Joint Meeting of the Senate Committee on Federal, State, and Local Governments March 8, 1973

Assembly Committee on Government Affairs . .

Chairman Gibson called tne meeting to order at 4:00 P.M. on
March 8, 1973 for the purpose of continuing the hearing on
SB-290.

Mayor Sweeney, Boulder City: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, ladies
and gentlemen. I apprecilate being able to be here today and I
snould like to thank most of those people who appeared before
me as they have in a sense, made my presentation a little more
simple., It would be simple anyway.

I'm not here to debate the merits of the various bills that

have been brought before you, but rather to replay a record

which to many of you may have been played before. Indeed, I

am putting on a new needle, at least, and I would say that

Boulder City from the standpoint of geography, history and

economy 1s a great deal different from most any city in the

State of Nevada. Being aware, you might say, of the United

States government, they came into being as the result of legis-

lation Boulder Bill 35900, which gave Boulder City certain things,

such as 33 square miles of land, streets, curbs and sidewalks,

power system, 3650 gallons a minute, 24 hours a day, 365 days out

of the year, a water distribution system, a sewage system, and as

the result of this we entered into many contracts with the United

States government, which we do not believe could be transferred
. with any great degree of simplicity to another body or master

water board, or any thing of that nature.

As another example, Boulder Bill 35900 has stated that any time
Boulder City wishes to increase its water supply or storage
capacity, it has the privilege of going to the Secretary of the
Interior and tihrough the secretary of obtaining money to provide
such facilities. As the result of the cooperation of the United
States Covernment, and the fact that the Southern Nevada Water
Project is coming into being. just about the time that we were .
asking for additional water in Boulder City, we were advised hy
the Secretary of the Interior that the best thing for us to do
was go through the Southern Nevada Water Project for this addi-
tional water, and as the result of this we followed this recom-~
mendation and made 1t available to us by contracting with the
Colorado River Commission to optain water through the Southern
Nevada Water Project and going into debt for $1,881,000. Also,
through the advantage of the Boulder Bill, we were able to borrow
$629,000 from the Bureau of Reclamation at 3% interest. Being
the headquarters for many government facilities such as the
National Guard Service, Bureau of HMines Region, Bureau of Reclam-
ation, many otners, I think that the Housing and Urban Development
Agency of the government looked with favor upon our application.
Not only did they permit us to borrow in excess of §$700,000 at
4-1/2% interest, they also gave us a subsidy of some $%00,000.
So, Boulder City, at the present time has invested in its water
. supply system, in excess of $4,000,000.
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As another exanple, the 3650 gallons of water supplied to Boulder
City makes it possible for us to have sewage in Boulder City.
This system has been retained by the United States Government
from Hoover Dam to Boulder City. There are two lines -- one is
a 12" line and the other about a 14" line. They have three punp
stations and possibly 20 pumps. Other than that we have a water
treatment plant. ©Now, all of this has been retained by the
United States Government and the City of Boulder City must pay
for the operation and maintenance, replacement and the amorti-
zation of all this equipment, which amounts to hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars. We have been paying for that over some 10 or
12 years since we have been incorporated, and we will possibly
continue to do so.

Now, as I say, this is wmder the control of the United States
Government. All of the employees that operate this system, of
which there are probably 10, are on the government payroll. They
are subject to sick, annual leave, holiday pay, and retirement

at government rates. They are on the government payroll, but

yet Boulder City pays for all of this. Therefore, when we talk
about transferring the employees of the supply and federal systems
to some agency, I don't see how this could be accomplished,
because it is written by contract and becomes a part of our obli-
gation. :

As far as the sewage disposal is concerned, I spoke about Las
Vegas Valley. The city is separated from Las Vegas by a chain
of mountains. Boulder City is situated on the south side of

El Dorado Valley. When we put our sewage system in Boulder City
I pointed out that we were required by the State of Nevada to
spend in excess of $350,000 to make it possible to pump the
sewage effluent over the rise and put it into E1l Dorado Valley.
We have also enlarged the sewage collection system of Boulder
City. Because we have not, in any sense, contributed one gallon
of waste or effluent to Las Vegas Valley or to the Vegas Wash,
it is our contention that Boulder City should not be obliged in
any sense, to underwrite the building of any facilities for the
disposition of sewage in the Las Vegas Valley.

We were excused from participating in the Las Vegas Valley Flood
Control District because geographically we are removed from Las
Vegas Valley. I want to point those things out because of the
fact that, as I say, geographically, we are not in the valley,
we are in another area altogether. Therefore, we do not believe
that we would have to participate 100% in the erection of a

facility. If there is written in any bill a permission for
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Boulder City to vote for or to enter into an agreement with any
facility and it has this choice, naturally we wouldn't have a
great objection. I believe that as far as the waste water that
goas into Lake Mead, we have a great interest in Lake HMezad
because yoa might say that Boulder City is the home of Hoover
Dam which caused Lake Mead to come into being. There have been
a number of dams built in the last several years, which are
adding to the pollution of Lake Mead. As far as some of the
government employees are concerned, they are completely in
accord with the idea of exportation of effluent from the Las
Vegas Valley. I don't believe that Boulder City is entirely

in agreemant with this. I believe that reclamation of water
should be given great priority to be used in the foreseeable
future. At least the State of Nevada should be given the oppor-
tunity to reclaim this water when and if it is necessary.

Now, 1f there are officials that are in favor of exporting the
water from Las Vegas Va-ley to be evaporated or lost, you might
say, to future use, it may be because it removes a part of their
problem. Any pollution of Lake Mead is their problem, so for
that reason it may be that they will be more or less in favor.

We are not 100% against the exportation of water -- we are also
in favor the idea of recycling water, of treating water, of
tertiary treatment of water. When they speak about tertiary
treatment, we are talking about putting this water in ponds

where it is to be evaporated. I know that in Lake Mead something
like 200,000 acre feet of water by exportation is evaporated
every yesar. When you consider that in every acre foot of water
there is 325,851 gallons of water, you are losing a lot of water.
Nevertheless, I think one day the State of Nevada is going to

be in a position where they would like to recover 325,851 gallons
of water in one acre foot.

Mr. Clay Lynch, City of North Las Vegas: The chairman's introduc-
tion to this city's appearing makes 1t possible for my comments to
be very brief also. First of all, we are not really talking

about all of Senate Bill 290. Senate Bill 290 in this first
section calls for approval & the final written report. The

final written report means the proper legislative proposals which
are the subject of other meetings. We want to point out that you
can carefully examine the material prepared for the pollution
abatement project. There is no where in the material the engineering
facts and the economic analysis and an environmental assessment
which would make 1t necessary for this project to become the pro-
blem of other legislation. The pollution abatement project itself
in studies that have been made and complied and the millions of
dollars or more that have been spent prove that a kind of proiect
should be built -- but no where is there any analysis or any

14,
9.14


dmayabb
FSLG/GA

dmayabb
Text Box
March 8, 1973


Joint Meeting of the Senate Committee on Federal, State, and Local Governments
Assembly Committee on Government Affairs

March 8, 1973

information which would indicate that the development of this
project, or the future of this project, need interfere with

the operation of any of the existing systems operated by any

of the entities in Clark County, especially that of the City

of North Las Vegas. I address that portion of the statement
only to the engineering based upon the abatement project itself.

Our second question, and perhaps this may be answered next week,
as you indicated in your intorduction =- the staff of the city
of Horth Las Vegas is unable to go to our governing body and
explain why Las Vegas Valley has been singled out as the place
to solve the problems of the Colorado River. The Colorado River
covers many states, covers many miles, has many problems, has
many things that contribute to it and to its problems. But
perhaps next week or at some future meeting, the E.P.A. can
explain why we are being singled out to be, as far as I know,
the only place that's been given 180-day notice to do something
about the Colorado River.

A third point -- in yesterday's presentation I think it was made
clear that the proposals have been aired and reviewed throughout
various meetings in Clark County. I want to bring to your atten-
tion, make it a matter of record that insofar as the federal
water pollution control act, any E.P.A. money to support this
project is concerned, the Clark County Planning Regional Council
has been designated as the clearing house. In a latter of intent
prepared by the Las Vegas Valley Water District, addressed to

the E.P.A., the initial efforts to acquire monies through that
source, and to assist that project, was denied officially by the
Clark County Regional Planning Council at a regular meeting
called for the particular purpose of this Letter of Intent. The
vote was 5-1 in opposition in a formal meeting on the date of
February the 15th.

Mr. Jack Mitchell, Engineer, City of North Las Vegas: Considering
circumstances and events that have led to the Las Vegas Valley
WWater District's proposed project, we find the following: (1)
Some acceptance of a combination plan. (2) A desire by many for
treatnent of our waste water. (3) Absolutely no acceptance of

a strict export plan per se by any group except mayvbe the Las
Vegas Valley Water District who entered into contracts for the
design of an export system before all the studies were completed
or evaluated.

The proposed project has the capacities to export 128 MGD, give
advanced waste water treatment to 1.5 MGD and to desalt .25MGD.
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This means that we will give complete treatment to two-tenths
of one percent of our waste water.

For all practical purposes, with 98.8 to 100% of our waste water
discharges to be exported, the proposed project is nothing but
an export system with token treatment facilities included to
retain the name combination.

Shwoing as the Las Vegas Valley Water District did yesterday,
the hundreds of thousands of pounds per day of dissolved solids
that are in our waste water makes an impressive number., Showing
the -hundreds of thousands of pounds of dissolved solids that

are in our water supply would also make an impressive number,

The net difference between these numbers would be quite drab
and unimpressive.

After having spent over $1,000,000 in studying the situation
surely the Las Vegas Valley Water District must have these numbers
somewhere.

It is unfortunate that the Las Vegas Valley Water District ignored
TDS removal in our incoming water where a direct benefit would
result in the water we use and the waste water we produce.

We recommend funding for project be denied on the basis that the
studies prepared to support the project are not objective and
were export oriented from their inception.

Duane R. Sudweeks, Engineer, City of North Las Vegas: In studying
the reams of data associated with the Las Vegas Valley Water
District's proposed project and listening to the information that
has been presented at this hearing, it is apparent that this
project is based on water quality standards that are not only
unreasonable but impossible. The standards must be revised and

can be revised if we will commit ourselves to that task.

To commit ourselves to a course of action such as this proposed
project, when the whole basis for such action is so poorly founded,
is not only unreasonable but completely unwarranted. At this

point we must ask ourselves if the citizens of the Las Vegas
Valley-can afford a pollution abatement project such as this that
is premised on unrealistic standards and at best would only pro-
vide an interim solution to the total problem.
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It must be brought to your attention that the proposed project
of the Las Vegas Valley Water District itself would be in
violation of existing state standards relative to discharge

to the Las Vegas Wash. Further, it must also be noted that
this project completely ignores E.P.A.'s recommendation that
standards be set for dry lake. This was suggested in a

letter to Mr. Rice of the Water District from Frank Covington
of E.P.A. dated November 29, 1972,

With over 5,000 cities in the United States still discharging
raw sewage or only primary treated wastewater, it can be
reasonably assumed that E.P.A. will not have money for procject
such as the one we are presently considering. If every dollar
our state receives from E.P.A. between now and completion of
this project goes into this project it wouldn't be half enough
to save us from this tremendous financial burden. It is our
opinion that we should not even be talking about funding a
project of this magnitude without a firm commitment from E.P.A.

We believe that improvements to our existing wastewater treat-
ment facilities can be and should be made. Further, we believe
that our goals should be kept high but they must be kept within
the bounds of reason. However, under no circumstances can we
recommend to the legislature that they fund a project of this
type, one which has been developed and premised on paper water
guality standards that are unreasonable, impossible and completely
unobtainable, ‘

Mr. Don Paff, Administrator, Colorado River Commission: Mr.
Chairman and members of the committees, 1t certainly pleases me,
and I am sure the Colorado River Commission, to observe the con-
tinuing current intense focus on the water resources of the
Colorado River. Such focus emphasizes the value of this resource
and the need to carefully consider any action which involves its
care, protection and beneficial use now and in the future.

Senate Bill 290 certainly is directly related to the Coloradoe
River. Therefore, I believe the bill should be considered as

to its impact on the availability of water, its guality and
commitiments of funds initially and in the future and the benefits
derived.

The Commission considered these elements and in September 1972
forwarded to the Las Vegas Valley Water District the following
guidelines:
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(a) The dominant theme of the solution to the Las Vegas Wash
and water quality problems in the Las Vegas Valley must be con-
servation, reclamation and beneficial use of all water rasources
including effluent waters.

(b) The solution to the Las Vegas Wash and water quality problems
must be a comprehensive plan in both scope and time to assure that
all water quality and quantity aspects are considered and that all
methods that will assist in reducing or eliminating water quality
degradation be enlisted.

(c) Within the solution, commitments must be made immediately
and costs borne to initiate steps toward programs and facilities
to reclaim and reuse effluent waters.

The solution as presently proposed and contained in the bill has
a dominant theme of exportation and therefore is not in concert
with the theme of beneficial use, conservation and reclamation.

It is also my opinion that the proposed action does not clearly

identify the extent or timing of further expenditures that will
be needed within the repayment period of the initial expenditure.
It would appear desirable to have all estimated expenditures
clearly identified prior to the commitment of the initial sums.

Adoption of the bill as now drafted could also have an impact

on the future stages of the Southern Nevada Water Project as
currently identified in the contracts with the water users. This
would come about by not having Colorado River water committed to
be available for the next stage. This has not been addressed in
the studies and could result in a potential loss of the remaining
authorized thirty million dollars @3.25 percent interest for the
additional project works.

In effect: before you have rabbit stew you need the rabbits -
or before you have effluent to reclaim as export you need the
water supply.

I believe that Wevada's commitment to the betterment of water
quality in the Colorado River should be in harmony with the other
Basin States. We sihould now seek and expect some benefits of
improved quality if we are willing to commit substantial funds
toward the water quality improvement effort.

It is my opinion that the plan proposed in Senate Bill 230 is
not a comprehensive plan in elther scope or time. Further I
believe the alternatives or combinations of alternatives have
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not had an egual degree of evaluation particularly as they must
relate to present and future water quality objectives and/or
standards. I believe these evaluations are a necessary con-
sideration in any action on the bill.

Mr. Whitney, Director of Public Works, City of Henderson: There
has been mucn said here about E.P.A., the standards, the condition
of the Las Vegas Bay, and we will speak con these, but first we
would like to voice objection to start with, to the export plan,
primarily on reasons that we feel it an answer to a problem

that has not been properly defined. We will speak on that when
we talk of the conditions of Las Vegas Bay and what woxrk has
been done there to determine how much effect the Wash has had

on the Bay. We feel that it is the result of an over-reaction
to E.P.A.'s abatement notice, that the water law amendment of
1972 to the Water Pollution Control Act is going to require

some second-thinking by E.P.A. and certainly some more activity
by E.P.A. before we can have some firm guidelines on which to
solve the alleged problem of pollution of the bay. -

The plan was one that was precipitated, we feel, by raising the
standard which was impossible to attain. It was not based on

any needs of the Lake. We can only assume that it was more or
less arbitrarily established. Mr. Gregory mentioned yesterday
that there is a possibility that this one standard which has

been put before us can be relaxed. They suggested there possibly
could be -- there was no commitment. Also, we feel that the
export plan will stifle all local efforts to improve methods

of sewage treatment. In other words, all progress in the valley
could stop because we have no more problems.

It was indicated by a study just completed that even if we had

not been putting waste waters through the Las Vegas Bay, it would
very possibly be in the same condition it is today through natural
utrification forces. Because of its location on the Lake as an
arm off of the main body, it does not have the flow-through or
circulation that takes place in the main body of the Lake. This
report is also expected to indicate that the utrification stand-
point, the conditions in the Bay are less severe than popular
belief would indicate and that an alarming situation in the Bay
does not exist. The same report admits that some utrifying forces
are bheing applied from the Wash, but recommends that "alternative
methods of minimizing them should be examined more closely bhefore
an irrevocable commitment to export is made."

One such alternate that has been suggested in this respect is to

take the point of discharge out into the point where the Las
Vegas Bay joins the main body of the Lake where it is estimated
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from the content of the Wash flow now that there would be an
unmeasurable amount of nutrients or so-called pollutants added
to the Lake that would be picked up in the mainstream -- the
huge ratio of dilution and the flow-through effect of the Lake
would make these unnoticeable. You could not, with the modern
scientific testing apparatus be able to notice any difference
in the water quality at that point.

(Mr., Whitney then read from the Federal Water Quality Pollution
Act, stating what the goals and the policies are at this time,

as well as the Desert Research Institute Report dated April 19,
1972, which 1is concerned primarily with the Las Vegas Wash itself.,)

Mr. Whitney of the City of Henderson then submitted a report
entitled, "City of Henderson Wastewater Management Plan, A Status
Report,” which is attached herewith as Exhibit "D". Mr. wWhitney
emphasized that they felt the export plan is premature, if
necessary at all. He further stated that at this point in time
he didn't believe we were faced with a crises and unless some-
thing is donew will have a disaster. The Clark County Regional
Planning Council is presently having prepared a master water
management plan that will be made acceptable to the E.P.A. and
give the time required to come up with a real solution. A small
part of the money that is being proposed for expenditure of the
export plan, if spent on research and development and further
studies of the Lake and the pollution problem might come up with
a solution that would indicate that export of a drop of water
from the valley would never be required.,

A question and discussion period followed with the City of North
Las Vegas as to their objections to the proposed abatement plan.
Mr. Lyncin emphasized that they feel too much of the plan goes

to export and too little to treatment. Also, they don't feel
that any proposed plan should interfere in any way with existing
facilities. Mr. Mitchell pointed out during the discussion that
E.P.A. has put ocut an extensive report on improvements that can
be made to alreadv existing facilities.

Mr. Urban Schreiner, Bond Counsel to the Las Vegas Valley Water
District: 1 am bond omunsel to the Las Vegas Valley Water District’
and played a part in the drafting of 38B-290. I thought it might
be appropriate just to identify for you the basis upon which this
bill was drafted and actually what it does. Six years you had
before you a bill which became Chapter 268 of the 1967 statutes
which provided for the funding of the Southern Nevada Water Project
third phase, and _SB-290 is drawn very similarly to that bill.
Chapter 268 provided that the Colorado River Commission was given
the authority to issue bonds to cover the entire cost of the first
phase of the Southern Nevada Water Project. As we know, there
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was a congressional appropriation -- the bulk of the funds were
made available through the Bureau of Reclamation loan. As the
result of that, notwithstanding the fact that some $33,000,000

was authorized to be issued by the Colorado River Ccommmission, a
single bond issue of 8.9 million dollars was issued and sold and
these funds used for the treatment plant at the end of the Southern
Nevada Project withdrawal line.

SB-290 parallals that legislation very closely with one exception
being that the agency responsible for the project, in this case
the Las Vegas Valley Water District, is given the opportunity to
fund the entire project by means of state~backed bonds and the
and the 65 million dollar figure represents, as you know, the
total estimated cost of the project which has been under discussion.
The reason for the state's involvement here is the same as it was
then -~ that this is a state-type project and obviously the state
allocation of water from Lake Mead is something over which the
state has concern. Also, the fact that we do have a better bond
rating on state bonds than is available to us if we were to have
a county or a Las Vegas Valley Water District or a combination
bond issue from local sources in Clark County serve to hold the
interest costs down and thus reduce the overall financing costs
from whatever prtion of the project would be required to be
refunded by the state in this case. Just for an example, the
difference on the rating of "A" bonds which is the way state
bonds are rated, and the AA bonds which is the rating for the
other bonding entities in Clark County, we can look to practi-~
cally seven million dollar savings with all of the projects
financed pursuant to $B-290 somewhere between 3~1/3 and seven
million dollars. (end of tape)

Mr. Clayton, Nevada Environmental Systems: I would like to answer
some of the criticisms that have been leveled at the export plan.
First of all, do we have a problem? I do believe that we do, and
as we pointaed out, the 1971 legislature, in effect, recognized

it and directed the Las Vegas Valley Water District to start a
program for the abatement of pollution. The next question is,

are the discharge standards unreasonable? Must they be changed?

I would point out that when these standards were set some two to
three years ago, I, myself, thought they were strict and restrictive.
If I recall correctly, in Mr. Gregory's statement yesterday, he
indicated that there might be some consideration of changing the
standards and vossible relaxing on the nitrogen requirement, Ie
indicated further that if there were any changes, certainly the
requirements on the discharge of phosphorous would be significantly
strengthened or evenmre restrictive than they are at present.
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This is an export scheme only -- we are talking about water
reclamation and water reuse only in a voacl manner. May I point
out to you that this project has very seriously considered water
reclamation in many forms. This project is actually put together
so that when and as the needs for the reclaimed water materialize,
the facilities will be there to provide the reclaimed water when
the market develops. :

One of the requirements of this program has been the considera-
tion of the use of this water when properly treated for the
recharge of the groundwater basin. This possibility offers
promise -- we recognize that it does offer promise and we have
proposed a program of investigation and physical testing to
demonstrate whether the program of groundwater recharge is
physcially feasible, whether the chemistry of the recharge
waters and the groundwater occurring naturally are compatible
and the degree of treatment recessary to protect the quality

of the existing groundwater basin., One of the reasons for the
plants involved in advance waste treatment proposed for the
initial program would give us an opportunity to work with dif-
ferent qualities of water and demonstrate on a relatively good
basis the feasibility of treating this water for groundwater
recharge, if and when possible.

We have advocated in our plan, by the year 2000, some 35-40% of
the total effluent has been designated as water to be reclaimed
for use in the valley. Certainly the system is flexible enough
that if this water 1is actually demanded and needed this can be
expanded. One other element of concern which was mentioned
considerably vesterday, but not today, was the utilization of
this water as cooling water in a proposed power plant -- I would
point out simply that use of that water in a proposed plant is
not an esssntial element of the plan and it is flexible enough
to accommodate that, if again, that use is demanded for reclaiming
this water.

Looking at the total cost involved, we feel we have a program
wnich protects the water resource for the foreseeable future,
looking forward to the year 2000, and we feel that we have
advanced a plan which meets the objectives layed down by the
1971 legislature -~ that of abating pollution of the Las Vegas
Wash, while at the same time meeting a secondary objective --
that of providing for the possibility of water reclamation to
the extent demanded or required to investigate the physical
possibility of groundwater recharge ~- to provide as has come
out of the environmental impact here, conduct the public hearings
to provide the mechanism whereby the Las Vegas Wash can continue
as a green belt area.
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An extensive discussion and question period followed Mr. Clayton's
testimony with regard to cost, size of pipeline, construction
costs, salt reduction, changing of standards, et cetera.

Chairman Gibson then stated that the committees would try and
digest all the testimony given, and give further consideration

to this matter. :

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. |

Respectfully submitted,

Mary Jean Fondi,
Recording Secretary
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Mr. R. L. 0'Connell, Director

Enforcement Division

Environmental Protection Agency

100 California Strecet

San Francisco, California 94111 )

Pear Mr. O'Connell:

In accordince with your request to Dr. Deason of this office, this
letter briefly summarizes the Bureau of Reclamation's comments made
at the initial meeting of the Natural Resources Councll's Las Vegpas
Wash Work Group, held at EPA headquarters, Las Vegas, Nevada, on
January 10, 1973.

The Bureau of Reclamation éoriciits with thie pollution abatement
scheme developed by the Las Vepas Valley Water District. As yon
arc aware, Reclawmation §s deeply involved in matters dealing with,
water quality, poarticelarty callnity control, of the Colorado River.

Lo Vepaa W h, l,";‘,l;,',l;,u";',;;‘,,“.l,;“ cond U fong, adds 1o Lake MYGd approxd-
wat ey 220,000 tow. ol nolt per vear trom prouwd-water discharoe and
wante water off lueats Thia g a stynlticant salt load to the lower
basin, and we encourape the water district to Lmplewent the removal
of the hirhly saline waters before tiiey draln into Lake Mead. The
removal of this sipnificant salt load will benefit the overall
~salinity control program for the lower Colorado River.

In response to your soliciting help for writing and/or reviewing
the cnvironmental statement, we will be plad to review the
ntatement . Dr. Wayne Deason (7022293 85%27) ot the Eavironmental
Oftfee and M. Ronald FEiterte (70222918 3934) of the bivision ot
Water and Land Operat foas will nevve o primary reviewers,

Thank you for the opportunity of attendine the Work Croup meeting
and for your coantribution to such a timely and worthwhile subject.
We look f[orward to future participation with the Work Group assigned
to this project.

Sincerely,

€. o..

k. A. Lundbery
Heeploanl Nrector
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Two years ago the State Legislature gave the Las Vegas
Valley Water District a directive to abate pollution in Las Vegas
Washl. At least five studies2,3,%4,5,6 have been made of this problem
prior to the 1971 legislative Mandate and the later Environmental
Protection Agency 100-day notification of December 25, 19717, 1t
seemed as though the problem of cleanup of the Wash could now be
solved, and with it, future water shortages in Southern Nevada®
avoided.

Since that time what has happened? The official proposa19
by the Las Vegas Valley Water District (LVVWD) has basically been
to gather the wasteé within the valley and to ship them 27 miles
away to Dry Lake (the export plan) with a small amount of water to
be used for greenbelts, maintenance of Las Vegas Wash, small advanced
waste treatment and desalting plantslo’ 11 and pilot tests on the

12 1n addition, negotiations

feasibility of groundwater recharge
are taking place between Nevada Powerl3s 14, Clark County, City of
Las Vegas, and LVVWD for sale of effluent exported to Dry Lake to
be used at the proposed Arrow Canyon plantls’ 16, 17, The City of
Las Vegas and Clark County Sanitation District have primary rights
and can treat the effluent anywherelsa 19,

However, there are important questions that must be answered
concerning this proposal. First, does the official proposal meet
both immediate objectives of: (a) abatement of pollution in Las

20, 21 gater management ?

Vegas Wash, and (b) judicious interim
Second, what effect does this interim plan have on long range water
needs in Southern Nevada? Third, if there is a deleterious effect

on long range management, what changes should be made? And fourth,

has the public been fully informed and actively listened to?
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Quite frankly, the more we researched this situation the
clearer it became that we disagreed completely with the official
propesal and that, indeed, none of the above questions had been
satisfactorily answered. Let's examine this in detail.

IMMEDIATE OBJECTIVES

§a) Abatement of pollution in Las Vegas Wash
b) Judicious interim water management

So far as abatement of pollution in Las Vegas Wash local
experts have disagreed as to whether the problem will be solved by
the export plan. Even the Water District is uncertain?2, 23, 1n
particular, Dr. George Maxey24 of the Desert Research Institute
has expressed doubts concerning the export plan. He and others
have been concerned with possible pollution in Lake Mead from flood
water rushing through the Wash several times a yearzs’ 26, 27, 28, 29,

It is assumed that the natural barrier near Henderson can be
used to contain the wastes so that they may be piped away for treat-
ment, but the six feet deep trench to collect wastes will certainly
be flooded with silt and gravel several times a year30.

As to the other immediate objective of judicious
interim water management31’ 32, we should admit at the outset that
we do live in a desert33, 34 and evaporating water in the desert3>

does ''go against the grain"s6 for many people. It is wasteful.37

For the past 40 years water runoff in the Colorado
Basin has been quite a bit below normal. In feet it has averaged
21.8 percent below the total allotment for all the Colorado River
Basin States and MexicoBB. Archaeologists tell us that at earlier
times this general area has been even drier and that there have been
the intrusion of sand dunes onto bogs indicating sudden climatic

-2-




changes39. If we are enteriné‘a"lﬁng drying period any water plan
must be carefully thought out lest we literally find ourselves
without water.

In addition, we definitely question whether this plan is
reasonable because: (1) it is completely inconsistent with suggestions
previously made by many local citizens, local, state, regional or
national experts, most of whom indicated some form of advanced treat-
ment and returm to the river or groundwater recharge4°9 41, 42, 43,

bh, 45 (2) The Environmental Protection Agency says that the water
shipped to Dry Lake may well have to be treated once the "Lake"
becomes a viable en;ityaﬁ. Shipping water 27 miles (the longest
sewage force main known47) to be treated does not make sense. That
means, in our opinion, that the only party to have any gain from such
an export would be Nevada Power Company.

. © (3) At times the various reports of the Las Vegas Valley
Water District have indicated that tertiary treatment with shipment
to the Colorado River would be the cheapest plan (and very
feasible)ks’ 49, 50 i £ the standards for effluents discharged frém
the Wash to Lake Mead were relaxed.

So why hasn't the Las Vegas Valley Water District asked the
Nevada State Board of Health to relax these standards? They are more
stringent than the USPHS drinking water standards®l. 1In fact, the
EPA itself may very soon relax these standards themselves2s 524,

We wonder if the Water District knows ‘about this. They have-
claimed they are in constant contact with EPA officials’3, (4) Shipment
to Dry Lake might very well not be considered a beneficial use as
requir;d by Nevada law>4. This has indeed been evidence by communi-

cation between Roland Westorgard, State Engineer, LasVegas Valley
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Water District, and Don Peff, Colorado River Commission Administra-
tor”?,

(5) The proposed Arrow Canyon power plant is being
considered a beneficial use by Las Vegas Valley Water District36,
However, such a use for the effluent would involve a long term commit-
ment, one not easily taken back, whether the water was needed in Las
Vegas (for reuse) or not37, 58, 59. '

It is interesting to note that shipment of wastes to Dry Lake
wvas neéer really considered a top-rate solution60 to the problem
until Nevada Power suggested it might be able to use effluent for a
proposed Arrow Canyon plant61. Some time after that, the export plan
became a front runnerez. In fact, at present we may pay $5 million
for the spur to the Arrow Canyon Plant63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, Yet,
who will have the most to gain?

Not.the people certainly. Nevada Power? Probably.

(6) This export plan is a very expensive "interim'" plan.
According to éven\the Las Vegas Valley Water District...(quote)
"{nterim solutions are not generally practical since the sizing of
facilities (and therefore expense) to meet the near future need is
very nearly of the same magnitude as the ultimate development” ...

(unquotefg.

A recent Sylvia Porter column in the Las Vegas Sun indicates
that prices may double in 20 yéars due to inflation’0> 71, 72, g

are we really gaining anything by waiting? NO.

(7) The much vaunted 1.5 mgd. advanced waste treatment
plant and 0.25 mgd desalinization plant added, along with other
features, to the Las Vegas Valley Water District "export plan'” to
make it a "combination plan' will be built according to present
techmology.
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In other words, there is nothing new or experimental about
them. Even the Water District admits this’/S. Likewise, the plants
are so small that many details will not be the same as a full-sized
plant74. Finally, can these plants be expanded if necessary? 1If .
not, this means when we need advanced treatment for large quantities
of water, new facilities will have to be started from scratch. And

the cost for these small plants? $1,243,300.75

At this point a footnote concerning environmental considera-
tions should be added since we're discussing the official "export
plan". So far as we know, no study of wind patterns has been made
at Dry Lake or between Dry Lake and Las Vegas76» 77, 78, 79, 1If the
effluent smells, and there are indications it willso, the stench could
drift back to Las Vegas. On a large scale, a putrid odor would have
obvious unpleasant implications for tourists and residents alike.

. . Even worse, the effluent may dry and become powdery with a
seasonal wind storm picking it up and bringing it back to Las Vegas
permanently. Airborme Milorganite. That certainly does not make a
pretty picture!

In addition, no archaeological reconnaisance of the areas
involved has been madeal, yet 17,500 acres8? are involved in this
plan. Prehistoric sites quite probably exist in the Dry Lake area,
and certainly in many of the proposed greenbelt areas83. Yet no
contract that would indicate the intent of reconnaisance of salvage
has been signed that we know of. Such prehistory is an irreplaceable
resource and once destroyed is gone forever®. Nevada is largely
unexplored in this aspect and much more needs to be dbne according

to local professional archaeologistsss.
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WHAT EFFECT WOULD THIS INTERIM REPORT HAVE
ON LONG RANGE NEEDS IN SOUTHERN NEVADA

From what we have been able to ascertain the effect of this
"interim'" export plan would be devastating. Why? Let us examine
the overall water situation in Southern Nevada.

(1) From where do we get our water supply and how much is
available to us for all uses? Locally, at present, there atre two
sources: deep wells and the Colorado River. Because of extensive
overdrafting, however, with attendant ground subsidence86, 87, 88,

89, 90, the total amount of water pumped out has been reduced by the
State Engineer from 88,000 A-F/Yr. to 50,000 A-F/yr. 91, 92, 93,
This is still substantially higher than the estimated annual natural
recharge of 25,000 to 35,000 A-F/Yr.ga’ 95, 95 But at least for the
foreseéable future the limit will be removal of 50,000 A-F/Yr. unless
groundwater recharge is utilized?7.

The second source is the Colorado River, principally through
the Southern Nevada Water Projectgs’ 99, Use of the Colorado's
water is complex. But to simplify and and relate it as much as possi-
ble to our local situation in Southern Nevada, several important points
must be made.

(a) The Colorado is much overused and probably will be the
first river syséem to go bankrupt in the countryloos 102. (b)

The most water Southern Nevada will ever obtain from the Colorado is
281,000 A- F/¥rs.103, 104 1ndeed, it may be significantly less.

(c) The Bureau of Reclamation claims 404,102 A-F/Yr. have committed
for use in Nevada by 1990105, but if the water isn't there the

figures are meaningless. (d) Now that the Upper Basin States, Lower
Basin States, and Mexico are exercising their full rights to waterlo6;

107, coupled with reduced flow in recent yearslog, we may well not
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receive our full allotment of water here in Nevada, much less amy
additional waterl09, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, (e) 1Indeed, if runoff
continues to be less than normal and conditions become more arid,
even less water will be available locally and there will be even
greater evaporation of standing water (such as Lake Mead) than now.
(f) Various state and federal experts have indicated definite concern
over the availability of water from the Colorado in the futurelld,
116, 117,

What does all this mean? Availability of water in Southern
Nevada in the near future is uncertain. At some critical point in

118, we may not be able to

the near future, perhaps as early as 1983
take more water from the Coloradoll9s 120 and there may very well
be a rash of water suit§121. All of the experts agree there is a
problem. Their main area of disagreement is when the crisis will
come, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126
(2) This leads to the next point of how much water do we
use in Southern Nevada now? The answer is very simply, much too tmuch.
In a survey conducted recently of western cities' water usage, Las
Vegas' usage was disastrously excessive by comparison (See Table A).
It was usually two times the average of the other western cities,
and three times the national average.
Most importantly, the use is gradually increasin3127’ 128.
Yet nowhere have we seen any information on this acute problem of.
excessive use in Las Vegas Valley Water District reports. But the
problem certainly exists. And the public must be made aware of this,
(3) As to future need and usage this is where the real

crunch comes. Using figures from various reports we have come up

with these results (Table B.)129




TABLE A TABLE B - WHEN Ylbk

WATER USAGE THE WELL RUN DRY?
National Average 149 gpd(130) 1 million 800,000
Pacific Southwest Avg. 150 gpd(13Ll) (2000) (2000)
Los Angeles 187 gpd(132)
El Paso 200 gpd(133) 475 gap(139) 1983 1988
Tucson 200 gpd(134) 18
Albuquerque 225 gpd(135) Lvwwp (138 %x 1984 1989
Denver 229 gpd(136)
San Antonio 588 gpd(137) * Excludes reclaimed
(Las Vegas - 1) 450 gpd(138) wastewater
(Las Vegas - 2) 475 gpd(139) *% Environmental Assessments

(August, November, 1972.)

gpd equals gallons per person per day See Footnote 138.

&These figures assume no increase in water usage though
officials agree this is the trendl4l, The figures also exclude the
use of wastewater, Despite these above figures in Table B, the Water
District officially projects an "excess' of water until a time period
of 1999-2019142, 1990143, or even 1986144, depending on what report
you read.

This is inaccurate. We do not have this waterlas; and if
that fact is not confronted immediately precious water could very well
be shipped away either to where we couldn't get it when we needed it
(bry Lake)146 or be allotted for an irretrievable usel47,

As an example, let us take the Arrow Canyon Project. At
present it is estimated that 40 mgd will be needed for cooling water
at that facility148: 149, The plant as proposed is almost as large
as the much maligned Four Corners Plant 130, Aﬁd3 of course, it will
be coal firedldl.

Forty mgd would be loét to that plant for at least 30 to 40
years or morel32 which would make it unavaiable for reuse in the Las
Vegas area for a very long time, the rest of the lifetime for most
of us in this room. Where will the electricity go? 70 percent to

California for the first six years, 50 percent for the next six years

and cutoff in 1994 .so they say153.
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In addition, another plant, "X", in the general area of
Arrow Canyon or Dry Lake, also 2000 megawatts capacity, is plamned
by Nevada Power for 1985134, All of the electricity from X" will
be exported to California for the following ten yearslss. And
probably a third 2000 megawatt plant (or one of comparable size156)
is planned for Southern Nevada where Las Vegas Valley Water District
effluent 1f "available" around 2000 A.D,;57’ 156

Of course, that assumes no reuse of effluent will be needed
by the Las Vegas area until at least 2000 A.D. or perhaps much later.
Altogether, 120 mgd of effluent (See Table C) for cooling water will
be used for Nevada Power's projectslsg. Nevada forecasts a 'need"

160

for 6950 mw of electrical capacity by 2000 A.D. But just how

much electricity will the Las Vegas area need during this time? It
. probably will be between 1200 and 2400 mwl6l,
TABLE C.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NEVADA POWER CO.
ELECTRICITY PRODUCED AND EFFLUENT USED.

Year Plant Water Amount Acre-Feet/
Size Needed Requested Year
1979-81 2000mw 40 mgd 48 mgd (peaking) 44,900(40mgd)
1954 2000 mw 40 mgd 31-8Z mgd 90,800 or
91,900
2000 2000 mw(?) 40 mgd 1272 mgd 136,900
Other Y50 mw (7). = = -
sources
Total mw
projected 6950 mw ?) &9 ?)

No matter what figures you use, Southern Nevada does not
need 6950 mw electricity. 1In fact, in his letter of January 16, 1973
to us, Harry Allen, President of Nevada Power, said, (quote), 'We do
not predicate our projections on the population of Las Vegas...
population is not a determining factor." (Unquote)162 So what is he

basing his projections on? Export of power? It certainly sounds
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like that. It is interesting to note at this point that the design
criteria for the export pipeline includes the design peak flow of
120 mgd163, almost the exact amount needed té generate 6000 mw.

If these plants are built (i.e.: using Las Vegas' effluent
to build large power plants locally - or as Thomas Wilson of the Office
of the Governor stated, '"Is it the answer to convert water pollution
to air pollution?" (Unquote)l®¥, what will be the end result? A
critical shortage of water, very extensive air pollution165, considera-
ble electricity going to California for a long time. Considering the
fact that the economy of Southern Nevada is almost totally dependent on
tourism at this time and from all appearances will continue so, does
this make any sense? No, it doesn't! Yet it most certainly will take
place unless stopped right now.

But let's be realistic. We know Las Vegas will need addi~
tional power in the future. Where will it come from? There are a
number of other possible sources that can and should be developed.
First there is the huge reservoir of geothermal power under Nevada:
good, clean powerlﬁsflﬁﬁﬁis can be developed in the near future (by
1985 at leastl67, 168, 169) if money is made available now. In
addition, solar energy is a natural for Nevada, too. It will be com-
mercially significant by 1990170 or earlier if we fund the research
and development. In case we need more energy before these sources are
developed there are two possibilities: (a) the contract with the Mohave
Power Plant can be renegotiated to provide more electricity locally;
(b) a small "interim" power plant could be built in Las Vegas Valley.
It would be near the effluent (negating a need for export) and a dry

tower type of installation used for cooling. Significant amounts of
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cooling water could be saved by such designl7l, 172,

As stated above, we have many real opfions regarding our
electricity needs. We simply have to exercise these optionp and stand
up for the proper use of our water.

IF THERE IS A DELETERIOUS EFFECT ON LONG RANGE
WATER MANAGEMENT, WHAT CHANGES SHOULD BE MADE?

First, we feel that the Legislature must hire an unbiased
engineering firm outside Nevada, not one of the participating firms.
This firm can evaluate the existing situation independently and make
a recommendation. Second, in our opinion, the following steps should

be taken: (a) the public must be alerted that there is a problem.

Water must be conserved (initiate courses in desert gardening, not
allowing water to run down the streets, et ceterd}73’ 174, (b) Double
-ater ratesl?5, (c) Get the Nevada State Board of Health and the EPA
to reevaluate the standards involvedl76, 177, (d) We also strongly
recommend two specific approaches to abate pollution and preserve our
water supply: (1) since phosphates are often considered to be the .
limiting factor in algae blooms, treat phosphates first along with BOD
removal and suspended organic solids. Add other phases as needed
until tertiary treatment is accomplished178. Initiate groundwater
recharge studies in the meantime. Go to full scale ground;ater recharge
or recycle to potability as soon as possible. (2) The other alterna-
tive is tertiary treatment now with release either through- the Wash -
or to Lake Mead!’9. Groundwater recharge studies would be initiated
immediately. Go to complete treatment or potability as soon as

181

possible. The brine180 and sludge from either alternative can be

evaporated down and land filled. There is no need for effluent lines,
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One other idea that has surfaced recently is the possibility
of pretreating our water from the Colorado before use in the Valley.
This has been suggested by several peoplelsz’ 183, 184  apd if
desalinization were coupled with power generationlgs» 186 e would
be using a very creative process and utilizing our resources to the
fullest.

0f course, in either case, Las Vegas Wash should be main-
tained, if possible.

There have been, however, several objections voiced to these
ideas. Let's examine them.

Objection: Such procedures are too expensive at this time.

We should wait until technology brings down the price and procedures
are improved. Answer: It is not too expensive187. And we cannot
afford to wait. We cannot risk running out of water. As to technology
improving it undoubtedly will, but there are already 113 advanced
waste treatment plants in the country today with 390 plannedlss. Many
processes are past the pilot stage and ready for full scale applica-
tion. So why jeopardize our situation by waiting?

Objection: - We need an interim plan. Answer: At this point
an interim plan would be4disastrous both in terms of time and money

unless it is consistent with the area's long range needsl!89, 190, 191,

192, 193, 19

Our above suggestions are consistent. Export is notlgs’ 196,

197, 198, 199, 200,

Objection: Ground water recharge is unproven. Answer: The
concept behind recharge has been used in the petroleum industry for
year52°1s 202, The techmology is there203, The only question is
whether it is feasible locally. Preliminary studies indicate it
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15204, 205 pceual testing might take about four yearsZOG. It would
be a marvelous way to conserve water (underground storage would avoid
evaporation), stop subsidence, and prepare for future scarcity of
watér.

At this time the latest advancements in wastewater treatment
are very exciting and cities all over the country are considering
various forms of advanced waste treatment right now. Chicago (2.5 to
3 billion gallons per day forecast by 1990)207; Detroit (300 mgd)zos;
Tampa (50 mgd)209; Washington, D.C. (300 mgd)21°.

Indeed, many cities are either designing, constructing, or
already operating advanced waste treatment facilities. In 1968 there
were only ten tertiary treatment plants in the United States2ll, Now
the EPA says there are 113 plants either in operation or under construc~-

.ion. And 390 plants are pendingnz. Does this sound new and unproven?
Certainly not. The technology is explodiné213.

Two areas in the West are already planning reuse: Denver (in
use by 1975-1976)214. Orange County Water District in California,.
(1974)215. Orange County Water District plans in particular are very
exciting because of Las Vegas area's needs. Orange County Water
District is advanced waste treating sewage and mixing it with desali-
nized sea water to recharge the groundwaterZIG. Their pla;t is 15 mgd,
large enough to give good full scale results. And (quote) "...the
Office of Saline Water believes the -(desalinizing) process has the
potential for considerable savings in operating costs.'" (Unquote)

Studies indicate that their (quote) "... effluent may be

treated to produce a water acceptable for injection and subsequent

extraction and reuse.' (Unquote)217.
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Not only that but Denver's timetable includes a 100 mgd
plant for providing potable wéter from effluent by 1979-80.218 And
residents in the Denver area have shown a génerally positive attitude
toward the reuse concept.Z2l9

All in all, dramatic breakthroughs are just around the corner
in this field. Cities all over the country are looking ahead and taking
courageous steps forward into the future.

The question is what Southern Nevada will do at this pivotal
point in time. Will Nevada stick with "old-fashioned, prcven" sewage
pipes and pump the problem from sight over the hill while hiding its
head like an ostrich and saying, "Everything's all right"?

The public feels that the officials tell them that they (the
officials) know best, that the public possesses no expertise about the
public interest. Yet, in this instance, the public has demonstrated
more common sense and courage than the officials who have looked for
an easy out. Though the public feels it has not been listened to, it
has hung in there, continued to express its opinion, and has asked
hard questions of the Las Vegas Valley Water District.

As to whether the public has been fully informed, they've
tried to be. The Clark County Library, as an example, indicates an
'active use of Water District material?20 even though area libraries
do not have all reports issued??l, Hearings have been fairly well
attended??22,

But when it came to the actual materials presented by
the Water District, people generally found them to be contradictory

223, 226 jnconsistent?25s 226, 227 ang incomplete?28, 229, Readers

had to look in different volumes to correlate information. Even to

the Scientific Evaluation Committee, some reports were 'not easily
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readable, difficult to interpret.”23l "It was difficult to relate the

material in the text in the tables in the appendix.'232 1t was the

unanimous ..."that the report was not easily digestible by non-

engineers."233
Many individuals found it difficult to digest large volumes

of material often presented to the public only a few days before

. 234, 235, 236 3
hearings. . At times, it seemed to be as though different

people had written the reports and had not consulted each other at all!r

It is with the foregoing in mind that the pedéle of Southern
Nevada now come to you, As elected representatives of the people you

are responsible for legislation affecting our well-being. Our very

lives are intimately connected with the wise use of water resources

in Southern Nevada's desert environment.

that the Water District Proposal for Export is not in the best

Our research documented in this statement clearly indicates

interests of the people -- neither short rangemr long long range .
interests.

We urge you not to allow money to be borrowed nor to allow
obligations to be made in the name of and on behalf of the State of
Nevada in accordance with the provisions of the State Securities Act
to defray the cost of exporting Southern Nevada's water.

We urge you, the Legislators, to carefully study the report,
along with the other information available on this most vital issue.
Furthermore, we urge you to take action only when you are completely
informed and knowledgeable concerning the alternative solutions to
this problem.

You must live with the consequences of your actions and, in
this case, so must over 300,000 fellow Nevadans.
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company should be permitted to sign a contract without spelling
out exactly how much of the water it would use and when it would
begin using the water. Officials claimed the company, which
under the most recent contract draft would gain the right to use
from zero up to several millions of gallons starting in 1984 for
a first payment now of $100, should guarantee the amount of water
it would use."

16. P. 3. Ibid. December 16, 1972, another article mentioned a delay
until Jawary, 1973.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

-

22,

23,

24,

P. 15-16. '"Report to the Governor and the Legislative Commission,
Pollution Abatement Project, Las Vegas Wash and Bay." Las Vegas
Valley Water District. December, 1972,

P. 6. Minutes of Professional and Technical Advisory Board
Meeting to the lLas Vegas Valley Water District. July, 1972,

P. 5. Minutes of the Professional and Technical Advisory Board
to the Las Vegas Valley Water District. June 8, 1972. Quote from
James Parrott, Clark County Sanitation District. ’

P. 4. "Environmental Assessment. Pollution Abatement Project.
Las Vegas Wash and Bay." By VIN Nevada and Jones and Stokes

~Associates, Ffic. for the Las Vegas Valley Water District. las

Vegas, Nevada. August 9, 1972. "In order to qualify for...
assistance, the LVVWD must have an interim basin plan. EPA has
interpreted the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as
requiring that an environmental assessment of this interim plan
also be prepared. The Phase III Report is intended to be the
amended interim plan, and this report is intended to constitute
the Environmental Assessment of that plan..." ~

P. vii, "Evaluation of Alternates for Water Pollution Control and
Resource Management. Phase III. Pollution Abatement Project. Las
Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex C." Boyle Engineering and Cornell, Howland,
Hayes, and Merryfield, Consulting Engineers. Prepared for Las Vegas
Valley Water District, Las Vegas, Nevada, March, 1972 (issued
November, 1972)...'"These export systems all require the transmission
of large volumes of water to the respective export areas immediately
after commencement of operations. Because of this immediate problem,
interim solutions are not generally practical since the sizing of
facilities to meet the near future need is very nearly of the same
magnitude as the ultimate development.”

P. 5. '"Report to the Governor and the Legislative Commission.
Pollution Abatement Project. Las Vegas Wash and Bay." Las Vegas Valley
Water District. December, 1972. ''The recommended plan, therefore,
achieves the primary objective of eliminating the flow of pollutants
in Lake Mead from the Wash..."

P. 13. 1bid. "...with the combination alternative, the pollution
to Lake Mead is reduced considerably, but not stopped completely.

Storm waters and a minor amount of groundwater are expected to flow
through the Wash into the Lake." (This is the same report and only

eight pages apart.)

P. 2. Minutes of the Professional and Technical Advisory Board to
the Las Vegas Valley Water District, September 8, 1972. '"Maxey
indicated that it will take many years to completely clean up the
Wash. One quick solution, already suggested bg the District, is

an impoundment or constriction of the Wash with adequate allowance for
flash flooding. Maxey was not sure that this could be accomplished.
Maxey said inclusion of this groundwater into the regional system

is tze obvious solution...Maxey emphasized that in his view export

is not the solution to the general problem, because export will only
reduce the salt load entering the Colorado by approximately 25%."
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

3L.
32.

33.

34,

Memorandum to the Professional and Technical Advisory Board to the
Las Vegas Valley Water District, from Don Paff, Administrator,
Colorado River Commission, October 27, 1972. *Under the direction
given the consultants by the Las Vegas Valley Water District, I find
the recommended project quite satisfactory to perform its purpose

of exportation of all effluents except ground and flood waters to
the Dry Lake area...™

Testimony of Temple A. Reynolds, Assistant Superintendent, Lake
Mead National Recreational Area, National Park Service, Department
of Interior, August 16, 1972, Appendix F. Comments on the Draft

Environmental Assessment. Pollution Abatement Project. Las Vegas
Wash and Bay, Annex B." BY VIN Nevada and Jones and Stokes
Associates, Inc., for the Las Vegas Valley Water District, las®
Vegas, Nevada, November 15, 1972.

Letter from Vernon Bostick, Ecological Society of America, to the
Las Vegas Valley Water District, August 27, 1972, 1Ibid.

Letter to the Professional and Technical Advisory Board to the Las
Vegas Valley Water District from W. Stephenson, Chief of Park
Maintenance, Lake Mead National Recreation Area, National Park
Service, Department of Interior, November 17, 1972,

Letter to Las Vegas Valley Water District from Duane Sudweeks, City
Engineer, City of North Las Vegas, October 30, 1972,

Personal communication. Dr. George Maxey and Dr. Robert Kaufmann,
Desert Research Institute, at the Great Basin Geological Society

Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada. February 10, 1973.
See Footnotes 20 and 21 on page 3. ‘

P. 1. "Analysis of Ground and Surface Water Utilization in
Urbanized Arid Areas," G.F. Cochran, J.C. Ohrenschall, W. D. Wilson,
Desert Research Institute, Las Vegas, Nevada, January, 1970. "In
arid regions, however, the emphasis is in developing new resources

or management techniques by which to meet continually growing water
demands from limited supplies. The remaining untapped or unused
'local’ resources are limited in perennial yield and many are of a
'one-shot' exhaustible nature. Under these circumstances, efficiency
of water use becomes a major factor in promoting the ﬁreatest possi-
ble economic development from these limited supplies.

P. 63. "Environmental Assessment. Pollution Abatement Project,
Las Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex B.' By VIN Nevada and Jones and
Stokes Associates, Inc., for the Las Vegas Valley Water District.
Las Vegas, Nevada, November 15, 1972. 'Water is scarce...waste

of water in a desert area is unacceptable...efficient use of water
means that man does not use water unnecessarily and that he does
not degrade his water resources..."

P. 14, '"Water for Nevada: Water Supply for the Future in Southern

Nevada.' By Montgomery Engineers of Nevada, Division of Water
Resources, State Engineer's Office, January, 1971. 'The affluence

wlys



35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

v

of the residents and the climate of the area are largely responsi-
ble for the great range in per capita consumption rates. In the Las
Vegas metropolitan subarea, approximately 70 percent of the summer
water use is devoted to uses outside the home; watering lawns and
other green areas accounts for the bulk of this outside use.'

P. 17-18. Appendix, this report. 'Water in Las Vegas,'" by Dr. G.
William Fiero, Head, Environmental Studies, University of Nevada,
Las Vegas, Nevada, February 1, 1973. '"The quickest and cheapest
solution is oftentimes that which is most politically acceptable,
and not that which is the most logical use of a resource. A cheap
and quick solution to a water resource disposal problem in Las Vegas
is to build a pipeline and to dump the sewage over the hill. This
is a concept which has been used in solid waste management by dump-
ing the garbage over the hill ever since man first started creating
garbage. We are not considering the application of this time-honored
concept in Llas Vegas to the disposal of water. Water, however, is
the most scarce resource that can be found in a desert region and
our future economy and the future of our grandchildren's economy
is dependent upon this scarce resource. Consequently, we should...
be considering more modern disposal concepts. One possibility
would be tertiary treatment of the sewage water and then storage
in an underground aquifer.”

P. 3. Minutes of the Professional and Technical Advisory Board to
the Las Vegas Valley Water District. August 18, 1972, Comments by
Don Paff, Administrater, Colorado River Commission, State of Nevada.

P. 159.  "Environmental Assessment. Pollution Abatement Project.
Las Vegas, Wash and Bay, Annex B." By VTN Nevada and Jones and
Stokes Associates, Inc., for the Las Vegas Valley Water District.
Las Vegas, Nevada. WNovember 15, 1972. Even the LVVWD Environmental
Agsessment admits this. (Quote) '"Evaporation of water, whether it
be from Lake Mead, from greenbelts or from Dry Lake, is an
irretrievable loss to the area...” (unquote).

P. 14, "Western U.S. Water Plan. 1971 Progress Report." To the

President, National Water Commission, Water Resources Council,

the congress. Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the Interior,

June 30, 1971. Calculations based on runoff of Colorado averaged

from 1930 at 13 million acre-feet/year, which would be 3,5 million
acre-feet below the necessary total of 16.5 million acre-feet

(15 million for the Basin States and 1.5 million for Mexico).

Personal communication, Dr. Claude Warren, Professor, Department
of Anthropology, University of Nevada, Las Vegas. December, 1972.

Letter to Las Vegas Valley Water District from Robert J. McNutt,
Consulting Civil Engineer, August 30, 1972, Appendix F. '"Environ-
mental Assessment. Pollution Abatement Project. TLas Vegas Wash
and Bay, Annex B.'" By VIN Nevada and Jones and Stokes Associates,
Inc. for the Las Vegas Valley Water District, Las Vegas, Nevada,
November 15, 1972.

Letter to lLas Vegas Valley Water District from Duane Sudweeks, City
Engineer, City of North Las Vegas, October 30, 1972.
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42. '"Comments and Conclusions Regarding the Las Vegas Valley Water
District Proposal to Create a Regional Utility District and to
Export Wastewater Effluent to Dry Lake,” by R. T. Whitney, P.E., and
"Henry J. Greenville, USPHS (Retired). Preliminary Draft. .

43, P. vi. "A Comprehensive Water Quality Control Program for the Las
Vegas Drainage Basin, Phase I1," a report to the Clark County Board
of Commissicners, Boyle Engineering and Cornell, Howland, Hayes
and Merryfield, Consulting Engineers. Las Vegas, Nevada. 1969.

44, P, 34. ‘'Report on Pollution Affecting Las Vegas Wash, Lake Mead
and the Lower Colorado River, Kevada-Arizona-California,’Environ-
mental Protection Agency, Office of Enforcement, Division of Field
Investigation. Denver Center, Denver, Colorado, and Region IX,
San Francisco, California, December, 1971.

45, '"Las Vegas Wash Water Problem." By Henry S. Curtis, P.E. #1313,
State of Nevada. July 18, 1972, page 21-27.

46. TLetter from Frank M. Covington, Director, Air and Water Programs
Division to Mr. Tom Rice, Chairman, Clark County Regional Planning
Council, Water Quality Management Steering Committee. Appendix,
this paper. "...To the maximum extent possible, the planning
program should anticipate standards for the waters of Dry Lake and
the groundwaters of the Las Vegas Valley." (EPA, Region 1X.)

. P. 2. '"Summarized Review of Scientific Evaluation Committee's
Comments Re the Draft Boyle-CHyM Phase 111 Report, Memorandum to
PTAE from Project Assistant, Las Vegas Valley Water District. 'One
reviewer characterized the recommended export system to Dry Lake
as the longest sewage force main in existence...

48, P. 31. "Evaluation of Alternates for Water Pollution Control and

Resource Management, Phase III. Pollution Abatement Project. Las
Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex C." Boyle Engineering and Cornell,:

Howland, Hayes, and Merryfield, Consulting Engineers. Prepared for
Las Vegas Valley Water District, Las Vegas, Nevada, March, 1972
(issued November, 1972). "As described in Phase II study report,
the alternate of Colorado River return has been formulated to
collect all waste water prior to its entering the Las Vegas Wash,
treating it, and discharging it to the river below Hoover Dam. By
discharging all treated waste water below the dam,mximum pollution
abatement in Lake Mead can be achieved."”

49. P. 33, Ibid. "From the standpoint of construction and operation, this
alternative is very feasible. Local geography is suitable for a
gravity type disposal system bypassing Lake Mead entirely. The
gravity is much simpler, more trouble-free, and more economical to
maintain than any system relying on pumping. The tertiary treatment
operations of phosphorus and nitrogen removal have been by various
prototype plants, as mentioned in section 22.40. This alternative
also has the advantage that it returns valuable water to the river
for subsequent use. Acceptable quality reclaimed water returned to
the Colorado River can be credited to the State of Nevada's annual
allotment of water. The most serious limitation to this alternative
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is that the water would not meet standards set by the Nevada State
Board of Health for effluents discharge to the Las Vegas Wash."

50. P.AI2. Appendix this report. Calculations on Colorado River
Return Costs as opposed to Dry Lake Export.

51. P.A3. Appendix this report. For comparison.

52. Letter from Frank M. Covington, Director, Air and Water Programs
Division to Mr. Tom Rice, Chairman, Clark County Regional P anning
Council, Water Quality Management Steering Committee, November 29,
1972. See Appendix this report, P. 1. (EPA, Region IX.)

52A. 'Review-Journal, Las Vegas, Nevada, February 16, 1973. "The
Environmental Protection Agency has issued guidelines to assist EPA
Regional Offices in developing or revising state water quality
standards..." .

53. P. 14-15. '"Report to the Governor and the Legislative Commission,
Pollution Abatement Project, Las Vegas Wash and Bay." Las Vegas
Valley Water District, December, 1972, "The LVVWD staff and consul-
tants have developed an excellent working relationship with the EPA.
EPA guidance has been requested frequently throughout the planning
phase. Their assistance in many ways manifests their concern for
the need to develop a solution to the pollution of Lake Mead.
Envirommental Protection Agency, Region IX, staff members have made
numerous visits to the LVVWD since that agency issued an enforcement
notice to abate the pollution of Lake Mead approximately one year
ago. Members of the LVVWD Beoard of Directors and staff have also
met with EPA officials in San Francisco, and Washington, D.C. These
visits, telephone conversations, and exchanges of correspondence
have resulted in a meaningful exchanﬁe of information and the
development of an excellent rapport.

54. Chapter 533.025. Nevada Water Laws. Prepared by the Division
of Water Resources, State of Nevada, Carson City, Nevada, 1966.
"The water of all sources of water supply within the boundaries of
the state, whether above or beneath the surface of the ground,
belongs to the public’...Chapter 533.030, "Subject to existing
rights, all such water may be appropriated for beneficial use as
provided in this chapter and not otherwise..."

55. letter to Las Vegas Valley Water District and Mr. Donald L. Paff
from Roland Westergard, State Engineer, May 22, 1972. '"We would
like to reemphasize our belief that beneficial use should be made
of the effluent water and return~flow to the Las Vegas Wash. 1In
an arid state such as Nevada, the export of the subject waters to
areas where it is proposed that the waters be evaporated solely
for water quality purposes with no beneficial use being made of the
resource should be avoided if at all possible..."

56. P. 150. "Environmental Assessment, Pollution Abatement Project.
Las Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex B." By VIN Nevada and Jones and
Stokes Associates, Inc., for the Las Vegas Valley Water District,
Las Vegas, Nevada, November 15, 1972. en water is used in the
generation of power, it is, by definition, a beneficial use. If
that water could be put to a more beneficial use, and a commitment to
power generation prevents that, then an adverse impact results.'
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57.

58.

59.

61.

62.

60.

63.

P. 135. "Environmental Assessment. Pollution Abatement Project,
Las Vegas Wash and Bay," by VIN Nevada and Jones and Stokes
Associates, Inc., for the Las Vegas Valley Water District, Las
Vegas, Nevada. August 9, 1972. '"Sale of wastewater for power plant
cooling and irrigation could prove to be an irretrievable commitment,
also. It might be impossible to cut off water to a major power
plant to reclaim additional domestic water, if that would mean loss
of power to the area. Once a use of water has been established, it
it most difficult to discontinue."

P. 149. '"Environmental Assessment. Pollution Abatement Project.

Las Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex B.'" By VIN Nevada and Jones and Stokes
Associates, Inc. for the Las Vegas Valley Water District, Las Vegas,
Nevada, November 15, 1972. '"...the Arrow Canyon Power Plant...is
dependent upon a water supply of 36 to 38 mgd...the only source of
cooling water for the plant is effluent from Las Vegas Valley..."

P. 150. Ibid. '"The Arrow Canyon Plant will require a long term
commitment of water for cooling..."

A chronology of events would run something like this., The Las Vegas
Sun (2/25/71) carried an article mentioning piping effluent to
Arrow Canyon with Mr, Sauers, Director of Las Vegas Public Works,
saying the city would pay for the pipeline (later to be repaid by
the Nevada Power) and to (quote) "...give it (the water) to the
power company at no charge to get rid of it..." (unquote)... This
was in lieu of a CRC proposal to advance waste treat the water and
return the water below Hoover Dam. On July 31, the Professional
and Technical Board met with Nevada Power Co. officials to discuss
this further and Nevada Power indicated it would not build the line
independently but would cooperate with the city and county in con-
struction. In the September 1, 1972 (p.6,7,) report to tge Governor
concerning its project the Water District indicated that Nevada
Power, City of Las Vegas, and Clark County had been negotiating for
the sale of effluent without the Water District's knowledge and
after the Water District had been informed that had been stopped
several months before. The Water District then expressed interest
in a four-party agreement, but it has bogged dowm.

P. 154, "Environmental Assessment, Pollution Abatement Project,
Las Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex B.'" By VIN Nevada and Jones and
Stokes Associates, Inc. for the Las Vegas Valley Water District,
Las Vegas, Nevada. November 15, 1972.

P. 108. "A Comprehensive Water Quality Control Program for the Las
Vegas Drainage Basin, Phase I1", a Report to the Clark County Board
of Commissioners. Boyle Engineering and Cormell, Howland, Hayes,
and Merryfield Consulting Engineers, Las Vegas,Nevada, 1969.

As of now the Las Vegas Valley Water District would build the whole
export system itself. There is a section on p. 54 (Phase III,

Annex C) that discusses the pipeline being built from the export line
to Arrow Canyon., It will cost $5.4 million. The costs are detailed
in Table A23.11, page A-48.
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64.

65.

66.

67.

68,

69.

70.

71.

72,

73.

74.

P. 3. Minutes of the Professional and Technical Advisory Board

to the Las Vegas Valley Water District. January 20, 1972. ‘''Sudweeks
asked relative to Butler's presentation and the estimated cost of
$25 million (export plan)..."

P. 4. Ibid. 'McLean asked Butler relative to the cost estimates
for the exportation system, if the $25 million capital costs would
primarily be the pipeline construction?...the pond at Dry Lake...
would cost approximately $15 million. This would give a total
estimated cost to the project of $40 miilion.” ,

Minutes of the Professional and Technical Advisory Board to the
Las Vegas Valley Water District. Appendix A. July 27, 1972,
Figures from 4/19/72. 1Initial cost (export) $26,465,000.

P. 2 Minutes of the Professional and Technical Advisory Board to
the Las Vegas Valley Water District. August 18, 1972. '"Sudweeks
asked for the cost of the export system alone. Blackmer replied
$25 million." -

(Table A23.17) "Evaluation of Alternates for Water Pollutien
Control and Resource Management, Phase III{ Pollution Abatement
Project. Las Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex C." Boyle Engineering and
Cornell, Howland, Hayes, and Merryfield, Consulting Engineers.
Prepared for Las Vegas Valley Water District, Las Vegas, Nevada,
March, 1972 (Issued November 1972). Capital costs (1975) for Dry
Lake Export including pipelines, reservoirs and pump stations:
$19,947,000. (1975) Arrow Canyon spur is $5,418,000. Total is
$25,365,000.

See Footnote 21 for complete quote.

"Your Money's Worth: Impact of Inflation." Sylvia Porter,'Las
Vegas Sun," November 29, 1972. "At a 3%% a year rise in prices,
you will have to be earning more than $16,200 in ten years and
more than $22,800 in 20 years just to have the same buying power
that an $11,500 family income has today."

Costs for treatment, and capital costs, in other words, could almost
double in 20 years making it expensive to wait to take care of our
water needs even with only moderate inflation and if technology

cuts costs.

P.Al6. Appendix this report. 'Water in Las Vegas' Dr. G. William
Fiero, Jr., '"Since it requires approximately twenty years to look
ghead for engineering plans for the importation of water, we should,
therefore, be examining the possibility of a water supply for the
future today."

P. 4. Minutes of the Professional and Technical Advisory Board to
the Las Vegas Valley Water District, September 8, 1972. "...McCurry
was concerned about EPA's interest in a treatment plant, because it
is not a new concept, Blackmer said even though this was not a new
concept, EPA has expressed interest in the demonstration plant, but
whether they will fund it is uncertain."”

See Footnote 1l in this report.
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75.

76.

7T

78.

@

80.
81.

82.

83.

P. VI-1l. "Project Report. Pollution Abatement Project, Las Vegas
Wash and Bay, Annex A.' Prepared by Nevada Environmental Consu%f
tants for Las Vegas Valley Water District. November 15, 1972.

P. 35. "Environmental Assessment, Pollution Abatement Project, .
Las Vegas Wash and Bay.'" By VIN Nevada and Jones and Stokes
Associates, Inc., for the Las Veﬁas Valley Water District, Las
Vegas, Nevada, August 9, 1972. Those days in which there are
winds from the northeast, this valley fills with a white haze which
from the coal-burning Reid Gardner Power Generating Station just
northeast of this valley. This haze hangs in the valley until a
strong wind arises to blow it out."

P. 63. "Evaluation of Alternates for Water Pollution Control and
Resource Management, Phase III, Pollution Abatement Project, Las
Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex C.' Boyle Engineering and Cornell,
Howland, Hayes, and Merryfield, Consulting Engineers, prepared for
Las Vegas Valley Water District, Las Vegas, Nevada, March, 1972
(issued November 1972). "There are...many critical design problems
(which include)odor control."

P. 66. 1Ibid. "Both plans (Dry Lake and Eldorado Valley) offer the
hazards of mosquito breeding and odor generation...Dry Lake appears
to be superior site in this regard because of its remote location
from residential areas.”

Las Vegas Valley Water District's answer top. 4, P 8. Letter

from E. I. Rowland, State Director, Nevada, Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, Department of Interior, to Las Vegas Valley Water District,
August 29, 1972, Appendix F. Comments on the Draft Assessment.
"Environmental Assessment. Pollution Abatement Project, Las

Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex B." BY VIN Nevada and Jones and Stokes
Associates, Inc., for the Las Vegas Valley Water District, Las
Vegas, Nevada, November 15, 1972, '"..,there are no existing wind-
rose data at the proposed Arrow Canyon Plant site or at the areas
where evaporation ponds were proposed. It could be assumed that
wind patters at these individual sites will be the same as those
in the Las Vegas Valley...This information would not materially
affect any of the conclusions of the Assessment.'

See Footnotes 77 and 79 this report.

Personal communication with Dr. Claude N. Warren, Professor of
Anthropology, University of Nevada, Las Vegas. A number of other
people commented on this also: the League of Women Voters, National
Park Service, Nevada State Park System, Bureau of Reclamation, and
various individuals.

P. 6. "Enviromnmental Assessment. Pollution Abatement Project.

Las Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex B." By VIN Nevada and Jones and

Stokes Associates, Inc., for the Las Vegas Valley Water District,

Las Vegas, Nevada, November 15, 1972, It is estimated under

gégernative #7 that 17,500 acres will be permanently affected by
0.

P. 4. Appendix this report. Archaeological statement endorsed by
Dr. Claude Warren, Professor of Anthropology, UNLV.
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84,
85.

86.

87.

88.
89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

9.

95.

See Footnote 81.

Personal communication, Dr., Claude Warren, Professor of Anthropology,

‘University of Nevada, Las Vegas.

P. 1. "Summary of Data Relating to Land Subsidence in Las Vegas."
By Anthony Mendling, AEC Contract AP(29-2)1253, March, 1971. Desert
Research Institute, Las Vegas, Nevada. '"Land subsidence resulting
from withdrawal of groundwater has Froceeded to such-an extent as
to have a significant effect on man's activities in Las Vegas

Valley."

‘'P. 24, "Pacific Southwest Water and Land Resources: An Analytical
Summary Report of Framework Studies of Four Regions." Prepared by
the Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency Committee, Department of
Interior, November, 1971. '"...the greatest (water) 'mining'...

has occurred in...Nevada...serious overdraft has occurred...in
Southern Nevada."

P. 41. 1bid.

P. 25. "Environmental Assessment. Pollution Abatement Project.

Las Vegas Wash and Bay.'" BY VIN Nevada and Jones and Stokes Associate
Inc., for the Las Vegas Valley Water District, Las Vegas, Nevada.
August 9, 1972.

P. 25. "Environmental Assessment. Pollution Abatement Project,
Las Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex B.' By VIN Nevada and Jones and
Stokes Associates, Inc., for the Las Vegas Valley Water District,
Las Vegas, Nevada, November 15, 1972,

P. 3. '"Water for Nevada: Water Supply for the Future in Southern
Nevada.'" By Montgomery Engineers of Nevada, Division of Water
Resources, State Engineer's Office, January, 1971.

P. 4. Minutes of the Professional and Technical Advisory Board
to the Las Vegas Valley Water District, January 26, 1972.

P. 15, P 21.31. '"Evaluation of Alternates for Water Pollution
Control and Resource Management, Phase III. Pollution Abatement
Project. Las Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex C." Boyle Engineering
and Cornell, Howland, Hayes, and Merryfield, Consulting Engineers.
Prepared for Las Vegas Valley Water District, Las Vegas, Nevada,
March, 1972 (issued November, 1972.)

P. 24. "Environmental Assessment, Pollution Abatement Project,
Las Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex B." By VIN Nevada and Jones and
Stokes Associates, Inc., for the Las Vegas Valley Water District,
Las Vegas, Nevada, November 15, 1972.

P. 2. "Evaluation of Alternates for Water Pollution Conmtrol and
Resource Management, Phase I1I. Pollution Abatement Project. Las
Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex C." Boyle Engineering and Cornell, Howland.
Hayes and Merryfield, Consulting Engineers. Prepared for Las Vegas
Valley Water District, Las Vegas, Nevada, March, 1972 (issued
November, 1972).
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96."

97.

98.

99.

102.

103.

104,

105.

P. 80. "Projected Sweage Effluent in Las Vegas Valley, 1972-2000."
G. F. Cochran, A. E. Peckham. Prepared for Nevada Power Co.,

Desert Research Institute, Las Vegas, Nevada, December, 1971. "It
is assumed that with completion of SNWP the groundwater extractions
would be reduced to 50,000 acre/feet per year. This figure, however,
could potentially be reduced to near 35,000 acre/feet per year if
the State Engineer enforces conformance to perennial yield by revoca-
tion of temporary permits. The figure 50,000 is used here because
it appears in several authoritative reports on water supply in the
valley, one of which was financed and accepted by the State
Engineer's Office. Other reports have indicated that this with-
drawal rate may be far from an economically or aesthetically

optimal one."

If groundwater recharge were initiated with simultaneous pumping
undoubtedly more water could be taken out than the 50,000 A/F/Yr.
limit, even approaching the amount recharged.

P. iv. "A Comprehensive Water Qualﬂy'Control Program for the Las
Vegas Drainage Basin, Phase II," a report to the Clark County Board’
of Commissiocners, Boyle Engireering and Cormell, Howland, Hayes and
Merryfield, Consulting Engineers. Las Vegas, Nevada, 1369.

P. 4-5. "Outline of Activities." Colorado River Commission of
Nevada, December, 1972,

P. i. "Summary of Findings, Questions and Answers.”" Lower Colorado

Region, Comprehensive Framework Study of Water and Land Resources,
Prepared by the Lower Colorado River Region State-Federal Inter-
Agency Group for the Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency Committee,
February, 1971.

P. VI-81. Appendix V. 'Water Resources," Lower Colorado Regional
Comprehensive Framework Studies. Bureau of Reclamation, Department
of Interior, November, 1971. "...The analysis of Table 21 does

not limit Nevada to its entitlement from the Colorado River of only
300,000 acre-feet per year. Such a restriction would show Nevada
grossly short of water to meet demands...The Nevada problem would
need to be solved through development of sources other than the
Colorado River, be it augmentation or by further use of Nevada
groundwater resources.'

P. 16. "Evaluation of Alternates for Water Pollution Control and
Resource Management, Phase III. Pollution Abatement Project. Las
Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex C." Boyle Engineering and Cornell, Howland,
Hayes and Merryfieid, Consulting Engineers. Prepared for Las Vegas
Valley Water District, Las Vegas, Nevada, March, 1972 (issued
November, 1972).

P. 3. '"Water for Nevada: Water Supply for the Future in Southern
Nevada." By Montgomery Engineers of Nevada, Division of Water
Resources, State Engineer's Office, January, 1971.

P.A5. Appendix this report. 'Contracts in the State of Nevada for
Colorado River." Bureau of Reclamation, Dem rtment of Interior,

December 1, 1972,
-12-
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106. P. 3-4. Letter to Brig.Gen. Frank Camm, Chairman PSIAC, from
Samuel Weinstein, Acting Regional Administrator, Region IX, HUD,

San Francisco, November 24, 1971, Exhibit D. '"State and Federal
Comments." Lower Colorado Region Comprehensive Framework Studies.
Burea of Reclamation, Department of Interior, June, 197l. '"The

Colorado River has been dawmed and developed until its waters are
used and reused so often that, quite literally, there has been no
outflow to the Gulf of California in almost a dozen years. Even then
there is not enough water to satisfy present needs...in 2020, the ’
Type I Framework studies estimate the overdraft will be four million
A-F/Yr. unless the river is augmented, and even with the augmenta-
“‘tion by degatting“that‘is'prayosed, a much smaller but still substan-
tial overdraft will remain..."

1¢7. Memo to Interim Regional Coordinator, Pacific Southwest Region,
Environmental Protection Agency, from Acting Regional Solicitor,
Los Angeles Region, January 6, 1971. '"...in connection with the
project, Beaumont is negotiating a contract with the Bureau of
Reclamation, Region 3, Boulder City, Nevada, for the delivery of
not more than 11,000 acre-feet of Boulder Canyon Project water per
year. This office has reviewed the proposed contract which is
gtill in the drafting stage. It is pointed out that there is some
doubt that the contract will be culminated for the reason that water
delivery contracts previously entered into, plus options to other
contractors for Nevada entitlement of 300,000 acre-feet of Colorado
River water, will exceed Nevada's entitlement by over 100,000 acre-
feet by 1990."

108. See Footnote 38 this report.

109. P. 60. '"Lower Colorado Regional Comprehensive Framework Studies,”
Appendix III, Legal and Institutional Environment, November, 1970.
The treaty with Mexico of February 3, 1944, allotted to Mexico a
guaranteed annual quantity of 1.5 million acre-feet of Colorado
River water to be---reduced in years of extraordinary drought in
proportion to the reduction of consumptive uses in the United
States.

110. The Supreme Court Decree in Arizona v. California, March 9, 1964,
apportions the water of the main stream of the Lower Colorado River
between Arizona (2.8 million A-F/Yr.); California (4.4 million
A-F/Yr.) and Nevada (0.3 million A-F/Yr.): a total of 7.5 million
A-F/Yr, if available. If insufficient mainstream water is available
the Court did direct that apportionment of consumptive uses would be
made after first providing for present perfected rights in order of
present perfected rights in order of priority without regard to state
lines. The rest was laft up to the Secretary of Interior unless and
until the Congress legislates on the subject...p. 99, 102, 103.
Lower Colorado Regional Comprehensive Framework Studies, Appendix
I1I, Legal and Institutional Environment, November, 1970.

1tl. P. 29. YA Comprehensive Water Quality Control Program for the Las
Vegas Drainage Basin, Phase II," A report to the Clark County Board
of Commissioners, Boyle Engineering and Cornell, Howland, Hayes N
and Merryfield Consulting Engineers, Las Vegas, Nevada. 1969. In
the absence of any reclamation program the entire allotment of Coloracde

-13-

et



112.

113.

115.

116,

117,

River water (265,000 A-F) will be required by 1986...a successful
groundwater recharge program in the Las Vegas Valley could
significantly delay these dates." ;

P. 29. "Environmental Assessment. Pollution Abatement Project,
Las Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex B." By VIN Nevada and Jones and
Stokes Associates, Inc., for the Las Vegas\hlley Water District,
Las Vegas, Nevada, November 15, 1972. It is not inconceivable
that at some future date, the total allotment of 300,000 acre-feet/
year from the Colorado River could be reduced or partly unavailable,
This would require reclamation at an earlier date just to meet the
demand for water, and might require reclamation at an earlier date
just to meet the demand for water, and might require more extensive
methods of water conservation in the future."

P. 24, '"Pacific Southwest Analytical Summary Report on Water and
Land Resource Based on Framework Studies of Four Regions.' Prepared
by the Pacific Southwest Interagency Committee for the U.S. Water
Resources Council, November, 1971. "...the most serious problems
of future water supply development concern: the insufficiency of
stream flow in the Colorado River to meet project demands, the
effects of continued overdraft of groundwater, and degradation of
water quality with more intensive use...'

P. 25. Ibid. "...the basic allotments (of the river)...are not
sufficient to meet requirements...” .

P. 14, 'Western U. S. Water Plan, 1971 Progress Report to the
Presidentf National Water Commission, Water Resources Council, the
Congress.” Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the Interior,

June 30, 1971. '"No special diagnostic skills are required to
detect an unhealthy water situation in the Pacific Southwest. The
nation's most arid region continues to absorb the greatest increase
in population. Seven states - including Arizona, California, and
Nevada, three of the fastest growing - are toc dependent on the
runoff of the Colorado, which since 1930 has averaged about 13 million
acre-feet of virgin flow per year at Lee Ferry, well under the
18-million acre-feet a year average which prevailed at the time

the 1922 Colorado River Compact was signed. About 80 percent of
Southern galifornia's water supply originates with the beleaguered
Colorado.

P. L. "Las Vegas Review-Journal.' Las Vegas, Nevada, November 25,
1972. "Increasing population and agriculture is putting an
increasing strain on the river, officials hawve said. Lundberg.-
(Bureau of Reclamation, Director, Lower Colorado Region) said that by
the mid-1980's the supply of water from the Lower Basin will probably
be critically short."

P. 29. ‘"Environmental Assessment. Pollution Abatement Project.
Las Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex B.'" By VIN Nevada and Jones and Stokes
Associates, Inc., for the Las Vegas Valley Water District, Las Vegas,
Nevada, November 15, 1972. "It is not inconceivable that at some
future date, the total allotment of 300,000 acre-feet per year from
the Colorado River could be reduced or partly unavailable. This
gould require more extensive methods of water conservation in the
uture.

-14-




118, See Figure I. Calculations of water usage based on 475'gpd as
. estimated by the State Engineer's Office using 331,000 acre-feet
asrthe upper limit of water available. . .

” v

.. 119, P. 1. "Las Vegas Review-Journal.'" las Vegas, Nevada, November 18,
: - 1972, "River Commission official Paff didn't feel a recommendation

should be made. He noted Nevada has a 300,000 acre-feet per year
allocation of water from the Colorado Rivar, Present contracts for
water from the river, plus any amounts exported could total above
the 300,000 figure...Paff argued that the federal government might
not fund the plammed second phase of the Southern Nevada Water
Project (due in the 1980's) if Nevada is overallocated. He pleaded
a definite schedule for constructing the reclamation aspects of
the project, noting the state gets credit for any water, no matter
what quality, it returns to .the river." . L

120. P. 7. Minutes of the Professional and Technical Advisory Board to
the Las Vegas Valley Water District, January 26, 1972. ".. . he
(westergard)...feels that (1t2 isn't just a short-range considera-
tion, but could affect Nevada's prerogative as far as participating
in future water development on a large scale. I1f 50,000 acre-feet
a year is running out to Dry Lake, and being evaporated it is going
to be difficult to request an increased water supply being made
available within the state.

121. Letter to Brig.Gen. Frank Camm, Chairman PSIAC, from Samuel
Weinstein, Acting Regional Administrator, Region IX, HUD, San
Francisco, November %4, 1971, Exhibit D. 'State and Federal
Comments. "Lower Colorado Regional Comprehensive Framework Studies.
Bureau of Reclamation, Department of Interior, June, 1971. "These

=« conflicts (over the Colorado) which are of 50 years standing and
which a number of times have involved litigation before the Supreme
Court of the Umited States, involve quantities of the Colorado (’\

River." . -

122. P. 29. YA Comprehensive Water Quality Control Program for the Las
Vegas Drainage Basin, Phase I1I,'" a report to the Clark County Board
of Commissioners, Boyle Engineering and Cornell, Howland, Hayes

- and Merrgfield, Consulting Engineers, lLas Vegas, Nevada. 1969.
", ..in the absence of any regulation program the entire allotment
of Colorado River water...will be required by 1986..."

123. P. 3-34. "Southwest Energy Study," Prepared by the Study Manage-
ment team for the Federal Task Force, Department of Interior,
(Draft), April, 1972. '"The State (Nevada) is allotted 300,000

- acre-feet of water annually from the Colorado River. This amount
probably is inadequate for even the near future requirements of

Southern Nevada."

124. P, 1II1-2, 11I-3. "Project report, Pollution Abatement Project,
Las Vegas Wash and Bay, Annex A." Prepared by Nevada Environ-
mental Consultants for the Las Vegas Valley Water District,
November 15, 1972. '"Recent studies by the Nevada State Engineer's
Office indicated that the waters currently used for potable

y...will be fully utilized sometime during the decade of

:;ggland 2000..."

125. P. 3. Letter to Brig.Gen. Frank Camm, Chairman PSIAC, from Samuel
’ Weinstein, Acting Regional Administrator, Region IX, HUD, San
Francisco, November 24, 1971. Exhibit D. "State and Federal
Comments.” Lower Colorado Regional Comprehensive Framework Studies,

~15-
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STUTeUENT OF LIuGUR O".LC& VOTiES OF NEVADA K& ’ P T
bvaai sy Talvitiz, Ch-MWuan of Environaental quality

Tne Leazue of %omen Voters of Nnvada, wita en
Lzasue o Wouesn Voters of Las Vegas Valley, apprace the opportunity to sp
in support of 5B 299 approving and i nulq“'the a0a nt plan dsvelopsd by th
Las Vezas Valley Viater District.. Concrste act ion on the continuing »ollubtion
of Laka Liead is long overdue aund tae Ls lol 1tu iz to commended for positivs
steps in that direction.

515 on the views of the

t
L U
..J(h

(D

Because of our longstanding iabterast in watsr problems both nationally
and locally, the League nas approacaed tha abajtemesnt plan with soms speeifie
go=ls in wind: 1) It saould ead present polution of the VWash and Laks ilea
in order to fulfill the 1971 Lezgislative nandate, meet the P4  enforcament
deadlines, and also the State water quzlity staniards.

2) 1t should ineclude consideration of the approeching
waber shortage in the Las Vezas Valley. 4 11 pojulation projeetions and
watner budisat Tigzurss 1ndlbatﬂ that the Valley will have to r2clizim vaste-
wat2rs within 20 y=2ars. Population growth coupled with a dwindling supply
from gound water and a limited source frow the Colorzdo River azke it
very clear that water resources must be scrupulously tended

Y

) It should provide a means of improving the juality of
the Southern ile vala Water Project water. Lzke iiead water i3 becomirg
increasingly saline at tae same time taat Las Vegas Vallsy water supely

is growing ora neavily depsnient upon tne Sontheran Neveda ¥Water Project,
and we se2 no indications ithat usner Hasin Stabes ars intsrested in raducing
thair contributions to thes growinz salinity problsas for our bsnefit,

4} It should meintain the Las Vegas VWash as a coammnity

2ak
2

resourcz. The Vash proviles a unique educational and recrzational opportunity

ia a degsert area.

5) With all of these in mind, the ultimate zoal must de
reclamation and rescharze of groundwater.

We balieve the abatvasinent project oofor~ you idoes mset these goals;

accoalishing both an end of pollution for Lake xead and a bezinningz for
reciaanation, but thaore are sowme rscomusndations the Leajue wishes to make
as additional Lezislative dirvectives which we will include elsewhere in

our stateasnt.

The export line and Dry lLaxe evaporation site are eritical to both
abatznent and recliaagation. Kight now the export line and barrier system
will remove the »oll uting waters from the liash (both the effliuent from
the treataent plants and the nighly saline grounduzter retura flows from
the 341 ponds arsa in hendsrson) for evaporation at Dry Lake. This satis~
fies the Legislative manlate, alfectively maesbs 24 deadlines, and will
meat Stats water quality standards. The exzport line will latar carry the
lar;e volumes of brine generatvad dy full scals desalinization vperations
when sacopdary affluent is raclained.

EX'A;L:'% ) C “ o oo
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. The avaporation site orizinally provided Tfor efflueat will also accomodate
the brine. A 11 investigations show Dry Lake as the only zeolozically and
econvaically feasible location for svaporation of the larze gquantitias of both
efflusat and brine which will be genarated, Sites closer to Las Vezss would
be inadejuate in size and undoubitedly would requirs expensive lininz to guard
azainst any l=akage back into the groundwatsr systew. In addition, considering
the zrowth in the Vallsy, committmsnt of larze acrsaze 3o such purposaes would
not ve realistic.

The advanced wastswater treatwent ana desalinization featurses of the plan
ars indispensavis to copinz with the cominz water shortsie and the nezd to
upzrade water quality taroush recizmation and recharze. These smaller pilot
projacts are a wissr way to 40 than an immediats rush to coaplete treatment.
Whnile technolozy and feasibiiity of edvaneed tueatiasat such as Laxe Tapoe'ls
sopiisticatad plant are kxuown, a plant 3 times the size of Lake Tahoe's plant
would bs required in-Seuthern iHsvada. Dxlsting dessiinization olants operate
on = nuch smaller scale than would bs n=acessary in the Vallsey and costs run
$300 to 51,000 per willion zalloas. A deciding Tactor in simis matitar wust be
the existzace of a market for expensive recyeclzd water and this szeas to be
lacking, For the immedizte future thers is an adequate, reasonably priced
vwater supply for domestic use {especially with some =2arnest conservation efforts),
and hizh costs would ruls out irrigation uses for couaplietely treuted water.
Studies also indicate puvlic aceeptrnce of recycled weter would be a stumbling
block, unless the reclaimed water caa first zo throush the groundwater recharge
proc=ss.

The pilot projects do make a eoncerebe and realistic begianiag toviard
the raciamation that is mandatory in so relatively short a time (20 ya2ars).
Tney will provide basic operzationsg =und cost davza. LEven more importan®t, they will
povialt exploration and verifieczation of usss ol various gualities of water
and will gat tie groundwalter recharze prozram in moLlion alter so many years
of discussion.

hecharze is a desirable method of "banking® our water resource to meet
future water shortsges. Natural filtration in the aguifer c¢=n continue the
treutmant process raducing dbacteria, virusss, and reaaining orzanic natsrials,
An =dded benafit, considering the offects of orevious ovardralting of zrouni-
water, would b9 a slowing of the subsidence ratz caused by continusd pumoing.
And, of course, such storzze water would replsuish tne zroundwater rasource.
Givaa the elolozical naturs of the Valley, recharze through injsction wells
wotld probably oe tas prelferred aetiod of rechurze. For this, infoxmation is
needed on the guallsy of water rejuired for reciisrIee......will it be
chgiically compubiblies with existizg zroundwater so as not b0 clog the aguifisr,
what efTscts will temperaturs variations have on tae ;roundwetzr and the
aquifiers, at what rate c¢an the ayuifler accept the recharze water, 9%c..?

‘Another important use for thae pilof »projzct water will be devising
a mzans of upsradinzg the quality of the Southern Nevada water Project water
uszed In the Vallsy. As the ratio of Southsrn Nevada vater Project water to
well water is risiag, the Lake ilead water is a2lso increasing in’ todrl dissolved
solids. This lower quality of water will affect not only our pipes, wasning
machines, disnwashers, etc., but also our taste buds and health {(a rising problam
of sulphates could nave peculiar side effects on our tourist iadustry . . .



® ® .

a Las Vezas version of Montezunals diseass.) VWhile our water quality today

is still within accepbable limits, it is within %he 'ball park! of maxiaun

liwmits and could easily rencs the troublesome area within the foreseesabls futurs,
Certainly it will increase the probabiiity of salt build-up in the solls as more
growth, more houscs, more lawns, more watering occurs. A bleading of coapletely,
trzated water with the incomin3g Lake #ead water could improve the guality, =and
sucn a solution could be casily evaluated through the pilot projects.

.

A similar use of the treatsd wabter could be apsli=d to irrigation uses
of effivent. There is already strons evidencs of salt build-up from prasent
irrization uses of effluent. This doesn't pressat an overly optiaistic outlookx
Tor the in-valley irrigation planned in tihe future, uniess the quality ol
efflusat is upzraded. This could be accoaplishad throush dilution with tertiary
or coapletaly treatsd watar. Just what wixzftures would provide the best resulis
can D workxed oubt bhroush the pilob projscis.

Tiie abatemant plan do=s maiantain a ocortion ol the Las Vezas Wasih which is
a desirablis Teabture. Thouzh not a 'naturil! ares, it ique prassntation of

dzzert ecology side by side with a marsh eunvironaaat sk it well worth retain--
inz and developing. Many Clark County and UNLYV Students have experisncad at
first nand the educational values of this marshland ss a living ecolozical

laboratory. The potential of the Wash furbther extends to such recrsational
uses as picnicking, Lixing, ete. OUne thing that dozss concera the Leszue of
Fomen Voters 1s the necessity to astablish ovwnershlp and umsnszemsnt as the ¥ash
firea, now that w2 have developed a plan for retantion. hkopefully, it could
thnav

bscona = Stats or Hegional Park and we recomisnd quastion for Lezislative
consideration.

o

The Leagsue of Women Voters is not enthusiastic acout the proximity orf
tas proposed powsr plaent to the Dry Leke site or the izplications “heresf--

in terus of oboth alx and water. The prospect of substaniial amounts of waste-
vater belins tisd up over a period of L0 years wihen raclamation dates are within
0 years 18 nobt really acceptable. HNor is tue possidility of degrudation of
ailr gualiiy in the region. This, cowevsr, is not a valid reason for nesating
the abuatewsnt olan. Certainly any power plant erected today would have to comply
with all Fedaral, State, z2nd Loesl rejulntions, including wibient air gualify
stondards. Considering tne dSouthwest Ensrzy Study conclusions, the concara of
all for our tiationsl parks, and the »033ibllity of cunmnlative elrscts from
several plants in the Arex, it is douotful that a plant czn be built at that
locatioa. Both the Federal Alr Poliution Law and the National Enviromssntal
Policy Act would rsguire any proposed plant to undarzgo the inbaensz2 scrutiny

of a ssparate environmental impaci stataaent, and the capability of it air
pollution technoleogy would have to be provad befors coastruction. In lizght of
all this, we believe the power plant and the siting of any power facillty must
be considerad separately Irom the abatemsat projesct, and each should be weizhed
on its own merits indeo=ndsnt of the othar. Ve do, howavar, anseial to the
Lezislature to authorize a study of Navadals powsr neads--with ths goal being
to adsguabtaly weet our own nezds and limit use of Navada's water allocation to
power o the actual Nevada need.

-

o

N

Tne League of %omen Voters objects to any lowered standards apnroach
because it doss not denl erffectively with several problems. The 'whys' and
Ywheres' must de defined to bezin with. Are you lowering standards for the

02, o8
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purposs of return to the river of for the purpose of return to the Lake?
Delineation of the point of return is a critiecal factor. EKeturn to the river
balou the Dana would involve thermal poliution sincs thers would probably be
considerable difference in the temperature of the ireated water and the river.
Facts presented in the 1959 Boyle 11 Keport irdicats the returnin: water would
have to be coolad as much as 15 dezrezs to bz compatibls with river temperatures.
(75 down to 58) Inds=ed, this would hawve rejuired a refrizsration plant at the
point of return. Obviously any incrsuse in the river temperature bzlow the Dam
would be a threat to fish pooulation and the fish hatchery. Tais is a eritieal
factor in 1lizht of the fact that the river temperature is alrsady in delicate
baliznce.

If the raturn is to be to the Lake, oans would nsed informatiosun as to
exactly how far the standards could bs reduced without harm to the Lake.
4 comparison agaiuast driniing water stzniards is not appropriate for this
purposa. For iustancs, at Lake Tanoe notnin: is returned to the Lake bac=use
tha bzlance between antriant lavsl and alzae zrowith is so delicate. O0Of course,
for sither raturn there would have to be an snsirely separate and new environ-
mental impact statement on the eftTects of the necessary facilitiazs upoa Park lands.

e

Qur other concern is that although 2 return to.the lake or river mig
help in increasing the amount of water available, it doss not shoot at =2l
toward imvrovament of the quality of the water sunply. We would also ask i
it is rzally dssirable to lower standards desizned to nrotect z2nd upzrade water
quality. In the face of population and urban growith in this =zrea, s non-
dagradation principle would seam especi=lly imdortant.

ht
1

ory

The League believas tuat the ultimate zoal must be reciznation and recharze.
To assurs this zoal is metd, we would urse that tze Legislature require periodic
incranental prozrazss renorts be made to the Govsrnor and the Legisliature concszrn-
inz 1) the comssruction aad opsration of the advancad wasteuabter treatmant and
desalioization pilov planbts whica are scaedulad to be on line by the first of 1975
and 2) prosress iun vlanniung for implementation of full scals complate treat-
aznt Tacllities in adaguaite tiniz to meel the water neads of the Vallsy--in terms
of both water guantity and water quality.

3 290 becausz it belisves

In swmaary, the League of Voman Votsrs supports S8 2
tlie abaiensnt plan meats the need for both pollubion abatsment and reclamation.
Its pilot projects will place the Valley in a better position to desal with the

coaplicated and sophaisticated problems of total rs-use in the not too dlstant
future; it will provide evaluation of solutions to effliuent salinity =znd improv-
inz the guality of Las Vezas water; it will bezin work om groundwater tacharsa;
and it will pres=srve the Las Vegas ¥ash as a community resource. The reclamation
featuras of the plan are of parzmount ixportance because thsy are the Tirst steps
toward tine ultimate goal of total reclamation. We request the zbateaent plan be
agproved with these lezislative directives, sither as part of the plan where ap-
propriate; or as separate actions where indicated;

1. Emohasis on policies and practices to promote conservation of wa*er.
2. Study of power nesds of Na2vada, limiting Nevada water use for powsr production.
to that waiek is neeszssary to meet needs of Navada,
3. Deteraination of ownership sand manazensnt of the Vezas Wesh arsa with consideration
of its beconinz a State Park. ‘
L. Lezislative directives astablishing reclamation of waste water as the ultimate
goal with rezular rzports to tne Governor and Legislature of incraments of
progress in that direction required.

pr/ff L . °2 o9
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PREFACE
This report is one of a series, requested by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to be submitted to them qguarterly,
detailing the activities of the City of Henderson directed toward
"implementation of a regional system" to bring wastewater dis- |
charges into compliance with State-Federal water quality standards
established for Lake Mead and the Colorado River.

Rather than present this report as a progress report, it

has been determined to prepare the report as one that will stand

alone as a status report relieving any interested readers of the

burden of searching for and reading previously issued reports.
The expansion of this report was felt necessary because the first
repqrts were originally made available only to the E.P.A; copies
of them were later made available and distributed to others who
has expressed an interest in the evolving plan of the City of
Henderson,

This report will attempt to establish the position of the
City of Henderson in regard to the problem of possible pollution

of Las Vegas Wash, Lake Mead and the Colorado River.

-i-
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' PART I - SUMMARY

180-Day Notice

. On December 27, 1971, the City of Henderson, along with
other municipalitizg and industrial concerns in the Las Vegas
Valley received notice from the Regional Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency that continued discharge
of wastes from the City of Henderson Wastewater Treatment
facility into the watershed of Las Vegas Wash constituted a
violation of established State and Federal water quality
standards.

The standards which the City of Henderson is alleged to
have violated were cited as the "Federally approved standards
of Nevada for the waters of the Colorado River."

These standards were recited in the notice as follows:

"Free from materials attributable to domestic or industrial

waste or other controllable sources in amounts gufficient

to produce taste or odor in the water, or detectable
off-flavor in the flesh of fish,vor in amounts sufficient
to change the existing color, turbidity or other conditions

in the receiving stream to such degree as to create a

public nuisance, or in amounts sufficient to interfere

with any beneficial use kathe water."

-The notice further advised that -"If this matter is not

satisfactorily resolved within 180 days from the date of this



letter, an abatement action may be brought against your City by

the United States pursuant to Section 10 (g) of the Federal Water

Pollution Control Act."

January, 1972, Informal Hearing

An informal hearing on the matter was held in Las Vegas
on January 25, 1972. At this hearing, the City of Henderson,
neither admitting nor denying the truth of the allegations made
by the EPA, described its tentative plan to achieve compliance
with any local and federal water quality standards.

Although circumstances and changing conditions have re-
quired some alterations to the plan as originally presented, it
will be included here for reference. The brief plan was presented
as six items. The parenthetical statements following each item
are in explanation of the item and of any changes or delays that
may have subsequently occurred.

The Tentative Plan

(1) Isolate the City of Henderson influent lines from

the BMI lines and by-pass the BMI treatment plant.

(At the time of the informal hearing Basic Management,
Incorporated, was operating a wastewater treatment plént, and,
under contract with the City, was treating about one-half of
the City's wastewater. Because the City could not be certain
of what action Basic Management, Incorporated, would be taking

and it was recognized that the BMI plant was, at that point in

-2
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time, (January, 1971) operating very ineffectively and in an
overloaded state, it was de termined to consolidate the City
domestic wastes at its own plant.' Tentative plans and cost
estimates had been prepared and an applicaticr. for federal funding
assistance was being prepared. Since that time BMI has sold
the plant to the City and agreed to remove all industrial waste
connections from the system. This has not changed the basic
kplan, but has altered the priorities. The same by-pass lines
(outfalls) are planned but the use will be; first, to carry the
treated effluent of the BMI plant, now and hereafter called
City Plant No. 2, to the original City plant, now and hereafter
called City Plant No. 1l; second, to provide an emergency by-
pass outfall for raw sewage from the influent of Plant No. 2 to
Plant No. 1; and third, serve as a major outfall to Plant No. 1
at such time as it is convenient or necessary to abandgn Plant
No. 2.

(2) Modify the present plant to a complete secondary

treatment plant.

(This‘refers to City Plant No. 1

Again, little change in the plan has resulted from the
changed conditions. The plant is operating at about 50% of its
design capacity and since the diversion to Plant No. 1 of the
domestic waste flowing into Plant No. 2 has been deferred by

/
acquisition and operation of Plant No. 2, design of a system

-3~ , -
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for Plant No. 1 isvbeing deferred until results of experimentation
and testing at Plant No. 2 are completed. This will be treated
further, later in this report. The City has acquired an additional
80-acres of land at Plant No. 1, giving a total of 100-acres for

plant construction and operation.)

(3) Construct an impermeable evaporation and holding

reservoir.
(This reservoir has been conceived of as a product

reservoir system, from which discharges will be made to points

of beneficial use of treated effluent, to points of waste ir-
rigatioh, and to L.as Vegas Bay when it has been determined that
such aischarge will not violate the "Federally approved standards
of Nevada for the Waters of the Colorado River". (See Page 2)).

(4) Apply for a research and demonstration grant to

demonstrate if present gualifications testing indicates further

research, the capability of a proposed biocatalytic sewage

treatment process to be a safe, effective and economical stimu-

lation of sewage treatment and water reélamation/purification.

(The original plan of testing has been revised since
écquisition éf Plant No. 2, but the basic concept has not changed.
This is covered in more detail later in the report).

(5) Develop a plan forAwaste irrigation of excess treated

t
effluent and a plan for use of treated effluent for the irrigation

of public park areas and rights-of-ways.

(This item of the plan’has not changed). R

. 2

op!



(6) If necessary or expedient, join in the Regional

Plan of Ixportation of Treated Effluent.

(This item has changed and some explanation is necessary.
It was included to "leave the door open" for the City of Henderson,
if unable to stand off an abatement suit, to compromise its
principles of conservation and reclamation of our water resources
and join in an export scheme to be able to serxrve its interests
of civic growth and progress. This subject will receive further
treatment in Part II of this Report.)

May, 1972, Report

Nearly four months later, on May 22, 1972, with the 180-
rday deadline approaching, the City of Henderson received a
demand from the EPA for a "firm commitment” as to the polliution
abatement improvements to be made.

In response, the City of Henderson attempted to state
its position; but because the City has been included in the
Clark County Areawide Planning Jurisdiction represented by the
Clark County Regional Planning Council as the areawide planning
organization, the City of Henderson could not make a firm com-~
mitment without reservations.

The City did state in a report to the EPA in May of 1972
as follows: |

"specific pollution abatement actions taken by the City -
of Henderson will depend in a large measure on the actions in-

dicated in the Clark County Master Water Quality Management Plan.
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In general, the City of Henderson will cooperate in the formation

of the plan and will then incorporate the acceptable recommenda-

tion of the consultant into its plan." (Underlining added).

The City's r:soonse included a re-statement of many of
the steps in the tentative plan presented at the January 25th
hearing.

Accompanying and a part of the City's response to EPA's
demand of May 22, 1972, was a resolution of the City Council
"committing the City of Henderson to participation in the Master
Water Quality Management Plan to be developed in so far as such
participation is in the best interest of the City of Henderson".
(See full text of Resolution in Appendix).

September, 1972, Report

reported on its activities aimed at improving its wastewater
treatment facilities.

Most of the information contained in the September report
has been included in Part III of this report in an updated status.

PART II - CURRENT STUDIES AND EVALUATION OF REGIONAL PLAN

Following the submission of the September Report, the
City's Public Works Staff began a serious study of the alleged
pollution of Las Vegas Bay. It had become guite evident to the
City Planners that the report of the Regional Planning Consultant,

. when presented, would include at least two recommendations that

6 e
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that would not be in agreement with the City's plan which was
being formulated on the basic ;oncept of conservation and
reclamation. These are:

1) The export of effluent to dry léke, and

2) the formation of a Master Water Control Agency for
the Las Vegas Valley.

The draft xreport of the comsultant to the Regional Plan-
ning Agency is past due and the consultant has been granted a
75-~day extension’on the time to complete the draft report. The
City of Henderson cannot, therefore, Xknow what the report will
recommend but activities of other agencies hint strongly at a
recommendation of the above two items.

Although export for the major flow from the valley will
probébly be recommended, there is a possibility that the report
will recommend that Henderson pond and evaporate its effiuent.l
At this point, the City of Henderson study team, already working
to evolve a water quality management plan for the City of
Henderson, turned its efforts to a serious independent research

in an attempt to follow the reasoning of those researchers who

agreed to recommend the Export Plan to the Regional Council.

1. Wollum, Miles C., Nevada Environmental Consultants, Letter to
Clark County Regional Planning Council, Water Quality Manage-
ment Steering Committee. July 31, 1972, page 5.
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The study ﬁeam began reviewing the myriad of.previous
reports dealing with the subject of pollution of Las Vegas Bay
and related items. With a few notable exceptions, most of the
reports were felt to be too unscientific to be of real value.
Most of the reports which had expressed conclusions from
physical measurements were found to be based on such fragmentary
data as to be useless.

The Qarious standards were studied and found to be
confusing and contradictory, and in some cases, arbitrary and
unreasonable. It did not seem aﬁparent to the City study team
that any of the numerical standafds were based upon the needs
of thé receiving waters; but rather were arbitrarily established
using ideal values or possibly values based on inconclusive
data and assumptions not definitely proven.

In a letter to the Chairman of the Water Quality Manage-
ment Steering Committee, dated November 29, 1972, Frank M.
Covington, Director of EPA Air and Water Programs Division
stated:

"Under the provisions of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act Amendments of 1972, standards for both interstate

and intrastate waters must be reviewed by EPA and revised, if

necessary, to meet National guidelines; therefore, the criteria

contained in Exhibits C through H (includes the standards for

discharge to Las Vegas Wash at the Clark County and City of

Las Vegas Wastewater Treatment Plants) may be revised in the

near future". ' —8-
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It was felgy the City of Henderson Qldy team that the
acceptance of the State "standards" by EPA was an interim action
necessitated by the fact that therevwere no Federal guidelines
or standards to offer. It is the opinion of the City study team
that the standards were possibly established to correct a
suspected condition for which there is, as yet, no supporting
data.

Personal contact with other investigators concerning valid

in~depth studies, currently in progress or nearing completion,

'

|
further supports the City's attitude with regard to the accept-

ability of the "standards".

University of Nevada researchers are completing a two
year study of the trophic condition of the Las Vegas Bay. ‘The
report, to be published in February, 1973, is expected to
indicate that conditions in the Bay are less severe than popular
belief would indicate. While some eutrophying influen;es
cértain]y, are applied from Las Vegas Wash, the alternate methods
of minimizing them should be examined mbre closely before irrevo-
cable commitment to export is made.

Several questions of prime importance arise when one

considers the export plan. These are:

1. How can the proponenté of the export plan justify

exporting substantial guantities of relatively high quality

water from the Colorado River system?

It is recognized that the effluent from the various

r -
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secoﬁdary wastcwate’;rea.tment plants, if opér ng efféctively,
is superior to much of the water entering the Colorado River
downstream from Hoover Dam.

Failure to return the treated effluent to the system
would have a quality-lowering affect through increased concentra-
tion of the remaining waters and a loss of dilution effect of the
treated effluent on influent waters of much higher salinity from
other sources. Frank M. Covington, of EPA in his letter of
November 29, 1972, (see above) questioned the export plan in
the following statement:

"Concerning the salinity criteria, the EPA notes that
the Colorado River Enforcement Conference does recommend 'the
maintenance of salinity concentrations at or below levels
presgntly found in the lower main stem'. While this does not
provide specific criteria, it does provide upper limits for
TDS concentrations for the entire Colorado River systém. In
addition, you should recognize the over-riding significance
of the Executive Agreement modifying the 1944 treaty with
Mexico. It is not obvious that the Las Vegas Valley planning
efforts havg taken into account the implications of these
limits on several of your project options, particularly those
that involve exporting substantial gquantities of relatively
high quality water from the Colorado River system without pro-
viding flexibility to compensate for the effect on downstream

interests.,"

-10-



The export plan assumes the continued availability of
water to meet increasing demands to about the year 1990, but
fails to consider the possibility that increasing demands by
other Colorado River users may result in a reduction of all
allocations.

2. What consideration, if any, has been given to the

possibility of an electrical pawer shortage in the area which

" might require that a decision be made either to supply water

to the area or to export effluent?

The propenents of the export plan, while exhibiting
marked pessimism regarding the advance of technology to meet
the water conservation needs have at the same time shown un-
warranted optimism regarding the ability of the power utilities
to aiways have the necessary power available for all uses.

The City study team assumes that it is recognized that the
abatement of one form of pollution will often give rise to
other forms of poilution in the process, particularly where
the abatement scheme is dependent upon a high energy con-
sumptioh. In this case, the export scheme may not be one of
pollution abatement since pollution has not been proven; yet
to operate the proposed system, large quantities of electrical
energy will be regquired with possibly ncticeable additional

air and thermal pollution.



3. How could proponents of the export plan accept as

Justification for commitment to expend in excess of 100 million

dollars a "paper standard" promulgated to correct or alleviate

a problem not proven to exist?

The planners have been stampeded into proposing an ultra-
expensive system to meet a standard that éould conceivably be .
proven to be overrestrictive and premature by as much as several
decades; while failing t§ consider the inevitable advances in
technology that could preclude ever having to export an ounce of
water or brine from the Las Vegas Valley. The expenditures of
a small portion of the proposed 100 million dollar commitment
for studies and research of the receiving waters and its capacity
- to receive treated effluent would make it possible to arrive at
a set.of standards that would be valid and possibly make feasible
a less costly plan for adequate protection of the receiviﬁg
waters. The expenditure of another sﬁall portion of the proposed
100 million dollar commitment for a research project could result
in the development of new and improved wastewater treatment
technology directed toward the unique requirements of the region's
receiving waters.

4. What cost-benefit or valid alternative cost analysis

can the proponents of the export plan exhibit to justify this very

large financial commitment?

The only alternative costs that have been developed were

~12-



based on alternative methods of complying with the same guestion-
able "standard", and the only oﬁvious conseguence of not complying
with the standard would be a violation of the standard. It is
doubtful that any action to force abatement ot the alleged pol-
lution could be sustained without first proving that continued
discharge was polluting "in fact" rather than »olluting "by
decree". It is felt that any such action would result in the
adoption of a reasonable standard based on actual needs of the
receiving waters. It is possible that the export plan could be
of no benefit to the region, giving rise to an infinite cost-
benefit ratio.

The established standard should be based on the needs
of the Bay and the Lake. The standard should consider the
dilution and flow through properties of the receiving waters
and consider the ambient level of critical constituents,of'the
receiving water. Thé time table for compliance should be one
that would keep a reasonably attainable goal ahead and wouid
spur the engineers on to reach resonaable levels of perform-
ance.

The City of Henderson's approach to the solution of the
problem confronting the Las Vegas Valley would have been entirély
different from the approach taken by the Las Vegas Valley Water
District. The City would, and does, question the "standard".

It is the standard, and the time limit imposed for compliance

-13~
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with the standard, that hés created an artificial crisis that
has led to what the City of Hegderson feels is an unacceptable
solution to the problem.

A crisis that results from raising a standard pre-
maturely as in the present case is not a crisis that, unless
something drastic is done immediately, will lead to disaster.
To treat it as if it were, as other investigators have done,
could be a sérious mistake.

If a standard is too high, arbitrary, or premature,
those confronted by the standard may be stampeded into adopting
measures that are wasteful and even injurious. If the standards
are £oo restrictive, they cannot spur those upon whom the
standards are being imposed on to reach the prescribed level
of pérformance sooner than they would otherwise, because that
level is by definition impossible of attainment.

The City of Henderson is opposed to the "export" plan
and feels that it is a "head in the sand" approach taken to
avoid rather than to solve the problem. The City also feels
that the real problem has not been adequately defined at this
'point and tHe problem that the Las Vegas Valley Water District
attempted to solve was strictly one created by the imposition
of a standard.

The City of Henderson acknowledges the need for adequate,

specific standards for wastewater effluent, but feels that they

~14- |
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should be standardé based én the needs of the receiving waters
which can be determined by reséarch and studies which relate to
the conditions of Lake Mead and Las Vegas Bay; and believes
that the standards should be such that continued improvement
over a reasonable time is possible.

There are studies presently going on and others proposed
that will provide the necessary data to determine what restrict-
ions must be.placed on the discharge to the Bay and at what
point in time they should be imposed.

The Water District pro?oses that all water and sewer
utilities in Southern Nevada be put under the control of one
agency. Time and space do not permit detailed arguments against
éll of the points that the Water District raises as justification
for‘fhe creation of such a district,.

The City of Henderson is opposed to the plan as con-
ceived by the Water District. The major accomplishment of the
plan as it is understood by the City would be to consolidate
all the water and sewer utilities in the Las Vegas area, or in
the County, under one agency. In other words, leaving the City
-of Hendersoﬁ out of the District, the District would accomplish
for Las Vegas and vicinity what Henderson presently has, that
is a unified water and sewer utility within its own corporate
limits and under the control §f one governing body. It would
be é disservice to the résidents of the City of Henderson to

include Henderson in the District.

-15- oy
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Through sound planninq and efficient management, the
City of Henderson has been able to provide for its residents
an acceptable level of service while maintaining the per capita
bonded indebtedness for water and sewer utilities at about
23 dollars. If the City of Henderson were absorbed into a
Regional District it would have a per capita bonded debt for
utilities of about 178 dollars, nearly eight ‘times the present
level, and the City would have little or no control over the
increase in this debt.

The City of Henderson recbgnized that many utility
improvements are required and that the utility debt will
probably have to be increased to provide the needed improvements.
The City is more capable of providing the required funding
under‘its present utility structure than would be possible
through a Regional District, where the City would have to

compete with every other entity for every dollar of capital in-
vested in the region.

Under the present structure, the City of Henderson has
full control of the growth and development of the City. The
city feels that it is imperative that this control remain in the
local governing body and not in the governing body of some other
level of government in which the City would be inadequately
represented.

It is the understanding of the City that the present
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version of the legislative bill proposed to the 1973 Legislature,
mandates that the "bistrict", if formed, take over the Henderson
Wastewater Treatment facilities and provides the option to take
over the watexr distribution system. The bill would then, in
effect, be creating for Henderson the problem it is trying to
solve for the remainder of the valley, that 1is, separation of
control over water and seWer utilities.

It is the feeling of the City of Henderson study team
that the Water District is complicating a problem that could be
easily solved without the‘greation of another level of government.
Among the areas of concern are:

1. Control of Water Supply Source.

The Colorado River Commission, which has control over
the Colorado River water within the State, presently exists.
The legislature could give to the CRC control of groun@waters
within the watershed of the Colorado River basin within the
State, thereby putting the source of supply of all water under
one agency.

2. Control of Pollution

Each entity operating wastewater treatment plants,
or flood control systems can be held responsible for controlling
pollution of the receiving waters,‘when valid and reasonable
standafds have been established. The standards should be estab-

lished by competent investigators after suitable and definitive

-17- -
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studies and research have been completed; and hearings héve been
held on the creation of such sgandards. With a campus of the
University of Nevada located in Southern Nevada, research and
stﬁdies by the University and the Desert Research Institute
would be possible at reasonable cost to the area and with benefit
to the University. Since the CRC has the responsibility for the
receiving waters, the establishment of quality standards should
be the responsibility of CRC, subject to Federal EPA concurrence
‘

and public acceptance.

3. Overlapping of Service areas and Duplication of

Facilities,

All entities in the Valley are members of the Clark
County Regional Planning Council. The Regional Planning Council
should be the clearing house for all plans and should be charged
with the responsibility for approval of plans to prevent such
overlapping and duplication of facilities.

The City of Henderson would not object to a Regional
District if the boundaries of the district did not include any
land within the corporate limits of the City of Henderson, or
the logical extensions thereof; did not change the control of
water supply sources; did not assume control of the Las Vegas
Wash and wastewater effluent; and did not provide for the

funding of the Las Vegas Valley Water District Export Plan.
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PART III - CURRENT ACTIVITIES AND PLANS

The City of Henderson is continuing its efforts toward
solution of the problem of effluent waters from its Wastewater
Treatment Plants entering Las Vegas Wash and thereby possibly
degrading the quality of the waters of Lake Mead.

To this date, the City of Henderson has completed the
following items in its schedule of activities to resolve its
wastewater treatment and disposalyproblems:

1. On June 14, 1972, the City of Henderson purchased
the BMI Wastewater Treatment Plant and began operation of the
plant on June 15, 1972.

2. The City of Henderson has purchased 80-acres
of land adjacent to Wastewater Treatment Plant No. 1, at a
cost of $60,000 for expansion of Plant No. 1.

3. The City of Henderson has submitted pre;iminary
requests to HUD for two projects that involve improvements to
the treatment plants and for one project that will resolve a
problem in a collector sewer and at the same time, relieve some
load from Plant No. 2 by diverting a major flow to Plant No. 1.

Descriptions and project amounts are as follows:

/ Total
Project Estimated Cost
Construction of Hillcrest Pumping
Station and Water Street Inter- ;
ceptor ' $ 255,918
Outfall from Plant No. 2 to
Plant No. 1 $ 579,988
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Improvemc™®s to Plant No. 1, .
consisting of Inlet Works,
Activated Sludge Sccondary

Unit, etc. - $ 1,046,183
Total of Plant Improvement Projects $ 1,882,089

4. In Novewber, the City began treating Plant No. 2
with a new advanced wastewater treatment process, without prior
repairs or improvements in its otherwise very deteriorated
condition (Boyle Engineering report of Sewage Treatment
Facilities, City of Henderson, September, 1971). In the first
four weeks of treatment significant improvement occurred in
the quality of the plant effluent.

Prior to treatment, the plant effluent BOD's ranged
up to 150% of influent BOD values, whereas, following treatment,
effluent BOD's were reduced by 60% to 90% of influent values.
Variations in the data values were the result of internal
changes occurring in flow conditions within the plant’dué to
intermittent ﬁechanical equipment failures, improper modifica-
tions made by previous operators and total loss of some plant
functional operations. Analytical data further pinpointed
specific locations within the plant where upgrading of the
system was necessary for further gquality improvemenﬁ. The
treatment process was subsequently stopped and upgrading opera-
tions begun. With the exception of work necessary to put the
No. 2 trickling filter back in operation, the remaining repair

and modification work will be complete about February 1, 1973.
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As soon as it has been established that the plant is capable of
maintaining a continuous reauonably effective processing opera-
tion, the ncw treatment process will be re-started.

Application of the new treatment process to Plant No. 1
will be started as soon as data obtained from the No. 2 Plant is
sufficient to provide the necessary guidelines. The first ob-
jective of treating Plant No. 1 will be to bring the quality of
the plant effluent to current acceptable levels for éffective
secondary treated domestic wastewater. Other objectives are
stated further on.

“In support of its views, concerning the necessity of
conducting research and pilot studies related specifically to
the control of water quality in the Las Veéas Wash and Bay area,
the City of Henderson feels that its operation of two domestic
wastewater treatment plants presents ideal conditions for certain
studies relative to new waste water treatment concepts. 1In
operating design, the two plants represent those most widely
found in use in the United States at the present time. Plant
No. 1 is a double oxidation lagoon system employing Imhoff
settling tanks, and Plant No. 2 is a two-stage trickling filter
secondary treatment system. Thé load capacity of both is ap-

proximately the same (about 1.5 mgd) and their ages are similar,

(20 to 30-years).

-21-
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In view of the success already obtained through
treatment of its No. 2 Plant with the new treatment process,
the City plans to continue studies of the application of this
process to both plant systems with the ultimace objective of
developing a plant design based upon the new process. In this
regard, the proceés has been very effective in establishing and
maintaining active aerobic diges'tive systems. To further test
it for use in total oxidation lagoon systems (eliminating the
requirement for a separate sludge digestion facility), the City
plans to build a parallel system of ponds and controls for its
No. 1 plant for pilot study purposes. It has, in addition,
plans for the construction of by-pass lines (outfalls) to permit
consolidation of the City's total domestic waste waters at
Piant No. 1, if desired, allowing still more flexibility in
designing study projects. It has already advised the EPA
Regional Headquarters of its intentions in this matter and will
also request their cooperation through a development and demon-
strative grant to support the study.

Other activities being undertaken include:

1. Begin investigation of possible infiltration of
highly saliné ground water into the’outfall to Plant No. 1.
This ou?fall passes through an area that could be greatly affected
by the ground water mouﬁd created by the BMI ponds. If prelimi-

nary investigation indicates infiltration, it will be followed
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by television survey of the line to determine th,cause ané
location. Further action will be determined after complection
of the investigation.

2. Begin ~uarvey to locate and disconnect all illegal”
or previously approved and constructed storm drain connections
to the sanitary sewer system.

3. Begin revision of necessary ordinances to effect
tighter controls of discharges into the sanitary sewer system
and begin a survey to determine and correct violations of
existing requirements for sand traps, grease traps, etc.

4. Begin study and experimental construction of
low—-cost impermeable ponds, which will retain their impermeabil-
ity in an environment of fully or partially treated wastéwater.

5. Continue preparation of conceptual plans for a
pilot treatment plant to reclaim wastewater of various qualities
for differing benéficial use applications. Our concepts must
be acceptable to the governing body of the City and to the
Regional planners. Our basic philosophy will be that of treat-
ing wastewater for reuse not merely for disposal which has been
the goal for so long a time.

6. Begin procedures for improving our position as
owner of the rights to all effluent from the two wastewater
plants.

7. Continue to cdoperate with the Regional planners in
developing a Regional Plan for Water Quality Management.

~23- . .
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WHERPAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

NOw,

RISOTATION KO, 337

on Poecerber 23, 1971, the Citv of Henderson was noti-
fied by Mr. Paul bDe Falco, Regional Adiministrator of
the Environmental Protection Acency, pursuant to
Section 10 (¢) (5) of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act, that tha C;ty of Henderson was discharging

“inadeguately treated weostes into Las Vegas Wash, a

tributary of Lake Mead, in violation of the Federally
approved water guality standards for the State of
Nevada; and

it is the desire of the City Council of the City of
Hendexrson to be in full compliance with the require-
ments of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act and
of the State of Nevada; and

the Clark County Regional Planning Council has con-
tracted with an Engineering and Planning Consultant
to develop a Master Water Quality Management Plan,

acceptable to the Federal Environmental Protection
Agency, for the entire Clark County area; and

the City of Henderson has a voting representative
sitting in the Clark County Regional Planning Council
and is represented on the Steering Committee formed
to assist said Council in the development of a work-~
able Master Water Quality Management Plan:

T-HERBFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the

city of Henderson herewith commits the City of Hen-
derson to participation in the Master Water Quality
Management Plan to be developed insofar as such
participation is in the best interest of the City of
Henderson, and is toward the goal of full compliance
with the requirements of the Federal Water Pollution
Ccontrol Act and the standards developed for the State
of Nevada, and insofar as such participation is not
detrimental to the status of the City of Henderson as
an independent governmental agency or detrimental to
the orderly growth and development of the City of
Henderson.

'ADOPTED AND PASSED this 5th day of June, 1972, by the following

A

E%EST:

roll call vote:

Those Voting AYE: Estes M. McDoniel, Lorin L. Williams,
John E. Jeffrey, Cruz Olague, and
Jerry Franklin

Those Voting NAY: None

Those Absent: None

‘ }50 ¢ u_)qﬂ 1L1Qé?dﬁﬂLk/y

\ESTES M. thONIEL MAYOR

( Sl e g ja }“\dw\x\:\,

GENEVIEVE H. HARPER, ¢ITY CLERK . r *’ 86
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Addendum 1

-

Total discharge to Lake Mead from the Las Vegas Wash is
based on estimatecd average inflows from the sources listed in
Table 1 (see attached), (Desert Research Institute (DRI), Project
Report No. 19, April, 1972).

Henderson's contribution to the Wash discharge is .10% of
the total and approximately .001% of the total discharge to Lake
Mead from all sources. Henderson receives its entire municipal
water supply from the lake. Analysis of the raw lake water
(southern Nevada Water System Report, 12/4/72) showed a TDS of
776 mg/1l. BAnalysis of effluent froﬁ Ilenderson Domestic Wastewater
Treatment Plant No. 2 (BMI) showed a TDS of 840 mg/l (Nevada
Testing Laboratories, Ltd. Report 11/21/72). The treatmept plant
sample data was measured prior to the start of plant restoration
work when treatment processing was known to be below expected ef-
ficiency. Nevertheless, TDS increasée resulting from municipal
uses showed only approximately 8.5% rise. This would result in
a net annual iﬁcreased contribution of 159 tons of salt to the
Wash discharge with an equivalent increase of .01 ppm TDS at
Hoover Dam. If Henderson is allowed to carry out its planned
improvements for both plants, these projected figures are expected
to decrease. Henderson's conéribution to the total salinity of

the Wash discharge is obviously insignificant.

(1) , r s

J- 87



\J

The DRI report identifies several principal sources of high
salinity as shown in Table 2, which éan be effectively corrected
without excessive economic stress or technclegical difficulty.

From Table 2, it_is evident that the BMI Industrial Complex
is the major contributor to the salt load of the Wash (estimated
11.5 cfs discharge). Retention and‘evaporation of this effluént
in impermeable ponds on-sight could be done without excessive
economic stress or technological difficulty.

It is apparent from the Table that the Las Vegas and Clark
County Sewage Treatment Plants are next in the order of high
saline contributors. The values reported, however, are not repre-
sentative of the true condition since they show the gross saline
content which includes the TDS of the municipal source waters.

If it were assumed that the TDS value of the lake waters received
for municipal purposes in the City and County areas wasvfhe same
as that entering Henderson's water system, the true saline contri-
bution of both areas would lower the repérted values for the
treatment plants nearly 75% and 54% respectively. The salinity
increase of Sewage Plant Effluent over Influent is no doubt due

in a large measure to increased use of ion exchange type domestic
and commercial water desalinization units. Effective ordinances
regulating the salinity of discharged waste waters emanating

particularly from Commercial Bottled Water Suppliers and Soft
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Drink Bottlers could lead to s%gnificant improvemént in water
quality. If requirements regulating the quality of discharged
waste waters were set at realistic levels commensurate with the
quélity of the water received they neced only provide for a return
guality egual to that of the source. This approach could zlso
be applied to sewage treatment plant effluent to maintain the
guality of the discharge at the level of the receiving water
thereby preventing saline degradation, if indeed such a condition
is proven to exist with respect to these sources.

Of much higher saline content than any municipal source
is the apparent ground-water inflow West of Pabco Road (nearly
204 of the total annual load to the wWash). This is a natural
source and justifications involving large long-term expenditures
for its reduction or elimination are entirely unwarranted When
the true condition of the so called "Lake and River Basin de-
gradation" effects by the Las Vegas Wash discharge have not been
proven, and while other natural sources of higher saline dis-
charge to Lake Mead are allowed to continue unabated. Similarly,
the same considerations apply to the apparent ground-water in-
flow reported occurring between Pabco Road and the North Shore‘

Road.

The remaining two contributing sources listed in the Table

are industrial and public service type operations, other than the
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BMI Complex, referred to abovet whose combined effluent represents
legss than 9% of the total. A combination of desalinization and
pond-evaporation to an effluent quality equal to that of the
receiving water should be considered.

A major cause of‘high saline concentration in the Wash dis-
charge not shown in tne tables results from the loss of approxi-
mately 13.5 cfs of high guality (ion free) water thiough evapo
transpiration (E.T.) froﬁ about 2.84 square miles of phraetophyte
growth in the lower Wash areé. So effective is this biological
system that the DRI study says "During the growing season, much
of the ground water which would otherwise be transported out of
the shallow-flow system via the Wash is lost to the atmospherc
by E. T. from plants". The principal plants involved are salt
cedar énd tules. Gradual elimination‘of this growth would in-
crease streamflow volume with about 3,184 million gallons of salt-
free water annually, equivalent to 20% of the total annual volume
discharged to Las Vegas Bay. This saving would have the real

effect of reducing the saline concentration of the Wash discharge

nearly 17%; a condition which otherwise could be achieved only by

the removal of 25,500 tons of salt annually. Continued failure to
recognize this situation further results in repeated misleading
evaluation of the quality of the discharged waters and interpre-

tations of the causes thereto.
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Approximately

Approximately

Approximately

Approximately

. Summary

23% of the Wash salt load is from natural sources.

21% of the Wash salt load is return flow of salt
as the natural content of the source waters.

44% Total from natural sources

35% of the Wash salt load is from the BMI Industrial
Comple:xz.

9% of the Wash salt load is from miscellaneous In-
dustrial socurces.

44% Total from Industrial sources.

12% of the Wash salt load is contributed wy munici-
pal uses.

12% Total from municipal uses.
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TABLE 1 o Inflow Outflow .
Station Inflow (cfs) TDS (mg/1) (cfs)
Sunrise Power Generation Station 0.35 2565
Gravel Pit near Sunrise Station - 1.90 5290
Las Vegas Sewage Treatment Plant 27.27 959
Clark County Sewage Treatment Plant 12.43 1456
Clark Power Generation Station 0.41 3480

Apparent ground-water inflow West of

Pabco Road 8.51 2500-4000
Sub-Total 50.87
Las Vegas Wzsh at Pabco Road 7 - 50.87
Apparent ground-water inflow between ~ Not
Pabco Road and North Shore Road 8.02 available

(includes 2.35 cfs inflow from two
Henderson Sewage Treatment Plants)

Plant No. 1 (0.8) 24272

Plant No. 2 (1.58) 840

Sub-Total 58.89
L.as Vegas Wash at North Shore Road 58.89
1. Discharged flows in this area represent a non-egquilibrium condition of underflow,

shallow ground-flow, Henderson municipal and BMI Industrial effluents making
guantative identification impossible.

2. Includes ground seepage into interceptor where ground-water TDS showed 8916 ppm
(Station LW0O20 DRI Report) and municipal outfall measured 840 TDS.
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