRT expansion on Silver Flag Alpha is found on withdrawn military lands of NTTR. Land
management and use would not change from existing military-related activities, and would not be
impacted by the proposed projects. Recreation resources would not be affected by the proposed action
because recreational use of these lands is restricted at Silver Flag Alpha and would continue to be
restricted under the proposed action. Visual resources would not be affected because NTTR and Silver
Flag Alpha currently support military activities and no new visual aspects would be introduced other than
the current types of training and equipment. Therefore, visual resources would remain consistent with
existing conditions. In summary, no impacts would occur to land management and use, recreation, and
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visual resources under the proposed action; therefore, no further analysis is warranted. The Nevada
Division of State Lands requested the Air Force utilize “dark sky” lighting to reduce the affect of light
pollution. To the fullest extent possible, the Air Force would use minimal nighttime lighting. This can be
done since no large overhead lighting is required, no training would take place at night, and the minimal
lighting that would be required (for the living quarters) would only be used when students are at SFA
(about 120 days out of the year).

Health and Safety. Effects to human health and safety related to construction as well as ground
operations and maintenance would be minimal and no different from standard, on-going activities
occurring at Silver Flag Alpha. There are no specific aspects of construction, operations, or maintenance
that would create any unique or extraordinary safety issues. All facilities used for weapons firing at
Silver Flag Alpha would be on withdrawn military lands, be contained within prescribed safety zones, and
would not endanger civilian populations (which are more than 12 miles away). These types of activities
are currently undertaken at Silver Flag Alpha and existing safety procedures would be followed and
continued under the proposed action. Aircraft safety would not be an issue since current operations and
safety procedures in the overlying airspace of Range 63A would not change.

Hazardous Materials and Waste. Effects from hazardous materials and waste associated with
construction, infrastructure upgrades, and operations related to this Air Force proposal would be
negligible to nonexistent. Existing environmental programs (e.g., Environmental Restoration Program) at
NTTR have identified any hazardous materials and/or waste that might be found on NTTR and these
areas would be avoided when locating any of the proposed facilities at Silver Flag Alpha. During
construction, use of hazardous substances (e.g., gasoline) for fueling and equipment maintenance would
be handled using existing Air Force instructions, policies, and procedures; as well as applicable federal
and state laws regulating hazardous materials and waste. Adherence to policies relating to hazardous
storage and use during operation would be monitored under the Air Force's Environmental Compliance
Assessment Management Program, which requires both internal audits and examination by independent
reviewers. Existing Spill and Pollution Prevention Plans would be adhered to in accordance with Air
Force regulations and continued clean up of spent ordnance would continue. Given the enforced
requirement to ensure safe handling of materials and the minimal amounts of materials likely to be used,
the probability of an effect on the environment would be negligible; therefore, further analysis in this EA
is unwarranted.

Transportation. Construction-related traffic would be short-term and temporary, and take place on
Interstate 95. This road system can accommodate the anticipated level of traffic associated with
construction equipment and employees. Transportation onto the range by approved personnel for use and
maintenance of Silver Flag Alpha and its associated facilities would increase; however, this increase
would be limited to 12 times per year and would not adversely impact existing transportation patterns or
resources; effects of the proposed action on existing transportation resources would not be measurable or
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noticeable. Since transportation resources would be insignificant, this resource has been eliminated from
further analysis.

3.2 AIR QUALITY

Understanding air quality for the affected area requires knowledge of: 1) applicable regulatory
requirements; 2) types and sources of air quality pollutants; and 3) location and context of the affected
area.

Regulatory Requirements. Air quality in a given location is described by the concentration of various
pollutants in the atmosphere. The significance of the pollutant concentration is determined by comparing
it to the federal and state ambient air quality standards. The Clean Air Act (CAA) and its subsequent
amendments (CAAA) established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six
“criteria” pollutants: ozone (Os) (the precursors of which are volatile organic compounds), carbon
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NOy), sulfur dioxide (SO,), particulate matter less than 10 microns
(PMyy), and lead (Pb). These standards (see Appendix B) represent the maximum allowable atmospheric
concentrations that may occur while ensuring protection of public health and welfare, with a reasonable
margin of safety. The Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP), Bureau of Air Quality
(BAQ) has adopted the NAAQS, with some exceptions and additions (see Appendix B). For purposes of
this analysis, all criteria pollutants (with the exception of lead because no lead-generating activities are
proposed) are evaluated.

Based on measured ambient criteria pollutant data, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
designates all areas of the U.S. as having air quality better than (attainment) or worse than
(nonattainment) the NAAQS. An area that is currently in attainment, but was formerly a nonattainment
area is termed a maintenance area. An area is often designated as unclassified when there are insufficient
ambient criteria pollutant data for the USEPA to form a basis for attainment status. Unclassified areas are
typically rural or remote, with few sources of air pollution.

The CAA requires each state to develop a State Implementation Plan (SIP) which is its primary
mechanism for ensuring that the NAAQS are achieved and/or maintained within that state. According to
plans outlined in the SIP, designated state and local agencies implement regulations to control sources of
criteria pollutants. The CAA provides that federal actions in nonattainment and maintenance areas do not
hinder future attainment with the NAAQS and conform with the applicable SIP (i.e., Nevada SIP). There
are no specific requirements for federal actions in unclassified or attainment areas. However, all federal
actions must comply with all state and local regulations.

The CAA also establishes a national goal of preventing degradation or impairment in any
federally-designated Class | area. As part of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) program,
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mandatory Class | status was assigned by Congress to all national parks, national wilderness areas,
memorial parks greater than 5,000 acres and national parks greater than 6,000 acres. In Class | areas,
visibility impairment is defined as a reduction in visual range and atmospheric discoloration. Stationary
sources, such as industrial complexes, are typically an issue for visibility within a Class | PSD area. The
closest Class | Area to Silver Flag Alpha on NTTR is Death Valley National Park, which overlaps the
California/Nevada border. However, this park is more than 60 miles from Silver Flag Alpha.

Types and Sources of Air Quality Pollutants. Pollutants considered in the analysis for this EA include
the criteria pollutants measured by state and federal standards. These include SO, and other compounds
(i.e., oxides of sulfur or SOy), volatile organic compounds (VOCSs), which are precursors to (indicators of)
Ogs; nitrogen oxides (NOy), which are also precursors to Oz and include NO; and other compounds; CO
and PMyo. These criteria pollutants are generated by the types of activities (e.g., construction) associated
with the proposed action. Airborne emissions of lead and hydrogen sulfide are not included because there
are no known significant hydrogen sulfide or lead emissions sources in the region or associated with the
proposed action.

3.2.1 Affected Environment

Silver Flag Alpha lies within Clark county, approximately 33 miles northwest of Las Vegas, and falls
within the Hydrographic Basin 212. This basin officially defines the boundaries of the Las Vegas Valley.
Currently, portions of Clark County are in serious nonattainment for CO and PMyy; in addition, the Las
Vegas Valley (defined by the boundaries of Hydrographic Area 212 and in which Silver Flag Alpha is
found), is in basic (subpart 1) nonattainment for 8-hour Ozone (precursors of this pollutant include
VOCs) (DAQEM [Nevada Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management] 2004). In
accordance with federal requirements, the Clark County Board of Commissioners has developed both a
carbon monoxide SIP (CCHD 2000) and a PMy, SIP (CCHD 2001) for nonattainment areas of the county;
a SIP for 8-hour Ozone has not yet been adopted. Because Silver Flag Alpha and Creech AFB are located
in Clark County, they are both regulated under permits to operate by the Clark County Department of Air
Quality Management (DAQEM) (Nellis AFB 2004). Table 3-2 summarizes the baseline emissions for
Creech AFB, which includes Silver Flag Alpha and Clark County. As illustrated below, the percent
contribution to air emissions, due to Air Force activities, represents less than 0.01 percent to the regional
area and do not represent a significant contributor to regional emissions.

Table 3-2 Baseline Air Emissions (tons/year)*
CO VOCs NO, SO, PMio
Creech AFB 0.109 8.197 0.506 0.931 0.035
Clark County 487,741 65,574 82,956 47,273 69,899
% Contribution 0.000 0.0125 0.0006 0.0020 0.0001

Sources: 2004 Air Emissions Inventory (Nellis AFB 2004) for Creech AFB (formerly Indian Springs AFAF
and includes Silver Flag Alpha and Point Bravo); Clark County 1999 Emissions (USEPA 2005).
*Note: PM,swas regulated in 2005 and is not reflected in these inventories.
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Air emissions from ground operations facilities on the NTTR result primarily from on-range facilities,
equipment, and ground maintenance. Air emissions from these range activities and operations do not
adversely affect public health and safety in this very sparsely populated portion of Nevada. Silver Flag
Alpha lies within NTTR, which is withdrawn land and, as such, does not allow nonmilitary access
without permission or local development of any kind.

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences

Proposed Action

Air quality in Clark County is regulated and enforced by the Clark County DAQEM. Prior to any
construction activities, Clark County DAQEM requires permits in order to implement the statewide
fugitive dust regulation (DAQEM 2006).

Silver Flag Alpha lies within the boundaries of the Las Vegas Valley CO and PM;q nonattainment areas.
As such, construction activities under the proposed action would be subject to the General Conformity
Rule promulgated by the CAAA. This rule prohibits federal agencies from supporting actions that do not
conform to an EPA-approved SIP. Under this rule, certain activities are explicitly given exemptions from
preparing conformity determinations while others are assumed to be in conformity if the total annual
project emissions are below de minimis. These de minimis levels are represented in tons per year and
vary according to pollutant and the severity of the nonattainment classification. De minimis levels for
serious nonattainment areas are 100 and 70 tons per year for CO and PM,, respectively.

The DAQEM requires a “Dust Control Permit” and the submittal of a Dust Mitigation Plan for any soil
disturbing or construction project greater than 0.25 acres in size. For projects that are greater than 10
acres in size, the DAQEM requires a “Site-Specific Dust Mitigation Plan” that incorporates enforceable
permit conditions, drawn from construction activities best management practices, into the Dust Control
Permit.

Other applicable requirements for sources in Clark County include compliance with the DAQEM rules
and regulations including:
e Section 90 - Fugitive Dust from Open Areas and Vacant Lots
e Section 91 — Fugitive Dust from Unpaved Roads, Unpaved Alleys and Unpaved Easement Roads
e Section 92 — Fugitive Dust from Unpaved Parking Lots
e Section 93 - Fugitive Dust from Paved Roads and Street Sweeping Equipment
e Section 94 — Permitting and Dust Control for Construction Activities

As mentioned above, for projects that disturb more than 10 acres, the regulations in Section 94 require a
“Site-Specific Dust Mitigation Plan” which incorporates enforceable permit conditions, drawn from

Chapter 3: Description of the Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 3-7
Final, June 2006



Expeditionary Readiness Training Course Expansion Environmental Assessment

Construction Activities Best Management Practices (see Section 94 Handbook), into the Dust Control
Permit. An authority to construct permit that rolls into an operating permit would be acquired by Nellis
AFB for the temporary 600-KWT generator, until the 3-phase permanent power line is installed.

Additional personnel vehicle trips would elevate operational emissions; however, the impact would be
negligible. Insignificant amounts of combustion emissions may result from heating in the occupied
buildings. The majority of emissions resulting from implementing the proposed action would be
generated by construction activities and would be temporary in nature. Construction emissions include
fugitive dust (PM;p) and combustion (primarily CO and NOy, but small amounts of VOCs, SOy, and
PM,) from heavy-duty diesel construction equipment exhaust. Estimation of the construction emissions
was based on conservative assumptions and assumed that site grading activities (generating fugitive dust)
would be occurring on about 25 percent of the affected acreage on any working day throughout the entire
year (see Appendix B). Table 3-3 summarizes projected construction emissions and convoy combat
training exercises under the proposed action.

Table 3-3 Projected Pollutant Emissions (tons/year)
Year CcO VOCs NO, SO, PMig
FYO06 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.00
FYOQ7 0.05 0.19 0.57 0.06 0.22
Clark County 487,741 65,574 82,956 47,273 69,899

The maximum annual (FY07) emissions from construction would be well below the de minimis (70
tons/year PMo and 100 tons/year CO) thresholds established by the federal conformity rule and represent
a temporary increase in emissions of less than 0.0001 percent increase to the regional air emissions. In
FY07, construction would generate less than 0.22 tons of PMjpand CO. Emissions as a result of
implementing the proposed action would conform with the PM;oand CO SIPs and would not affect
regional air quality; therefore no conformity analysis would be required.

Emissions from both fugitive dust and construction vehicle exhaust would be temporary and localized.
These emissions represent negligible ground-level releases with little initial dispersion and/or buoyancy,
so their effects would remain in the immediate vicinity (less than 1 mile). Therefore, visibility impacts
within Class | areas would not be anticipated.

No-Action Alternative
Under the no-action alternative, the Air Force would not increase the number of students at Silver Flag

Alpha. No construction activities associated with the proposed expansion would be implemented.
Impacts to this resource would not be expected since baseline emissions (as described under the affected
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environment section 3.2.1) would remain unchanged; therefore, implementing the no-action alternative
would not result in any change of effects to the regional air quality.

3.3 SOILS AND WATER RESOURCES

The principal factors influencing stability of structures are soil and seismic properties. Soil, in general,
refers to unconsolidated earthen materials overlying bedrock or other parent material. Soil structure,
elasticity, strength, shrink-swell potential, and erodibility all determine the ability for the ground to
support structures and facilities. Relative to development, soils typically are described in terms of their
type, slope, physical characteristics, and relative compatibility or limitations with regard to particular
construction activities and types of land use.

Water resources include surface and ground water. Lakes, rivers, and streams comprise surface water
resources that are important for economic, ecological, recreational, and human health reasons.
Groundwater is used for potable water consumption, agricultural irrigation, and industrial applications.
Groundwater properties are often described in terms of depth to aquifer, aquifer or well capacity, water
quality, and surrounding geologic composition. Attributes of water resources considered in this EA
include hydrologic setting, availability, use, quality (including protection zones), floodplains, flood
hazard, and adjudicated claims to water rights for both surface and groundwater. The Clean Water Act
(CWA) of 1972 is the primary federal law that protects the nation’s waters, including lakes, rivers, and
aquifers. The primary objective of the Act is to restore and maintain the integrity of the nation’s waters.
Jurisdictional waters of the U.S. are regulated resources and are subject to federal authority under Section
404 of the CWA. This term is broadly defined to include navigable waters (including intermittent
streams), impoundments, tributary streams, and wetlands.

Criteria for water quality within the State of Nevada are contained in the Nevada Administrative Code
(NAC), Chapter 445A.119, and apply to existing and designated beneficial uses of surface water bodies.
Water quality standards are driven by the beneficial uses of specific water bodies. Beneficial uses include
agriculture (irrigation and livestock watering), aquatic life, recreation (contact and non-contact),
municipal or domestic supply, industrial supply, and wildlife propagation. There is a three-tiered system
of beneficial use designation of surface water resources within the NAC depending upon the size of the
water body.

1. Major water bodies or rivers are specifically designated by name (in some cases by reach) and are
assigned numeric standards (NAC Sections 445A.145 to 445A.225) or thresholds as well as anti-
degradation criteria.

2. Smaller water bodies are classified (i.e., Class A, B, C, and D) as to the condition of the waters “as
affected by discharges relating to the activities of man.” Water quality standards are specified for
each of the water classifications (NAC Sections 445A.124 to 445A.127).
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3. Other surface waters are protected by generic standards that apply to all waters of the state (NAC
Section 445A.121).

Due to the transient occurrence of surface water within the arid region of NTTR, there are no bodies of
surface water present that are designated as to specific beneficial uses (i.e., categories 1 or 2 above). All
surface water (e.g., ephemeral streams) within the range are regulated and protected under the standards
applicable to all waters of the state (i.e., category 3). However, the regulations allow for the classification
of a body of public water not currently classified in the NAC if there is a permit request to discharge into
that body of water. Additionally, beneficial uses of surface water on NTTR (e.qg., livestock or wildlife
watering, domestic supply, etc.) would be subject to water quality criteria or standards specific to the use
(e.g., drinking water standards for domestic supply).

The State of Nevada has adopted drinking water standards established by the USEPA, under the Safe
Drinking Water Act. The Nevada Department of Health regulates drinking water quality for public
supply systems. Drinking water standards consist of maximum contaminant levels (MCLSs) established
for various water quality constituents. Primary MCLs are established to protect against adverse health
effects and are enforced for public drinking water supplies. Secondary MCLs are established for aesthetic
reasons such as taste, color, or odor and are not enforceable on public drinking water supplies.

Thresholds are established for selected constituents that, if exceeded by a specified percentage of samples
(based on the number of people served), require treatment of the water source prior to distribution to users
of the supply system.

3.3.1 Affected Environment

Silver Flag Alpha is located in the southern portion of Three Lakes Valley. Due primarily to the western
winds, the western sides of the mountains in the area are commonly flanked by dunes on top of deep
alluvial fans (Nellis AFB 1999). Soils in the vicinity of Silver Flag Alpha have not been mapped in detail
and information for the area is based on general descriptions from various resource surveys, geologic
studies in adjacent areas, and general observations. Soils in the area are aridisols developed in carbonate
parent material from local mountains (Nellis AFB 1999). Aridisols generally have poorly developed A
horizons with clear B and C horizons and are sandy, loose, and prone to erosion in areas not protected by
desert pavement. Soils can form anywhere that sediments accumulate; however, soils develop very
slowly in desert environments and are easily disturbed. Much of the area has a surface crust known as
desert pavement, which is an armored surfac