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Phone: 386-4011

The Honorable Mike 0'Callaghan
Governor of Nevada

and the Honorable Members of the
Legislative Commission

State Capitol Building

Carson City, Nevada 89701

Gentlemen:

The 57th Session of the Nevada State Legislature expressed
concern over the failure of a previously recommended Lake
Mead pollution abatement plan to empliasize water reclamation.

This concern is expressed in Senate Bill 288 (Nevada Revised
Statutes Chapter 790) in the following manner:

"...Among the factors which will determine the ultimate resolution
of the problem, the protection and the fullest beneficial use of
the resource represented by the water shall be given top priority.
The Legislature finds that the altermative courses of action that
may be developed to find satisfactory solutioms are necessary for
the preservation of this valuable natural resource of the state...."

On July 1, 1973, Clark County assumed the responsibility for
the development of an alternative recommendation to abate the
pollution of Lake Mead's Las Vegas Wash and Bay, emphasizing
the fullest beneficial use of wastewater.

On September 1, 1973, the Board of County Commissioners
indicated its confidence that a plan, designed to achieve
efficient management of the resource and based upon the
principle of beneficial use, could be developed to meet the
future water requirements of Southern Nevada.

Submitted herewith is a recommended Facilities Plan and
Addendum to the Environmental Assessment developed by Clark
County Wastewater Management Agency Staff and consultants to
abate the pollution of Lake Mead. This plan is in harmony
with the legislative mandate to achieve the fullest beneficial
use of the resource.



The Honorable Mike 0'Callaghan
July 1, 1974
Page Two

The alternative recommendation combines the immediate need

to abate the pollution of Lake Mead with a long-range regional
wastewater management program. It is a program that recognizes
the future need for reclaimed water as a supplement to Southern
Nevada's potable water supply.

We respectfully request your approval.

W
Téﬁééi , Chairman

Board of County Commissioners
TW:DF:1j

Enclosure
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"The task of maintaining an adequate

water supply for a violently expanding
population accustomed to heavy use of
water presents an urgent and immediate

problem. "

Vance Packard
THE WASTE MAKERS



PREFACE

The purpose of this report is to communicate the thrust of
Clark County's six-point comprehensive plan for wastewater
management to the non-technical reader as well as the
technical reader.

This document, referred to by the staff as the "parent document,”
was prepared by the Wastewater Management Agency as a non-
technical summary of Clark County's alternative recommendation
to abate the pollution of the Las Vegas Wash/Bay area of Lake
Mead.

The two major annexes accompanying the parent document, the
Facilities Plan and the Addendum to the Environmental Assess-
ment, present and evaluate the proposed plan in greater
technical detail. These annexes have been prepared by
consultants to Clark County in cooperation with the County
Sewage and Waste Water Advisory Committee and the Wastewater
Management Agency Staff.

This parent document includes a glossary of terms prepared to
present operational definitions for some of the terms and
phrases used in the report. Additionally, the Facilities Plan
and the Addendum to the Environmental Assessment each include

a glossary.
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ABOUT THE COVER

Clark County's six-point program to abate the pollution of
Lake Mead and to emphasize the beneficial reuse of wastewater
is pictorially depicted on the cover of this report.

Reading clockwise from the top:

A photograph of the beautiful golf course at the

Dunes Hotel in Clark County illustrates the unrealized
market potential for the sale of reclaimed water as

an irrigant throughout the Las Vegas Valley.

The photograph of a cooling tower depicting the
current and potential industrial uses for reclaimed
water was taken at the Nevada Power Company's Sunrise
Generating Station near Sunrise Mountain in Clark
County. The sale of large quantities of reclaimed
water for industrial use will substantially reduce
the public costs of pollution abatement facilities.

This photograph illustrates Clark County's concern
over the degradation of the water quality of Lake
Mead. Clark County, in cooperation with the
University of Nevada, Las Vegas, Biology Department,
has developed a sophisticated water monitoring
program on a continuing basis.

The photograph of Las Vegas Wash captures the
uniqueness of this topographical feature in a

desert environment. The designation of Las Vegas
Wash as a wildlife refuge and regional recreational
area is an important consideration in Clark County's
six-point program.

A photograph of the introduction of highly saline
waters into Lake Mead via Las Vegas Wash depicts

the need for a saline groundwater collection system
to reduce the input of salts into the Colorado River

System.

The last photograph, also taken at the Nevada Power
Company's Sunrise Generating Station, illustrates
secondary effluent receiving advanced treatment.

iii



SUMMARY

This report, entitled "Final Alternate Plan,” is submitted in
accordance with the directive contained in Chapter 790,
Statutes of Nevada, 1973.

The report provides the reader with a description of Clark
County's six-point alternative plan to abate the pollution of
Lake Mead, emphasizing the fullest beneficial use of reclaimed
water.

This report consists of three documents: a "parent document"
prepared by the Wastewater Management Agency Staff; a Facilities
Plan (Annex A) prepared by Nevada Environmental Consultants;
and an Addendum to the Environmental Assessment (Annex B)
prepared by VIN/Jones & Stokes. Each document contains its

own summary and glossary.

The parent document provides non-technical information relating
to the recent  history of the pollution abatement project
and a description of the alternative recommendation.

Descriptions of the compositions and activities of the Sewage
and Waste Water Advisory Committee and the Las Vegas Wash
Development Committee are included in this report. Also
included is a discussion of the Clark County Waste Water Nego-
tiating Committee's efforts to achieve an agreement among the
City of Las Vegas, the Clark County Sanitation District, and
the Nevada Power Company for the sale of reclaimed water for
industrial use at a proposed Nevada Power Company generating
station.

The report discusses the proposed areawide (Clark County)
salinity control investigation, as well as the role of two
consulting engineering firms and the University of Nevada,
Las Vegas, Biology Department in the effort to abate the
pollution of Lake Mead.

The significance of public participation in the development
of the alternative recommendation is discussed in Section VIII

of this report.

A chronology of the recent efforts on the part of Clark County,
the Colorado River Commission of Nevada, the State of Nevada,
and the Colorado River Basin states to develop a salinity
regulation for the Colorado River System is detailed under

the section heading "Salinity and the Colorado River."

A status report on the Water Quality Management Plan for Clark
County is included and a complete explanation of the pollu-
tion abatement project funding situation, along with a
tentative action timetable, concludes this parent document,

iv



Two figures and ten appendices have been attached to support
the parent document.

Annex A, the Facilities Plan, and Annex B, the Addendum to
the Environmental Assessment, describe the alternative plan
and its impact on the environment in complete detail.



I, AUTHORITY

This report has been prepared in compliance with the
provisions of Chapter 790, Statutes of Nevada, 1973
(NRS 790). That Act recognizes Clark County as the
instrument of government to assume responsibilities
for the collection, disposal, and treatment of sewage
and wastewater. The Act also assigns Clark County
the responsibility for the development and implementa-
tion of a pollution abatement plan for the Las Vegas
Wash-Lake Mead area. The Act was enacted in April of
1973 and became effective on July 1, 1973.

I1. INTRODUCTION

A, BACKGROUND

The 57th Session of the Nevada State Legislature
designated Clark County as the instrument of
State government responsible for abating the
pollution in the Las Vegas Wash-Lake Mead area.

The sources of the pollution of Las Vegas Wash/
Bay had been previously identified by the Envir-
onmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the Las
Vegas Valley Water District (LVVWD) had developed
a plan to eliminate the pollution problem.

The LVVWD plan, simply stated, provided for the
collection of municipal and industrial wastewaters
and exportation to a dry lake for evaporation.

The plan also proposed a modest water reclamation
research and development effort.'!

The Legislature approved the LVVWD plan but
expressed concern over the lack of emphasis on
"the fullest beneficial use” of the resource, and
Clark County was authorized to explore alternative
solutions.

B, THE ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION

On September 1, 1973, 60 days after Clark County
assumed responsibility for the pollution abatement

Las Vegas Valley Water District REPORT TO THE
GOVERNOR AND LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, POLLUTION ABATEMENT
PROJECT, LAS VEGAS WASH AND BAY, December 1972.



project, an alternative recommendation was sub-
mitted to the Governor and the Interim Finance
Committee. ?

The alternative recommendation, simply stated,
provides for a plan emphasizing reclamation and
the beneficial use of wastewater and de-emphasizing
the export of wastewater. This six-point recom-
mendation is summarized as follows:

1. Advanced Wastewater Treatment (AWT) .

a. Construct a 90 million gallon/day AWT
plant. Reclaimed water from this plant
will satisfy Nevada water quality -
standards for Las Vegas Wash.

b. Reuse of reclaimed water will decrease
demands upon the potable water supplies
and augment our reserves.

2. Beneficial Use of Reclaimed Water.

a. Sale of reclaimed Water‘to Nevada Power
Company for industrial use.—

b. Assures adequate energy for Las Vegas
- Valley in the future.

c. Release reclaimed water into Las Vegas
Wash to maintain the Wash as a recrea-
tional area and wildlife refuge.

d. Develop an in-valley irrigation system
to utilize reclaimed water for the
irrigation of parks, greenbelts, golf
courses, and cemeteries.

3. Cooperation in the Development of a Saline
Groundwater Collection System.

a. The Bureau of Reclamation is preparing
a report on this system. Clark County
has supported this effort by providing
research data and staff support to this
Federal agency.

2Clark County, Nevada, REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE
INTERIM FINANCE COMMITTEE, ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION, LAS
VEGAS WASH/BAY, POLLUTION ABATEMENT PROJECT, September 1973.



b. Clark County has also supported
Federal legislation for salinity
reduction measures for the Colorado
River including a saline groundwater
collection system for Las Vegas Wash.

4. Recreational Potential of Las Vegas Wash.

The Las Vegas Wash Development Committee
(WDC) and the Sewage and Waste Water
Advisory Committee (SWAC) recommended
that the recreational potential of Las
Vegas Wash be developed. A copy of the
WDC report of April 5, 1974, is included
in Annex B.

5. Develop the Market Potential for the Sale of
Reclaimed Water. .

a. Utilize the in-valley irrigation system
to deliver reclaimed water to large
irrigators; i.e., golf courses, ceme-
teries, parks, etec.

b. Explore the market for expanded industrial
uses of reclaimed water.
6. Monitoring Program for Las Vegas Wash/Bay.
a. Phase 1 of this water quality monitoring

program was completed in December 1972.

b. Phase 2 is currently underway and will
be completed in February 1975. This
phase includes a cooperative agreement
between Clark County and the Southern
Nevada Water System (SNWS).

c. Phase 3 will employ additional sophis-
ticated water quality monitoring
techniques and will continue the coopera-
tive agreement with the SNWS.

C. PROGRESS REPORTS

Clark County has filed two quarterly progress
reports with the Governor and the Legislative
Commission.?® These written progress reports were

3Clark County, Nevada, REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE
LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, December 1973 and March 1974.
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supplemented on February 11, 1974, with a Clark
County Wastewater Management Agency oral presenta-
tion to the Legislative Commission in Las Vegas.

D. FINAL REPORT

The Legislature also provided in NRS 790 that,
should Clark County make an alternative recom-
mendation, a final plan to implement that
recommendation must be developed no later than

July 1, 1974. This report and the two accompa-
nying annexes comprise the recommended

implementing plan for the alternative recommendation.

This report, when combined with the alternative
recommendation of September 1, 1973, and the
quarterly progress reports, provides the reader
with a comprehensive record of Clark County's
compliance with the Legislative mandate to abate
the pollution of Lake Mead with a project
emphasizing the reclamation of wastewater.

This final report has been organized in the fol-
lowing manner:

1. The parent document provides the reader
with information on the management of the
project and actions authorized by the Board
of County Commissioners.

2. Annex A, the Facilities Plan, contains a
detailed description of the proposed pollution
abatement project.

3. Annex B assesses the impact the implementation
of the Facilities Plan will have on the
environment.

4. The annexes have been prepared by consultants

to Clark County and are in conformance with
Federal guidelines.. These documents must be
reviewed by EPA before Federal funding will be
made available.

SEWAGE AND WASTE WATER ADVISORY COMMITTEE

The Clark County Sewage and Waste Water Advisory Committee
(SWAC), authorized by NRS 790, has met on 23 occasions
since its inception in July 1973.

Representatives from the five major Valley governments,
the Clark County Sanitation District, and the LVVWD

-4 -



IV,

make up this committee, which serves as an advisory
body to the Board of County Commissioners. Each
entity has proportional representation.

A list of the SWAC representatives is attached as
Appendix 1 to this report.

SWAC endorsed the alternative recommendation before
it was approved by the Board of County Commissioners
in August 1973 and has been actively involved in the
development of the proposed pollution abatement
project and related wastewater management matters
since that time.

SWAC reviewed the Facilities Plan and Addendum to the
Environmental Assessment and patrticipated in a joint
meeting with Wastewater Management Agency Staff and
consultants to discuss these documents and make sug-
gestions relating to their contents.

On June 12, 1974, SWAC recommended to the Board of
County Commissioners that the alternative recommenda-
tion, as detailed in the final plan, be approved and
sent to the Governor and the Legislative Commission
for their consideration.

LAS VEGAS WASH DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

The Las Vegas Wash Development Committee (WDC) was
created by the Board of County Commissioners in August
1973 to develop recommendations relating to the
potential of Las Vegas Wash as a recreational area
and wildlife refuge.

Members of the WDC represent a broad cross section of
Southern Nevada's environmentally oriented organiza-
tions and appropriate Federal, State, and local
governmental departments. A list of WDC members is
attached as Appendix 2 to this report.

The WDC has met on 1l occasions since its inception.
Three WDC sub-committees have also held meetings to
collect data and research alternatives during the
development of the WDC April 5, 1974, Report to the
Board of County Commissioners. This report was
reviewed favorably by SWAC and accepted by the Board
of County Commissioners on April 22, 1974. Following
Commission acceptance, the report was transmitted to
the National Park Service (Lake Mead National Recrea-

- tional Area), the Nevada State Park System, and the

Clark County Parks and Recreation Department for
review and comment in accordance with Recommendation
No. 1 of the WDC report.

-5 -



The report is an important contribution to Clark
County's comprehensive plan for wastewater management
and will be used as a basic reference to guide the
development of the recreational potential of Las
Vegas Wash in a professional and orderly manner.

The Board of County Commissioners authorized imple-
mentation of three more of the Report's seven recommenda-
tions on May 31, 1974. The WDC recommendations are
attached as Appendix 3 to this report, and the recom-
mendations approved for implementation have been
asterisked. The complete report is attached to

Annex B.

The WDC will continue to serve as an important
advisory group to the Board of County Commissioners.

WASTE WATER NEGOTIATING COMMITTEE

On August 6, 1973, the Board of County Commissioners
appointed a Waste Water Negotiating Committee to
explore the development of a contract with Nevada
Power Company (NPC) or others interested in acquiring
secondary water rights for power, industrial, or
other beneficial uses.

Consummation of an agreement for the sale of large
amounts of wastewater is particularly important
because it is basic to the achievement of several
important community goals.

Sale and use of wastewater as a cooling agent at a
proposed generating station achieves a beneficial
use that will provide adequate energy for Southern
Nevada for years to come. Revenues generated from
the sale of wastewater can be used to construct,
operate, and maintain pollution abatement facilities
including the most advanced wastewater treatment
plant in the United States.

On December 28, 1973, the Board of County Commis-
sioners authorized its Chairman to sign a four-

party contract among Clark County, City of Las Vegas,
Clark County Sanitation District, and NPC for the
sale of reclaimed wastewater. This document was
reviewed by the NPC Board of Directors on February 14,
1974, and received tentative approval. However, the
NPC Board of Directors' review resulted in the
request for the rewording of several clauses and

the reopening for discussion of one provision in the
contract relating to financial considerations. These
discussions have resulted in a 44-page contractual
document which is highly technical in nature.

-6 -
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The City of Las Vegas requested five changes in the
contract and, in all cases but one, a mutually satis-
factory solution was found. The only issue remaining
to be resolved was a City of Las Vegas proposal to
establish two committees.

One committee would be a technical committee serving
in addition to SWAC, which was established under

NRS 790. The second committee would be a policy
committee composed of elected officials, similar to
the Regional Street and Highway Commission, to advise
the Board of County Commissioners.

County representatives believed that SWAC was an
adequate advisory committee. After much discussion,
it was concluded that the issue of the establishment
of two committees could not be resolved by staff,
Following a series of meetings among County officials,
City of Las Vegas officials, and NPC representatives,
it was agreed to present the contract with the one
unresolved issue to the City of Las Vegas Commission
on June 19, 1974. At that meeting, following a
complete discussion of the one remaining issue to be
resolved, the City of Las Vegas Commission voted to
accept the contract without the two committees.

This was a particularly magnanimous gesture on the
part of the City of Las Vegas and culminates a long
and arduous effort to consummate a four-party contract
for the sale of reclaimed water.

AREAWIDE SALINITY CONTROL INVESTIGATION

One of the entities to be served by the proposed AWT
facility, the Clark County Sanitation District (CCsD),
has been issued a National Pollutant Discharge Elimi-
nation System (NPDES) permit by the EPA. Among the
provisions of the permit is the requirement that an
investigation of the applicant's sewer system be
conducted. This investigation is intended to locate
all controllable sources of salinity to the system.
After the sources have been located, the holder of
the permit is then required to develop and implement
a control program.

This requirement will be imposed by EPA on all NPDES
permit applicants in the Las Vegas Valley. Conse-
quently, the cities of Las Vegas, North Las Vegas,
and Henderson have agreed to join with the CCSD in
an areawide salinity control investigation.

Representatives of each entity have adopted a formula

to apportion the local share (25 percent) of the
investigation's total cost. It has also been agreed

-7 -



VII.

that SWAC is the proper forum to review the proposals
from prospective consultants and to recommend a
consultant for the conduct of the salinity investi-
gation to the Board of County Commissioners.

The following benefits are expected to result from
this cooperative action:

A, One areawide study by one consultant, admini-
stered under one contract, will cost less than
four separate studies by various consultants.

B, The requirement for each entity to make a
separate application for an EPA grant will be
eliminated. The Clark County Wastewater Man-
agement Agency will request that total costs
of the combined salinity investigations be
added to the Wastewater Management Agency Step 1
Federal grant application. This addition should
result in 75 percent Federal funding of the
areawide investigation.

o The réquired information will be available when
an application is made for an NPDES permit for
the AWT plant. _

Related correspondence between Clark County and EPA
Region IX has been attached as Appendix 4 to this
report. '

CONSULTANTS

Three consultants have been retained by the County to
provide the expertise required to develop this Final
Alternate Plan and to execute a continued water
quality monitoring program for Lake Mead. Documents
prepared by two of the consultants are included as
Annex A and Annex B to this report. The third consul-
tant is conducting the second phase of the Lake Mead
water quality monitoring effort, and it is Clark
County's intention to continue this important program.

Annex A, the Facilities Plan, was prepared by Nevada
Environmental Consultants (NECON). Environmental and
economic considerations were used as basic criteria
to screen ten possible solutions for pollution abate-
ment. This screening reduced the ten solutions to
four. A more detailed evaluation then narrowed the
choice from four to one. A detailed description of
all aspects of the selected alternative, including
costs, is presented in this Annex.

Annex B, the Addendum to the Environmental Assessment
prepared by VIN/Jones & Stokes, assesses the environ-
mental impacts of the selected alternative. These
impacts are comparatively rated against the impacts

- 8 -



of the nine alternatives discussed in the Environ-
mental Assessment of November 1972 . % This document
will be used by EPA as the basis of that agency's
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). An EIS is
required by the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969,

The third study is the Lake Mead Water Quality Moni-
toring Program. This program is being conducted by
the Biology Department of the University of Nevada,
Las Vegas (UNLV). The program's second phase will
be completed in February 1975 and the report will be
issued in April 1975. Figure 1 illustrates the
locations of the eight Lake Mead water quality moni-
toring stations.

A previous water quality study of Lake Mead, S5 also
conducted by UNLV, provided a basis for establishing
realistic numeric values for the water quality
standards. The current investigation, referred to as
the "second phase,” will provide additional backup
information. In the future, there is a strong
possibility that additional items may be included

in the water quality standards. A portion of this
investigation is devoted to determining the impor-
tance of these items and the level at which they
become significant. Thus, the imposition of arbitrary
standards can be avoided.

Another aspect of this investigation will determine

if remote sensing devices can be used to measure
chlorophyll concentrations. All living green plants,
regardless of size, contain chlorophyll. The relative
health of a lake can be expressed in terms of the
quantity of plant life present. Successful develop-
ment of this system can result in a low-cost monitoring
program for the future.

An interesting discovery has been made which requires
further examination. Apparently, conditions are better
now at the mouth of Las Vegas Wash than they were in
1972. At stations out in Las Vegas Bay, the converse
is true. Although it is premature to hazard a guess,

a possible explanation may be related to the higher
water level at this time.

*VIN/Jones & Stokes, ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, POLLU-

TION ABATEMENT PROJECT, LAS VEGAS WASH AND BAY, ANNEX B,
prepared for the Las Vegas Valley Water District, November 1972.

’Drs. Deacon and Tew, University of Nevada, Las Vegas,

INTERRELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CHEMICAL, PHYSICAL, AND BIOLOGICAL
CONDITIONS OF THE WATERS OF LAS VEGAS BAY OF LAKE MEAD - AN
APPLIED ECOLOGICAL APPROACH TO PROBLEM SOLVING, prepared for
the Las Vegas Valley Water District, May 11, 1973.

-9 -



VIII,

In any event, the data gathered is important scien-
tific background information, providing a yardstick
to measure the effectiveness of the pollution abate-
ment effort.

A cooperative agreement between Clark County and the
SNWS has been achieved, and one of the sampling
stations was established at the SNWS Lake Mead intake
tunnel. UNLV provides the equipment for sampling at
the required depth and the SNWS chemist assists in
the identification and counting of organisms. The
objective of this program is to obtain information
on odor-causing substances and organisms.

Clark County has assumed the financial responsibility
for this cooperative effort.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The development of the alternative recommendation

has been aided considerably by media interest and the
active monitoring of the recommendation's development
by environmentally oriented groups and individuals.

The WDC, described in Section IV of this report, has
made a particularly significant citizens impact on
the final recommendation.

Additionally, Wastewater Management Agency Staff has
actively sought public participation through the use
of a 30-minute slide presentation. This presentation
identifies the sources of the Lake Mead pollution
problem and discusses the alternative courses of
action that have been considered to solve the
problem.

This presentation has been particularly popular with
university and high school environmental classes and
local service clubs. The 30-minute slide talk is
followed by a question and discussion period.

On June 6, 1974, Clark County conducted a public
hearing on the alternative recommendation. Copies
of the draft Facilities Plan and draft Addendum to
the Environmental Assessment were widely distributed
to interested organizations, individuals, and public
libraries in the area. A complete distribution list
has been included in Annex A to this report. The
hearing resulted in a favorable reaction by those
attending. A complete transcript of this hearing
has been transmitted to EPA Region IX and is avail-
able for review in the Wastewater Management Agency
offices.

- 10 -



IX. SALINITY AND THE COLORADO RIVER

A. WATER QUALITY STANDARDS

On April 9, 1974, the State Environmental Commission
adopted amendments to the Water Pollution
Control Regulations. The adoption of these
amendments is particularly significant to the
pollution abatement project because, although
strict enough to require one of the most sophis-
ticated AWT plants in the United States, the
regulations do not force the residents of Las
Vegas Valley to export their wastewater for
evaporation. The proposed alternative recom-
mendation and the proposed plan satisfy the
water quality standards.

The regulations, applicable to the Las Vegas
Wash, are included in Annex A. A complete copy
of the regulations are provided in Annex B.

B, COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL FORUM

Passage of the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act Amendments of 1972 (Public Law 92-500)
generated questions regarding Federal actions
with respect to salinity and the Colorado River.
To provide a mechanism for interstate cooperation
on the salinity question, the seven Colorado
River Basin states established the Colorado

River Basin Salinity Control Forum on November 9,
1973.

Three separate regions of the Federal EPA admini-
ster the Colorado River Basin: Region VI with
headquarters in Dallas, Texas; Region VIII with
headquarters in Denver, Colorado; and Region IX
with headquarters in San Francisco, California.

By 1974, the seven Colorado River Basin states
had been confronted with three different sets of
salinity control regulations for the Colorado
River. Two of the proposed sets of regulations
were originated by EPA Region IX and the third
by EPA Region VIII. None of the three proposed
salinity regulations were acceptable to the
Forum. Consequently, the Forum requested EPA

to draft a single regulation for discussion.

EPA complied, and the proposed salinity regu-
lations were discussed at a meeting of the Forum
in Denver, Colorado, on January 29, 1974. This
meeting was attended by representatives of EPA
Regions VIII and IX. EPA Region VIII appeared

- 11 -



willing to negotiate a resolution acceptable to
the seven states. EPA Region IX, however, was

firm in the conviction that separate standards

should be set for Las Vegas Wash, Clark County,
Nevada.

A second meeting of the Forum met in Denver,
Colorado, on March 22, 1974. The purpose of

this meeting was to discuss a revised draft of
the proposed salinity regulations. EPA was
represented by staff from Region VIII, Region IX,
and Washington, D. C. At this meeting, EPA
representatives were asked if they would issue
numeric salinity criteria prior to adoption of

a plan of implementation for salinity control

by the seven states. The EPA Region VIII and
Washington representatives indicated they would
not. The representative from EPA Region IX said
that numeric criteria might be issued prior to
adoption of a plan. Not only was this a further
indication of an attempt to consider Las Vegas
Wash separate from the rest of the Basin, but it
also demonstrated the lack of coordination among
the various EPA regional offices and the national
office.

Following the March 22, 1974, meeting, EPA

Region IX announced that salinity standards would
not be promulgated individually for Las Vegas

Wash because satisfactory progress is being made
regarding a plan for salinity control. A copy

of the Regional Director's letter to the Governor
of Nevada is attached as Appendix 5 to this report.

A third meeting in Phoenix, Arizona, on April 6,
1974, resulted in a compromise proposal for a
salinity regulation. An implementation schedule

is currently being developed. To date, the much-
discussed regulation has not been published in

the Federal Register, a Federal procedure preceding
implementation of an administrative regulation.

The significance of the joint seven Colorado River
Basin states effort is that EPA Region IX has
apparently abandoned its earlier unilateral
attempt to impose salinity regulations on Nevada
and now appears to be convinced that the Colorado
River Basin must be considered as a river system.
This conviction is in harmony with the prevailing
belief among the states that the Colorado River
should be regulated as a system and not regulated
in seven different segments by various elements
of the EPA structure.
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Although the experience related above is of
primary importance to this agency, there is
another significant difference in the regula-
tions. Under the original EPA proposal, the
States were to be responsible for salinity
control regardless of who pays the cost, currently
estimated at $246 million. Under the agreed-
upon proposal, the Federal government will assume
some of the burden of the costs for constructing
the necessary facilities. One of these proposed
facilities would prevent the highly saline
groundwaters, which surface in Las Vegas Wash,
from entering the Colorado River. The estimated
cost of this project is $49 million.

C. SALINITY CONTROL LEGISLATION

Separate legislative proposals for salinity
control have been introduced in both houses of
Congress by the basin states and the Admini-
stration. The bills sponsored by the states
call for more Federal participation than do
the Administration bills. On June 11, 1974,
by an overwhelming majority of 403 to 8, the
states-sponsored bill passed in the House of
Representatives. The following day, June 12,
the Senate passed the states bill. Although the
President has not yet signed the bill, certain
provisions of the bill dealing with the United
States' obligations under the Mexican Water
Treaty make a veto appear unlikely.

This legislation is a further indication of the
validity of a united Basin/state approach to
solving Colorado River problems.

Passage of this legislation illustrates what can
be done if agencies at various levels of govern-
ment cooperate in the achievement of common
goals. Splendid cooperation has been achieved
among the Nevada Bureau of Environmental Health,
the Colorado River Commission of Nevada, the
Nevada State Engineer, and Clark County on the
salinity control problem. This harmonic rela-
tionship sets an optimistic precedent for
cooperative problem solving in the management
of our natural resources.

X, WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN

Prior to passage of Public Law 92-500 in October of
1972, the Federal government required a Water Quality
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Management Plan (WQMP) as a prerequisite to the
approval of applications for Federal grants for
construction of sewage treatment facilities.

As a result, the LVVWD and Clark County jointly
contracted with NECON to prepare a County-wide WQMP,
This arrangement was necessary because the Clark
County Regional Planning Council (CCRPC), which
authorized the preparation of the WQMP, did not enjoy
the staff expertise to develop the plan nor the capa-
bility to finance the plan.

A draft WQMP for Clark County was submitted to the
CCRPC, EPA, Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and Nevada Bureau of Environmental Health in
March 1973. Review of the draft by the CCRPC Technical
Committee was completed in May 1973. Following some
revision by NECON, several chapters of the plan were
re-submitted in June of that year.

Public Law 92-500 does not require a WQMP; therefore,
the WQMP Steering Committee of CCRPC has decided that
all work on the plan should be stopped. NECON has
been paid for its effort and instructed not to proceed
further.

All WQMP data and materials are now the property of
Clark County. Much of the information gathered will
be useful to the Clark County Wastewater Management
Agency and other agencies for future water management
planning purposes.

FUNDING

When Clark County officially assumed responsibility
for this complex water pollution problem on July 1,
1973, over three quarters of a million dollars in
Clark County funds had already been expended on the
effort to achieve a solution. Clark County money
had been provided in January 1973 because the LVVWD
had been unable to obtain Federal funding and

needed additional money to continue its efforts.
Consequently, the County made $970,000 in emergency-
loan funds available to the LVVWD. $770,000 of this
money was used to support LVVWD engineering contracts
during the first six months of 1973. Most of the
remaining $200,000 was committed when all LVVWD pollu-
tion abatement project contracts were transferred to
the County on July 1, 1973.

Clark County has experienced many of the same funding
uncertainties that presented serious problems for the
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LVWD. These uncertainties relate primarily to time
and fiscal restraints imposed by NRS Chapter 790 and
EPA. Due to the complexity of these restraints,
Burrows, Smith & Company, municipal financial consul-
tants, has been retained by the Board of County
Commissioners to provide assistance in obtaining
adequate funding in an efficient and timely manner.

When the Board of County Commissioners approved the
proposed six-point alternative recommendation on

August 6, 1973, funding was needed immediately. Federal
grants were at least a year away with full Federal and
local funding not expected until sometime in 1975.

As a result, the Board of County Commissioners decided
to provide interim funding in the amount of a $161,000
inter-fund loan in November 1973.

The Board of County Commissioners recognized that
additional interim funding in the amount of $2.5 million
would be required to support the pollution abatement
project. The Commission was hesitant to obligate
additional County funds without some assurance these
funds would be reimbursable in the future. A legal
opinion was, therefore, requested from Dawson, Nagel,
Sherman and Howard, bond counselors of Denver, Colorado.

The resulting opinion concluded that the County could
be reimbursed for these advances with bond proceeds
when the project is fully funded. A resolution was,
therefore, adopted unanimously by the Board of County
Commissioners on January 21, 1974, to obtain a $2.5
million short-term loan. Approvals from the Nevada
Legislative Commission, the Nevada Tax Commission, and
the Governor were obtained and, by May 1974, Clark
County had the legal authority to borrow $2.5 million.
This authority has not been implemented to date for
two reasons:

A. First, Burrows, Smith and Company advised the
County that interest rates are at an all-time
high. It was their recommendation that Clark
County defer borrowing the $2.5 million until
the interest rates stabilize or until the funds
are absolutely required. In addition, Burrows,
Smith and Company feels the County can obtain the
loan in increments through negotiation with
local banks, thereby obtaining significantly
lower interest rates and broadening the loan
market.

B. Secondly, Clark County anticipated receiving
approximately $1.3 million in Federal grant funds
by June 1974. The Nevada Bureau of Environmental
Health responded to a Wastewater Management
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Agency inquiry early this year by indicating

that Nevada had 1974 Federal grant funds available
to reimburse the community for monies already
expended on the project. Upon receipt of this
information, the Board of County Commissioners
authorized the Wastewater Management Agency to
submit a Step 1, facilities planning, grant
application in February 1974. This application
received State priority certification and was
expeditiously forwarded to EPA Region IX.

On June 6, 1974, Clark County received a grant offer
for $1,287,885 from EPA Region IX. This offer, attached
as Appendix 6 to this report, represents an extremely
significant funding milestone for the pollution
abatement project. As shown in the Facilities Planning
Budget, attached as Appendix 7 to this report, Clark
County and the State of Nevada have expended over
$2 million during the past three years in a positive
effort to develop a solution to this increasingly
serious water pollution problem. Although this effort
has been in response to an EPA Region IX enforcement
?ctéon, it has not been until now supported by Federal
unds.

The granting of these funds does not obligate EPA to
future funding, but will provide the community with
funds that are urgently needed to effectively implement
a solution to the Lake Mead problem.

If this money is utilized for the continued support

of the project, it will have the effect of further
deferring the need to secure a $2.5 million short-
term loan, thereby providing the Clark County taxpayer
some relief.

Clark County has also received a check for $7,288
from EPA Region IX as the closing amount for its
original 3(c) Federal grant application. Clark
County began work on this application in 1968 when
the Inter-Agency Water Pollution Control Task Force
first addressed itself to the pollution of Lake Mead.
A grant for $79,714 was awarded to Clark County in
1969 to provide assistance in the development of a
comprehensive water pollution control and abatement
plan for the Las Vegas Wash Drainage Basin. The
Boyle Phase I and Phase II reports were generated in
part as a result of these funds. The Boyle reports
represent the springboard for much of the work that
followed.

On October 3, 1973, EPA Region IX requested, as a
grant-closing requirement, a manpower assessment of
the personnel needed to operate the facilities out-
lined in the LVVWD's 1972 Project Report. Wastewater
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Management Agency Staff prepared the assessment and
it was submitted to EPA Region IX in November 1973,
The assessment was approved as the final requirement
for grant closure, and EPA Region IX forwarded the
final grant check to Clark County in April 1974.

Nevada's allocation of Fiscal Year 1975 sewage treat-
ment grant funds, according to a new allocation

formula, is expected to be approximately $18 million.
The Nevada Bureau of Environmental Health has officially
released a priority list for these Fiscal Year 1975
funds which earmarks $2,857,500 for detailed design

of pollution abatement project facilities and $7 million
for the construction of the AWT plant.

The Fiscal Year 1975 funds allocated for facilities
design represent full 75 percent Federal funding based
on total anticipated design costs of $3.8 million.

The $7 million, however, represents only a portion of
the anticipated 75 percent Federal contribution for
facilities construction.

Unfortunately, the project may possibly lose the

$7 million for the construction phase due to EPA
Region IX's lengthy evaluation/review procedures.

EPA Region IX has indicated it may require six months
to prepare and approve an EIS. Consequently, design
engineering must be delayed until January 1975. When
these design plans are completed in January 1976, EPA
Region IX will require another six-month period for
review. As a result, construction may be unnecessarily
delayed until July 1976, at which time Fiscal Year
1975 funds will no 1longer be available.

There is presently no indication of what can be ex-
pected in the way of Federal funds after Fiscal Year
1975. Only half of the funds appropriated by the
Congress for sewage treatment projects has been
released by the Administration in spite of the fact
that Fiscal Year 1975 is the final year designated
for appropriations in the Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972. It is hoped that the remaining
half of the Federal sewage treatment funds will be
released or that additional appropriations will be

authorized.

The total cost of the first stage of the project is
estimated at $66.13 million.

Details on this estimate can be found in Chapter IX

of the Facilities Plan, Annex A to this report. The
Federal share of this amount is over $45 million.
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Part of this will be requested late in 1974 through
a Step 2, facilities design, grant application. The
remaining 75 percent Federal funding for facilities
construction will be sought late in 1975.

The local share of the project will amount to about
$21 million. Authorization to issue State securities
for this amount is expected early in 1975 after
assurance is obtained from EPA Region IX that it will
provide full Federal funding.

The anticipated project expenditures for the next
18-month period are as shown in the Estimated Cash
Flow Sheet, attached as Appendix 8 to this report.
These expenditures together with administrative
expenses will comprise the major portion of the
Step 2 Federal grant request.

TENTATIVE ACTION TIMETABLE

NRS Chapter 790 requires that, if an alternative plan
for abating pollution in Las Vegas Wash and Bay of
Lake Mead is recommended, it must be developed and
submitted to the Governor and the Legislative Commis-
sion by July 1, 1974.

Throughout the planning phase, it has been our intention
to recommend a plan that would include an operational
AWT plant by July 1, 1977. Now, unfortunately, it
appears that the earliest we can expect to have the
proposed AWT plant on line is July 1, 1978. 1If the

July 1, 1978, date is to be met, design of the facility
must begin during July 1974 with construction starting
shortly after the design documents, plans, and speci-
fications are completed in 1975.

EPA Region IX has informed us that it is its intention
to delay the project six months to review the Facilities
Plan (Annex A) and the Addendum to the Environmental
Assessment (Annex B). An additional six months may
also be required by EPA Region IX to review the plans
and specifications. If both EPA Region IX review
periods extend the full six months as anticipated,

the continuance of the project will be precluded for

a period of one year. Therefore, the AWT plant cannot
be operational until December 31, 1978.

The degradation of the water quality of Lake Mead will

continue because pollution controls cannot be achieved
until EPA Region IX's reviews have been completed.
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It is of particular interest to note that, although
these documents were officially transmitted to EPA on
July 1, 1974, both NECON and VIN/Jones & Stokes have
been in frequent contact with EPA Region IX staff in
an effort to produce documents satisfactory to that
agency. Drafts of the Facilities Plan and the Addendum
to the Environmental Assessment were transmitted in
April of this year for EPA Region IX comments. It is
also our intention to maintain the same liaison
between our consultants and EPA Region IX throughout
the design phase. In view of this effort, it is
difficult to understand why EPA Region IX requires
six months to review documents that have been staffed
with them during the developmental stages.

Chairman Wiesner expressed Clark County's dissatis-
faction with this unnecessarily long review time to
the Director of EPA Region IX in his letter of May 3,
1974. A copy of this correspondence is attached as
Appendix 9 to this report. To date, EPA Region IX
has not responded to the letter.

Ironically, it now appears that the Federal regulatory
agency, EPA Region IX, which is causing the pollution
abatement facilities to be built, may cause a delay

in the construction schedule and the unnecessarily
continued degradation of Lake Mead.

Although we are aware of the possibility of the EPA
Region IX-imposed delay, this report's timetable
schedules three months for each of the two review
periods. This represents a realistic review period
under the circumstances. This timetable is attached
as Figure 2 to this report.
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FIGURE 1

Las Vecas BAY/LAkE Meap
MONITORING PROGRAM
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FIGURE 2

TENTATIVE AcTION TIMETABLE
LAs VEcas WAsH/BAY PoLLUTION ABATEMENT PROJECT
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APPENDIX 1

CounTY SEWAGE AND WASTE WATER ADVISORY COMMITTEE
MEMBERSHIP ROSTER
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COUNTY SEWAGE AND WASTE WATER ADVISORY COMMITTEE

ENTITY

City of Boulder City

City of Henderson

City of Las Vegas

City of North Las Vegas
Clark County

Clark County Sanitation
District

Las Vegas Valley Water
District

PRIMARY

R. E. Eads

R. T. Whitney
Lou Anton

R. P. Sauer

V. B. Uehling

J. H. Mitchell
D. R. Sudweeks

David Finne
L. R. Hampton

J. H. Parrott

T. R. Rice

ALTERNATE

Don Mitchell

H. J. Greenville
W. F. Stolk

Geoff Billingsley
Bill Purvis
Steve Ramsey

L. 8. McCutchen
W. B. Mumpower

C. R. Mazowiecki
George Monahan

George Monahan

W. H. Blackmer






LAS VEGAS WASH DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

Patricia Foster
Chairman

Elmer Anderson
Vice Chairman

Glade Koch
Secretary

Thalia Dondero

David Finne

Tom Harper

Mary Kozlowski
Marianne Slagle
Tom Steele

Al Stumpf

Glen Taylor

Barbara Tyson

League of Women Voters

Clark County Parks and Recreation

Lahontan Audubon Society

Nevada State Parks Commission

Clark County Wastewater Management
Agency

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Colorado River Commission
Sierra Club, Las Vegas Group
City of Henderson

City of Boulder City

Basic Management, Inc.

North Las Vegas Parks and
Recreation

Wastewater Management Agency Staff Advisor:

Charles R. Mazowiecki






ApriL 5, 1974
REPORT TO THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
BY THE
LAS VEGAS WASH DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Las Vegas Wash Development Committee recommends
this report be forwarded to the proper governmental
agencies with the request that they review it and

initiate actions to implement the proposed program.

We recommend the water release of 19 million gallons
per day, presently believed required in summer months,
and 3 million gallons per day, presently believed
required in winter months, to maintain the ecological
system of the Wash. This is an annual average of 10
million gallons per day. However, since the exact
required flow is unknown and the above amounts are
only best estimates at this time, we believe Recom-
mendation No. 3 is very pertinent.

We recommend that the Wash be monitored for the eco-
logical effect of management procedures for a number
of years until a stable effect of management is
reached. Scientists and consultants cannot tell us

the exact effect their best estimates of water require-
ment calculations will produce on wildlife habitat in
the Wash. If effects are undesirable, the monitoring
program may provide clues to the corrective action
that can be taken. A monitoring program would also
provide accurate flow needed to maintain the desired

habitat.

The Committee strongly recommends that the Board of
County Commissioners request the assistance of the Las
Vegas Valley Conservation District Board of Supervisors
in gathering resource data in a soil survey of the Las
Vegas Wash area outlined in this report. We suggest
the survey include the following:

Water management interpretation. .

General soils map.

Some engineering interpretation.

Urban use interpretation.

Selective recreation and wildlife interpretation.

Moo



We feel this recommendation is mandatory for land-use
planning in the area. It is a vital first step in
development of a wildlife-oriented recreation area.

It will also give a more accurate basis for land values.
Taking into account volunteers to be trained by the
Soil Conservation Service at no cost, the computer

fee (under $500) is the only cost of such a soil survey.

* 5. We recommend the County undertake an archaeological
inventory in the Wash area. Such an inventory would
record any archaeological sites and historical data.

If significant sights are discovered by an archaeo-
logical survey crew, they would recommend preservation,
protection, or salvage. Dr. Richard Brooks, Director

of Archaeological Survey, University of Nevada, Las
Vegas, estimates that such an archaeological and histori-
cal inventory would cost from $1000 to $1500. It is
possible that volunteers could assist in this survey
also. Dr. Brooks is willing to donate some of his time
to this project.

6. We recommend that a first priority of the managing agency
of the Las Vegas Wash Wildlife Education/Recreation
Area be the establishment of a use ceiling within
various areas. The unique benefits of the Wash to
the community depend upon its natural, wild character.
This character is easily eroded by man's use.

* 7. We recommend that an advisory committee such as the
Las Vegas Wash Development Committee continue to
function. Such a committee could perform the following
functions:

A. 1Investigate and recommend funding possibilities
from private foundations and national societies.

B. Coordinate development efforts of volunteer asso-
ciations, other participating agencies, and the
managing agency.

C. Preserve the intent of this proposal - the preserva-
tion of the natural character of Las Vegas Wash as
a community educational/recreational resource.

Having been referred to REPORT, COLORADO RIVER WATER QUALITY
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM - STATUS REPORT, JANUARY, 1974, U. S.
DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, we believe that
at this time accomodation of a salinity control project in the
Wash area is compatible with these recommendations.

* Implementation authorized by the Board of County Commissioners.



APPENDIX 4

CoRRESPONDENCE BETWEEN CLARK COUNTY AND
THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY REGION IX
REGARDING THE AREAWIDE SALINITY CONTROL INVESTIGATION



@Jm forwadon DAVID B, HENRY

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

/5 ) JAMES H. PARROTT
e//r/ﬁﬁ?lﬁ ﬂ#ﬁ%@?@[ PROJECT GENERAL MANAGER

74
DAVID FINNE

E}dg;‘?? ) ,fg/- PROJECT DIRECTOR

PHONE: 336-4011

CLARK COUNTY COURTHOUSE
200 EAST CARSON AVENUE
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89101

April 16, 1974

Mr. Paul De Falco

Regional Administrator
Eavironmental Protection Agency
Region IX

100 California Street

San Francisco, California 94111

Dear -Mr. De Falco:

Section 21C of the Clark County Sanitation District's and the City
of Lag Vegas's National Pollutant Discharqge Elimination System
permits requires the identification of sources of salinity in the
sewerage systems and tha identification of methods for reducing
this salinity. .

It is currently the intention of Clark County to seek the coopera-
tion of the Cities of Las Vegas, North Las Vegas and Henderson in
support of a regional salinity reduction investigation.

It is our understanding that an areawide investigation is eligihle
For a 75% Federal grant through ths wastewater treatment works
construction grant program. In addition, we understand that EPA
Reginn IX would boe recoptive to amending Clark County's current
Step 1 grant application for the fas Vegas Wash/Ray Pollution
Abatement Project to include the cost of this areawide salinity
reduction investigation.

In order to implement a regional approach to the salinity investi-
gation, authorization to proceed will be requested from the Clark
County Board of County Commissioners on April 22, 1974.

Following approval by the Clark County Board of County Commissioners
and thc governing bodies of the three Cities, the County Sewage and
Fastewater Advisory Committee (SWAC) will be utilized as a vehicle
to coordinate the ccoporotive effort. SWAC will also assume



Paul De Falco -2- April 16, 1974
Environmental Protection Agency

responsibility for soliciting engineering proposals and selecting a
consultant to perform the areawide salinity investigation.

We do not anticipate submitting a request to EPA IX for a Step 1
grant amendment before late May 1974.

Mr. George Teramoto has advised us that the intention to amend our
grant application will not delay the review currently in progress.

Please advise us if the understandings discussed in this correspond-
ence are correct. Your prompt cooperation is appreciated.

Siacerelys
’./ /

DEVED FINKEN
Project Director

DF/max
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E" UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
@f REGION IX
100 CALIFORNIA STREET RECEIVED
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111 AM. [T PM.
MAY 61974
Mr. David Finne WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT

AGENCY

Project Director
Wastewater Management Agency
Clark County Courthouse

200 East Carson Avenue

Las Vegas Nv 89101 MAY 3 1974

Dear Mr. Finne:

This is in response to your letter of April 16, 1974
concerning the salinity requirements as imposed upon Clark
County Sanitation District and the City of Las Vegas by their
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits and
the Step I grant application from Clark County Sanitation
District.

We will continue to process the Step I grant application
by Clark County Sanitation District.

In order for the salinity studies to be acceptable for
Federal grant assistance as part of facilities planning, it
must be directly related to the pollution abatement project
for Las Vegas. The studies should encompass the entire
basin and include the following as minimum:

A, Identify and quantify all addition of dissolved
salts into the sSewerage systems,

B. Recommend methods for reducing and where practicable
eliminating the salts.

C. Recommend a control program including ordinances
where practicable.

D. Determine the salinity values of the incoming
secondary effluent from Clark County Sanitation
District and the City of Las Vegas' treatment
plant to the advanced wastewater treatment plant
if all the recommended corrections are instituted,.

As soon as an estimate on the cost of the study is final-
ized, a request for an increase in the Step I grant should be
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made to this agency. We will then process this increase as
an addendum to the Step I grant.

Although the county Sewage and Wastewater Advisory Com-
mittee (SWAC) is utilized to coordinate the efforts of the
study, this agency will correspond directly with Clark County
Sanitation District since they are the applicant for the
Step I grant.

If you have any further questions, please contact George
Teramoto at (415)556-7283, a member of my staff.

Sincerely,

Ll (%

Frank M. Covington, rector
Air & Water Programs \Division

cc: Nevada Bureau of Environmental Health
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WAR o 1974

Honorable Mike O' Cnllagban
GCovernor of Nevada

State Capitel

Carsomr City NV 89701

Desr Governor O0'Callaghan:
The enclosed memo reflects my position concarning

future action to promslgste water quality stsudards
revisions for your State. As long as fruitful negoti-

.atious coatinue with the Colorado River Basim Salinity

Torum to prosulgate total dissolved solids (TDS) standarde
for the entira Colorado River Basin in accordsance with the
proposed schedule, there should be no need to pro-algato
TDS staadards 1nd£vidually for Las Vegas Wash. :

I Sope this letter will help alleviate the misundar-

.-standia-s that have bean fostered recently concerning
- proposed water quality standards rzevisious.

Sinecerely,

Original signed byz
Paul Dc Faleo, J&

Paul De ?aléo. Jr.
Ragional Admiaistrator

Enclossere

be: Norman Glaser, Chairman
Hevada Environmental Commission
Roger Trounday, Director
Hevada Dapt. of Health

Reading File
Suspense File
PWoods:led 3/28/74

P e P evimes

e . e e T APRA 1974

DIRECTOR’S OFFICE
" HWR

LQ&E@FHVE

Woods Howekamp Covington™
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Envirgnmental Protg,ion Agency,
a?#*“n!?

S Veor i .
100 E3ti -t @as a2t
Sa 1'3an7.~'1mo,"d4 i fornia  9411Y
4,

Thy, o

Deputy Assistant Administrator "’fér grter MAR 28 1974
Plaoning & Standards, EPA, Wash., &gy
(AV-451)

Regional Administrator
Region IX

Prénulgation of Hevada H;Qe; Quality Standards

" Reference is made o 1) my memorandum of December 3, 1973

to the Ansistant Administrator for Air § Water Prograns
concerning promulgation of Newvada Water Quality Standards, .
and 2) subsequent telephone econtacts with your staff.,

It is requested that you continue to hold this proposed
pronulgation action in abeyanece pending the results of the
iievada Environmeantal Coxuission meating on April 9, 1974,
The Conmizsion 18 scheduled to take actiem on all or part of
nine of the ten items included in the proposed promulgation
at that tine. - :

fhe‘tenfh item, concerning total dissolved solids in Las

" Vegas %ash, 19 included in the ongoing discussions with the

Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum. I vould like
to hold forther action on this isaue in abeyance uantil

" conclusion of negotiations with the Forunm concerning promal-

gation of salipity requirements for the entire Basinm.

" Until additional salinity standards in the Colorade River

3asin sre established, HPDES permits will continue to be
issued to dischargers withim the Basin, as well as othay
basins having ssliaity problems, with salinity control
provisions based on existing standards including antidegrad-
ation and narrative standards and other applicabla standards.

Ye expect that ether state and regional NPDES prograas covering

portions of the Colorado River Basin will be consigtent with
this approach, :

- Origon! "_’:'ned bys
Reading Pile Paul De Fuwy, Jr,

Suspense File & :
PWoods:led 3/28/74 Paul De Faleco, Jr.

ec¢: Johu Quarles
Alan 6, Kirk
John A. Greea, Reg. VIII
Arthur W. Bush, Reg. VI

Voods Howekamp/Covington_Dg_Falco
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APPENDIX 6

GRANT OFFER FROM ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGency Recion IX



H(2)7 6/6/74

(ED S7y
K Y

m\& UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION IX
100 CALIFORNIA STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111

County of Clark
Clark County Courthouse MAY 24 1974

Attn: Tom Wiesner, Chairman
Board of County Commissioners
200 East Carson Avenue
Las Vegas NV 89101
Re: C 320105 01 0
- Las Vegas Wash/Bay Pollution
Gentlemen: Abatement Project

This Aqency is pleased to offer the County of Clark a
grant of $1,287,885 for the preparation of your facilities
plan for the Las Vegas Wash/Bay Pollution Project. This
grant offer is based upon your application, as certified to
this office by the Nevada Bureau of Environmental Health.
The attached will explain the revised eligible costs as
determined from our review of your application.

If you wish to accept this grant offer, the original
and one copy of the enclosed Grant Agreement form should be
signed and returned to this office as soon as possible. One
copy should be sent directly to the Nevada Bureau of Environ-
mental Health.

Upon acceptance of this Grant Agreement, payment can be
made on all costs incurred up to ninety percent (90%) of the
grant amount.

Sincerely,

Paul ge Falco, Jr.

43614;7 Regional Administrator

Enclosures
Grant Agreement Forms

cc: Nevada Bureau of Environmental Health
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CLARK CouNTY WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY
Las VEGAs WAsH/BAY PoLLuTiON ABATEMENT PROJECT
FaciLITiEs PLANNING BupeeT
June 30, 1974



YL*6LG°9TE TS 00°99¢ “9%z$ TT°9S0°T6TS TS LST 6L8°TS TVIOL
0Z°€92°29S - 2€°922°9S 88°9£0°90¢ (NODEN) uBtssq wolsLg jaodxy
9G°0T8°6%S 00°000°‘00T - 96 018 6%y (NODEN) xTpuaddy uByseq pue 3jaodsy 399f0ig
IMV L3y0dxd L904dxd ONTYTINIONA
0€ * 088 ‘09 - 0€°088°09 - (NODEN) S°07A13§ UOTIRITNSUO) WEIDIUT
00°000°G, - - 00°000°G. (NODEN) uot3eStiseaul o2180ToipAy
00°000°S0T - - 00°000°50T (NODAN) uor3le8fissAuy sSTIOS
00°000°€T2Z - - 00°000°€TZ (NODIN) £13jsumei8oloyq pue sLaaing
TZ°29G ‘oYt 00°000°0¢S - T2°295°06 (897035 3 ssuOL/NIA) IUSWSSISSY [EBIUSWUOITAUR
€S 8L LT - - €G°8LZ°LT (sTaeQ
lwmhw>ﬂoov ﬂo._”uwm._nuww>GH w.:nom w&m..h %.HQ
00°000°G6 00°005°6 00°059°6Z 00°0S8°6S (NODEN) uelgq juswaSeuey A3ITTend iajep
00°L66°€C - - 00°L66°€2Z (AINN) yseM se8s) se] Jo swalsLsooq
0€°2L5°08 00°000°cY - 0€°7LS°8¢E (AIND)

Aeg se8sp se] Jo SuTraolTuolR pue £Apnig elOTg
wo.owwncm - -— wc.owwacm AHMQV kumsﬁﬂﬁouw uo mﬂm%.mmé muﬂmwmﬂgﬁouwm
2L°S89°L¢ - - 2L°G589°L¢ (®1L0g) II1 °seyq
86°955°6 $ - - 86°955¢6 (e140g) £pnig 198png io3jeMOISEM pue iajepm

SNOILVOILSAANI ANV SHIANLS
C9°9YGLT 00°00S ‘Y T9°vSh Yy 00°265°8 3031Tpur
00°00S ‘Y - 00°00S*Y - 1TPNY
€L°606°LT - - €L°60S°LT SNOSUBTTIVISTH pue Tedag
£€8°2Sv°g¢ - - £€8°7Sh°8E 92]3FWWO) UOTIBNTEBAY DTJTIUSIOG
80°€80°€0Z $ 00°99¢¢0% § 86 Y€ 6L ¢ 0T°zLe°€2T ¢ TPuuosisg
FAIIVIISINIHAY
1830} ¥L]0E/9 eL/1c/cT €L/oE/9
- %L/1/1 - cL/se/y - TL/82/Y
£3unoy jaetn £3unop jiey) AMAAT
.61 ‘O aANAr

P iy

LI0ANT ONINNVId SHIIITIOVA
LIArodd ILNAWAIVEV NOILLATION AVHE/HSVM SVDIA SV
ADNAOV INAWHOVNVW WALVMALSYM XINNOD VI

P






000°s89°¢€$ 000°09€$ D00“0S$ 000°002$ 000°€9$ 000°2T0°€S TV1OL

- - - - - - GL6T a3qmadag
000°09 00009 - - - - GL6T I3aquanopN

- .- - - - - GL6T 1990320
000°021 - - - - 000°0CT GL6T 19quazdeg
000°0S?Z 000°¢09 - 000°0T - 000°08T GL6T 3Isnsny
000°0S2 - - 000°0T - 000°0%2 GL6T L1nr
000°0TE - - 000°0T - 000 “00€ GL6T @unr
000°0L€E 000°09 - 000°0T - 000 ‘00€ GL6T AeR
000°0%€E - - 000°01 - 000 ‘0€€E GL6T TTady
000°0%E - - 000°0T - 000 ‘0€€ GL6T Yoaey
000°S8¢ 000°09 - 000°SZ - 000 °00€ GL6T Laeniqag
000°91¢ - - 000°ST 00012 000042 GL6T Lxenuer
000°S.T - 000°¢01 000°SZ - 000°0%C %/ 6T Iaquadag
000°0TE 00009 000°ST 000°ST - 000°01Z %/6T I9qEWaAON
000°T¥C - 000°ST 000°SZ 000°1Z 000°08T %61 1990320
000°62 - 000°0T$ 000°ST $ - 000 ‘Y %/ 61 19quaideg
000°%9 000°09 $ - - - 000°‘Y #,6T 3Isndny
000°‘sz  $ - - - 000°12$ 000°% $ Y61 ATnr

Te30L AdusS8uTjuoy Aaaing *3s3AU] meisoxgd *3ug u8ysaq

spaaN T013u0) 8utiojTuol - NODEAN
juswmieaa] L31UTTES ysem
98emag apTMEIIY - AINO

SL6T YATWADHA - %L6T A1IAr

MO'Td HSVD JILVWILSH
IDEr0¥d INAWALVEV NOIILATIOL AVYI/HSYM SVHIA SV
ADNEDV LINAWADVNVA YALVMAISYM ALNAOD MAVID






COMMISSIONERS

TOM WIESNER
CHAIRMAN

JACK R. PETITTI
VICE-CHAIRMAN

| éﬁ?oapaafgyf’ﬁ%iuupgég; Cosrvmnissioners SOBIT N, BHOADBET

CLARK COUNTY COURTHOUSE R. J. “DICK" RONZONE
JAMES G. RYAN

LAS VEGAS, NEYADA AARON WILLIAMS

DAVID B. HENRY
May 3, 1974 COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

Phone: 386-4011

Mr. Paul De Falco, Jr.

Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX :

100 California Street

San Francisco, California 94111

Dear Mr. De Falco:

Mr. George Teramoto of your staff has informed the Clark
County Wastewater Management Agency that the implementation
of the Las Vegas Wash-Lake Mead Pollution Abatement Project
will be delayed from July 1, 1974, to January 1, 1975, as

a result of Environmental Protection Agency Region IX's
project review time requirements.

Clark County believes that this six-month delay is unnecessary
and that review of the Project Facilities Plan and Environ-
mental Assessment Addendum can, and should, be expedited.

The responsibility for the continued degradation of Lake
Mead must be borne by your agency because Clark County is
ready and willing to proceed.

The Wastewater Management Agency Staff is prepared to meet
with EPA Region IX Staff and discuss the matter further if,
in your judgment, additional dialogue can.achieve positive
results. ' ' ' :

Sincerely,

/S/ Tom Wiesner

' TOM WIESNER, Chairman
Board of County Commissioners

TW:DF:1j
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GLOSSARY

ADVANCED WASTEWATER TREATMENT (TERTIARY TREATMENT)

Wastewater treatment in addition to the secondary treat-
ment stage that includes processes usually employing
chemical reactions.

COOLING TOWER

A large structure used to remove excess heat from water
used in the generation of electrical power.

EFFLUENT

Wastewater flowing out of a treatment plant.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

A document prepared by a grant applicant which evaluates
the impact a proposed project and its alternatives would
have on the environment.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

A document prepared by the Environmental Protection Agency
identifying and analyzing, in detail, the effect a proposed
project will have on the quality of the environment;

given minor modifications, a well-prepared Environmental
Assessment can be substituted for this document.

GRANT APPLICATION

A formal written document submitted to a Federal agency
requesting financial assistance for a local project.

GRANT FUNDS

Federal money allocated to states under a program to give
financial assistance for the construction of wastewater
treatment facilities.

GRANT OFFER

A formal proposal made by a Federal agency in response to
a request for financial assistance, indicating the amount
of money the agency will provide.

GREENBELT

An area devoted to landscaping or naturally occurring
plant life; for example, highway medians, pocket parks,
Las Vegas Wash Education/Recreation Area.



Glossary Page 2

INFILTRATION/ INFLOW

Non-sewage water which enters a sewer system.

MONITORING

The measurement of the amount of pollutants present in
the environment.

NEVADA REVISED STATUTES CHAPTER 790 (SENATE BILL 288)

A law passed during the 1973 Session of the Nevada State
Legislature as Senate Bill 288 which, in part, assigns
Clark County the responsibility for the development and
implementation of a solution to the water pollution problem
in the Las Vegas Wash-Lake Mead area.

POLLUTION ABATEMENT

Improving the quality of the environment by restricting
the amounts of substances released to the environment.

POTABLE WATER

Water suitable for both drinking and cooking purposes.

PRIMARY TREATMENT

The first stage in wastewater treatment in which substantial
amounts of floating and settleable solids are mechanic-
ally removed.

PROJECT FACILITY PLANNING

The preliminary studies and engineering efforts that
culminate in a method of solving a wastewater treatment
problem and relate directly to the construction of waste-
water treatment works.

RECLAIMED WASTEWATER

Water that, after its initial use, is used to satisfy
another water demand; for example, cooling water, irri-
gation water.

SALINITY

The relative concentration of salts or dissolved minerals
in a given water.
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Glossary Page 3

SECONDARY TREATMENT

Wastewater treatment by biological methods to remove
pollutants remaining after primary treatment,

WASTEWATER

Water carrying various waste materials from homes,
businesses, and industries.

WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN

A document previously required by both the Environ-
mental Protection Agency and the Department of Housing
and Urban Development which describes the wastewater
collection and treatment facilities for an area.

WATER QUALITY STANDARDS

A compilation of criteria for the chemical, physical
and, sometimes, biological parameters for a given water.



