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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMP ACT 

NAME OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

2012-14 Capital Improvements Program (CIP) for Davis-Monthan Air Force Base (AFB), Tucson, 

Alizona 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND NO ACTION 
ALTERNATIVE 

The U.S. Air Force (Air Force) proposes to implement the 2012-1 4 CIP for Davis-Monthan AFB in 

Tucson, Alizona. The CIP is a plan that identifies proposed constmction and demolition projects for 

improving the physical infrastmcture and functionality of the Base. The proposed action is defmed as 

nine representative CIP projects that include constmction of new facilities, modifications to existing 

facilities, and demolition activities. 

The no-action altemative is defined as existing conditions without implementation of the 

representative projects. The 355th Fighter Wing (355 FW) would continue to operate tmder 

unnecessarily inefficient conditions, which impair its ability to successfully conduct its mission and to 

maintain wat1.ime readiness and training. 

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Earth Resources. Constmction and demolition activities associated with the representative CIP 

projects would disturb soils, exposing them to wind and water erosion. Most projects would be 

implemented in previously developed areas, but stockpiled soils and temporatily exposed soils could 

erode dming high winds and rain events, leading to air and water quality impacts. Standat·d 

constmction measures would minimize the potent.ial for soil erosion, resulting in insignificant impacts 

on soils. The hush house and 214th Reconnaissance Group (214 RG) headquatters facility projects 

would be constmcted in tmdeveloped ru·eas on soils that exhibit shrink/swell potential (Mohave soils), 

but they would be designed to ensure the new facilities are not damaged by hazardous soil conditions. 

None of the projects would modify the topography of the project ru·eas. Operational impacts would 

be similar to cunent conditions. 

Water Resources. The representative CIP projects would result in a net decrease in impervious 

smfaces from demolition activities that remove impervious smfaces (estimated 1.05-acre reduction). 

Runoff from the project ru·eas would be conveyed by the stonn dra.inage system and managed sirnilru· 

to cunent conditions. Construction and demolition activities could discharge sediment and other 

pollutants into smface water features or the stonn dra.inage system and affect the water quality of 
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downstream drainages, but constmction measures would be implemented to control runoff and 

minimize water quality impacts. Impacts associated with nmoff and pollutant discharge would be 

insignificant. Operational impacts, including the use of grmmdwater for water supply, would be 

similar to cunent conditions. 

Biological Resources. None of the representative CIP projects would affect native vegetation 

commtmities. The new donnitmy and dining facility projects could require removal oflandscaped 

cacti, but landscaping as prut of project constmction would involve planting native species, including 

cacti, ru·ound the new buildings. The hush house, 214 RG headquarters facility, and holding ru·ea 

munitions storage (HAMS) yard projects and components of the pavement plan could disturb 

bmTowing owls, a special-status species, in or near the project areas, but pre-constmction surveys and 

avoidance measmes would ensure that impacts ru·e insignificant. The 214 RG headqua1ters facility 

project could also affect loggerhead shiikes, a special-status bird species, in or neru· the project ru·ea, 

but pre-constmction smveys and avoidance measures would ensure that impacts are insignificant. 

Operational impacts would be similar to cunent conditions. 

Air Quality. Constmction and demolition activities would generate elnissions that could affect local 

air quality and sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project a!'eas. Estimated annual elnissions of 

each project would be 1ninimal, ranging from less than 1 ton per yeru· to about 20 tons per yeru·, and 

would not exceed the de minimis threshold for cru·bon monoxide. Regional air quality impacts are not 

expected because emissions ru·e expected to dissipate within several hundred feet of the activity and 

would remain on the Base. Air quality impacts would be insignificant. Operational impacts would be 

similru· to cunent conditions. 

Noise. Constmction and demolition activities would generate noise levels between about 75 and 90 

decibels (A-weighted) at 50 feet from the project area and may generate groundbome vibrations 

dming dlilling or demolition. These impacts would be temporruy, lasting between 1 month and 1. 5 

years depending on the project. The new donnitmy, dining facility, Ainnan Leadership School, and 

donnitmy renovation projects would expose sensitive receptors to temporruy constmction and 

demolition noise, but the activities would be scheduled dming daytime hours and noise levels would 

attenuate outside the project ru·eas, be masked by operational noise, or be absorbed by sunounding 

buildings. Noise and vibration-related impacts would be insignificant. Operational conditions would 

be silnilru· to cunent conditions in the vicinity of most project ru·eas and would less noise, with a 

potential increase in groundbome vibrations, would be expected in the vicinity of the hush house. 

Land Use and Visual Resources. Constmction and demolition activities would create temporruy 

land use conflicts as a result of traffic impacts, noise disturbances, and periodic dismptions to nearby 

activities, but none of the projects would conflict with existing land uses in or near the project areas. 

These activities would also alter the visual setting dming the constmction peliod, but new facilities 
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(i.e. , dormitmy, dining facility, chiller system storage, hush house, and 214 RG headquatters facility) 

would be visually consistent with existing facilities , and landscaping atld restored vegetation would 

improve the visual quality of the temporatily disnu·bed areas. Temporaty land use and visual 

resomces impacts would be insignificant, and long-tenn lat1d use and visual setting changes would be 

similar to cunent conditions. 

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice. The representative CIP projects would require 

approximately $35 million of expenditmes through the end of the const:mction peliod, which would 

be spread out over about 3 years for the new and renovated facilities and demolition activities and 

about 5 yeru·s for the pavement plan. The use of constmction contractors for some projects and 

pmchasing of matelials would benefit the local economy. Long-tetm operational costs would be 

comparable to ctment expendinrres for Base operations. The dmmit01y renovation project would 

require the temporaty relocation of residents in the existing dmmitmy for about 6 months, but no 

long-tetm impacts on populations on the Base would occm. None of the projects would 

dispropmtionately affect minmity or low-income populations, nor would they pose health or safety 

concems to children on the Base. Socioeconomic impacts would be insignificant. 

Cultural Resources. None of the representative CIP projects would affect known eligible culnu·al 

resomces. The dining facility, Ainnan Leadership School, and HAMS yru·d would involve 

demolition of buildings that are more than 50 yeru·s old, but these buildings are not anticipated to be 

eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. However, the Base would comply with 

Section 106 of the National Histolic Preservation Act and consult with the State Histmic Preservation 

Office, as necessaty, for each CIP project. The potential for inadvertent discoveries is considered low 

in the project areas, and all activities would comply with Base policies for inadvettent discovelies of 

culnu·al resomces. Impacts on culnu·al resomces would be insignificant. 

Safety. Constmction and demolition activities would involve safety lisks, but these activities have a 

low risk of worker fatalities or other injmies because they would comply with Occupational Safety 

and Health Administration standards and Air Force occupational safety requirements. Some road and 

parking ru·ea improvements would be located in designated safety zones on the Base, but the 

improvements would not create unsafe conditions or hazat·ds for persons or mission activities. None 

of the projects would create long-tenn conflicts with safety zones. Safety-related impacts would be 

insignificant. 

Solid and Hazardous Materials and Waste. Constmction and demolition activities would involve 

the use of hazardous materials (e.g., fuel, solvents) and would generate approximately 6,200 tons of 

solid waste, which may include hazat·dous waste in the fmm of asbestos and lead-based paints. All 

demolition activities would involve the proper removal, handling, and disposal of solid and hazat·dous 

waste in accordance with the Base's asbestos and hazru·dous waste management plans. Specific 
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precautions and approvals for asbestos-containing materials would be adhered to during demolition 

activities associated with the dining facility and Airman Leadership School projects. Necessary 

waivers would be obtained for the chiUer lines and road and parking area improvements if they would 

be constructed near Environmental Restoration Program sites. A waiver would also be obtained for 

the HAMS yard project and road and parking area improvements in closed ranges due to the potential 

for buried munitions. With compliance with applicable policies and procedures, impacts relating to 

solid and hazardous materials and waste would be insignificant. 

Infrastructure. Construction and demolition activities would temporarily increase traffic on the 

Base in the vicinity of the project areas and at the entrance gates for projects using off-site contractors 

and materials. Temporary congestion would be experienced at the gates and around project areas, but 

traffic management measures would be implemented to notify drivers of detours and access 

restrictions and control traffic. The new dormitory, dining facility, and chiller system storage projects 

would remove parking areas to construct new facilities, but parking would still be available in nearby 

lots and newly constructed parking areas. The new dormitory, dining facility, chiller system, hush 

house, and 214 RG headquarters facility would increase the annual demand for water supply, 

wastewater treatment, electricity, and telecommunications services, but the existing service providers 

and facilities would be capable of supplying the needed services. Temporary disruptions to services 

may occur during utility installation, but such disruptions would be coordinated in advance. The 

representative projects would result in a net reduction in impervious surfaces on the Base due to 

demolition of some facilities and construction of new facilities. With appropriate measures and 

planning, impacts on infrastructure would be insignificant. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the findings of the Environmental Assessment conducted in accordance with the 

requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (42 United States Code 4321-4347), Council 

on Environmental Quality ( 40 Code of Federal Regulations §§ 1500-1508), and 32 Code of Federal 

Regulations 989, et seq., Environmental Impact Analysis Process (formerly known as Air Force 

Instruction 32-7061 ), and after careful review of the potential impacts, I conclude that implementation 

of the proposed action would not result in significant impacts to the quality of the human or natural 

environment. Therefore, a Finding of No Significant Impact is warranted, and an Environmental 

Impact Statement is not required for this action. 

Date 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA, 42 United States Code 

4321-4347), Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for Implementing the Procedmal 

Provisions ofNEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §§ 1500-1508), and 32 CFR Prut 989, et 

seq., Environmental Impact Analysis Process (fonnerly known as Air Force Instruction 32-7061), the 

355th Fighter Wing (355 FW) has prepru·ed an Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate the 

enviromnental consequences of implementing a representative range of Capital Improvement 

Program (CIP) projects on Davis-Monthan Air Force Base (AFB or Base) in Tucson, Arizona 

between fiscal years 2012 and 2014. 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

The pmpose of the 2012-14 CIP is to provide a sh01t-range plan that identifies infrasll11ctme and 

facility improvements deemed necessa1y to fully suppo1t the Davis-Monthan AFB mission in fiscal 

yeru·s 2012 through 2014. The EA is intended to provide a systematic evaluation of representative 

CIP projects to expedite futme environmental review for other CIP projects that may be needed. 

Projects that are similar to the projects evaluated in the EA and that would result in similar impacts 

that have been dete1mined to be insignificant can be categorically excluded from fmther 

environmental analysis lmder Air Force Categorical Exclusion Number A2.3.11 (32 CFR Part 989). 

Other projects may be evaluated in separate NEPA documents that tier off of the EA. This means that 

the other NEP A documents would inco1porate by reference applicable info1mation from the EA and 

only focus on the site-specific effects of the other projects ( 40 CFR 1508.28). 

The pmpose of the proposed action is to provide infraslluctme and facility improvements that have 

been deemed necessruy to continue to fully suppo1t and implement Davis-Monthan AFB missions. 

Davis-Monthan AFB needs to maintain, revitalize, expand, and demolish facilities in suppo1t of 

cunent missions, which play a predominant role in protecting and prese1ving the national interests of 

the United States of America. Existing infraslluctme and facilities generally meet existing mission 

requirements, although some facilities and suppo1ting infrasll11cture are outdated and in need of 

replacement or repairs. These facilities do not adequately suppo1t cunent and future mission 

requirements, ru·e not adequately sized, or are outdated and in need of repairs or replacement. 

PROPOSED ACTION AND NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The proposed action is defmed as nine representative CIP projects that include construction of new 

facilities, modifications to existing fadlities, and demolition activities: 

• Consll11ction of a new 144-person d01mit01y; 
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• Construction of a new ai.tman dining facility, including demolition of the existing dining 

facility; 

• Constr11ction of 6,300 linear feet of new chilled water distribution li.t1es and a thetmal storage 

system with 1,300 tons of storage capacity; 

• Renovation and consolidation of the Allman Leadership School (building 4101); 

• Constmction of a power check pad ( fmmdation and slab) and installation of a T -10 hush 

house; 

• Constr11ction of a 214th Reconnaissance Group (RG) headquatters facility; 

• Demolition of the fonner holding area mlmitions storage (HAMS) yard; 

• Renovation of an existing donnitory (building 3509); and 

• Pavement of roads and parkitlg areas at the Base. 

The no-action altemative is defmed as existing conditions without implementation of the 

representative projects. The 355 FW would continue to operate under unnecessarily inefficient 

conditions, which impai.t· its ability to successfully conduct its mission and to maintain wattime 

readiness and tr·aining. Under the no-action altemative, Davis-Monthan AFB and the 355 FW could 

not adequately meet future mission requi.t·ements or changes due to detetiorating facilities and would 

not meet the CIP development goals. 

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

The EA identifies, desctibes, and evaluates the potential envi.t·onmental effects associated with the 

proposed action and no-action altemative. Resources assessed include eatth resources, water 

resources, biological resources, ai.t· quality, noise, land use and visual resources, socioeconomics and 

envi.t·onmentaljustice, cultural resources, safety, solid and hazardous matetials and wastes, and 

infi:astmcture. A summaty of the impacts of the proposed action on each of these resources is 

provided below; Chapter 4.0 of the EA, Envi.t·omnental Consequences, provides more details on the 

envi.t·otlillental consequences. The no-action altemative would result in conditions sinlilar to those 

cunently at the Base, as desctibed in Chapter 3.0 of the EA, Existing Conditions. 

Earth Resources. Constmction and demolition activities associated with the representative CIP 

projects would disturb soils, exposing them to wind and water erosion. Most projects would be 

implemented in previously developed areas, but stockpiled soils and temporarily exposed soils could 

erode during high winds and ram events, leading to ai.t· and water quality impacts. Standard 

constr11ction measures would minimize the potential for soil erosion, resulting ill insignificant impacts 

on soils. The hush house and 214 RG headquatters facility projects would be constmcted in 

lmdeveloped areas on soils that exhibit shrink/swell potential (Mohave soils), but they would be 

designed to ensure the new facilities are not damaged by hazardous soil conditions. None of the 
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projects would modify the topography of the project areas. Operational impacts would be similar to 

cunent conditions. 

Water Resources. The representative CIP projects would result in a net decrease in impervious 

smfaces from demolition activities that remove impervious surfaces (estimated 1.05-acre reduction). 

Runoff from the project areas would be conveyed by the storm drainage system and managed similar 

to cunent conditions. Construction and demolition activities could discharge sediment and other 

pollutants into surface water features or the stonn drainage system and affect the water quality of 

downstream drainages, but constmction measures would be implemented to control nmoff and 

minimize water quality impacts. Impacts associated with runoff and pollutant discharge would be 

insignificant. Operational impacts, including the use of groundwater for water supply, would be 

similar to cunent conditions. 

Biological Resources. None of the representative CIP projects would affect native vegetation 

communities. The new domlitory and dining facility projects could require removal of landscaped 

cacti, but landscaping as patt of project construction would involve planting native species, including 

cacti, ru·o1md the new buildings. The hush house, 214 RG headquatters facility, and HAMS yru·d 

projects and components of the pavement plan could disturb bunowing owls, a special-status species, 

in or neat· the project areas, but pre-construction surveys and avoidance measures would ensme that 

impacts are insignificant. The 214 RG headquatters facility project could also affect loggerhead 

shtikes, a special-status bird species, in or near the project area, but pre-construction surveys and 

avoidance measures would ensure that impacts are insignificant. Operational impacts would be 

similru· to cunent conditions. 

Air Quality. Constr11ction and demolition activities would generate emissions that could affect local 

air quality and sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project ru·eas. Estimated annual emissions of 

each project would be minimal, ranging from less than 1 ton per year to about 20 tons per year, and 

would not exceed the de minimis threshold for carbon monoxide. Regional air quality impacts are not 

expected because emissions are expected to dissipate within several hundred feet of the activity and 

would remain on the Base. Air quality impacts would be insignificant. Operational impacts would be 

similar to cunent conditions. 

Noise. Constr11ction and demolition activities would generate noise levels between about 75 and 90 

decibels (A-weighted) at 50 feet from the project ru·ea and may generate groundbome vibrations 

during dtilling or demolition. These impacts would be temporaty, lasting between 1 month and 1.5 

years depending on the project. The new dormitory, dining facility, Ainnan Leadership School, and 

dormitory renovation projects would expose sensitive receptors to temporaty constr11ction and 

demolition noise, but the activities would be scheduled during daytime hours and noise levels would 
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attenuate outside the project areas, be masked by operational noise, or be absorbed by sunmmding 

buildings. Noise and vibration-related impacts would be insignificant. Operational conditions would 

be similar to cunent conditions in the vicinity of most project areas and would less noise, with a 

potential increase in grmmdbome vibrations, would be expected in the vicinity of the hush house. 

Land Use and Visual Resources. Constmction and demolition activities would create temporary 

land use conflicts as a result of traffic impacts, noise disturbances, and periodic dismptions to nearby 

activities, but none of the projects would conflict with existing land uses in or near the project areas. 

These activities would also alter the visual setting dming the construction pe1iod, but new facilities 

(i.e., donnit01y, dining facility, chiller system storage, hush house, and 214 RG headqua1ters facility) 

would be visually consistent with existing facilities , and landscaping and restored vegetation would 

improve the visual quality of the temporarily disttlrbed areas. Temporruy land use and visual 

resources impacts would be insignificant, and long-te1m land use and visual setting changes would be 

similar to cunent conditions. 

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice. The representative CIP projects would require 

approximately $35 million of expendittires through the end of the construction period, which would 

be spread out over about 3 years for the new and renovated facilities and demolition activities and 

about 5 yeru·s for the pavement plan. The use of constmction contractors for some projects and 

purchasing of materials would benefit the local economy. Long-term operational costs would be 

compru·able to cunent expenditures for Base operations. The d01mit01y renovation project would 

require the temporruy relocation of residents in the existing d01mit01y for about 6 months, but no 

long-tenn impacts on populations on the Base would occur. None of the projects would 

disprop01tionately affect minolity or low-income populations, nor would they pose health or safety 

concems to children on the Base. Socioeconomic impacts would be insignificant. 

Cultural Resources. None of the representative CIP projects would affect known eligible cultural 

resources. The dining facility, Ai.Iman Leadership School, and HAMS yru·d would involve 

demolition of buildings that are more than 50 years old, but these buildings are not anticipated to be 

eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. However, the Base would comply with 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and consult with the State Historic Preservation 

Office, as necessruy, for each CIP project. The potential for inadve1tent discoveries is considered low 

in the project ru·eas, and all activities would comply with Base policies for inadvertent discoveries of 

cultural resources. Impacts on cultural resources would be insignificant. 

Safety. Constmction and demolition activities would involve safety risks, but these activities have a 

low Iisk of worker fatalities or other injuries because they would comply with Occupational Safety 

and Health Administration standru·ds and Air Force occupational safety requirements. Some road and 
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parking area improvements would be located in designated safety zones on the Base, but the 

improvements would not create unsafe conditions or hazards for persons or mission activities. None 

of the projects would create long-te1m conflicts with safety zones. Safety-related impacts would be 

insignificant. 

Solid and Hazardous Materials and Waste. Constmction and demolition activities would involve 

the use ofhazardous matelials (e.g., fi1el, solvents) and would generate approximately 6,200 tons of 

solid waste, which may include hazardous waste in the fmm of asbestos and lead-based paints. All 

demolition activities would involve the proper removal, handling, and disposal of solid and hazardous 

waste in accordance with the Base's asbestos and hazardous waste management plans. Specific 

precautions and approvals for asbestos-containing matelials would be adhered to during demolition 

activities associated with the dining facility and Auman Leadership School projects. Necessa1y 

waivers would be obtained for the chiller lines and road and parking area improvements if they would 

be constmcted near Environmental Restoration Program sites. A waiver would also be obtained for 

the HAMS yard project and road and parking area improvements in closed ranges due to the potential 

for bmied mlmitions. With compliance with applicable policies and procedures, impacts relating to 

solid and hazardous materials and waste would be insignificant. 

Infrastructure. Constmction and demolition activities would temporarily increase traffic on the 

Base in the vicinity of the project areas and at the entrance gates for projects using off-site contractors 

and matelials. Temporaty congestion would be expelienced at the gates and around project m·eas, but 

traffic management measures would be implemented to notify dlivers of detours and access 

restrictions and control traffic. The new do1mitory, dining facility, and chiller system storage projects 

would remove pm·king areas to constmct new facilities, but parking would still be available in nearby 

lots and newly constmcted parking m·eas. The new do1mitmy, dining facility, chiller system, hush 

house, and 214 RG headqua1ters facility would increase the annual demand for water supply, 

wastewater treatment, electricity, and telecommunications services, but the existing service providers 

and facilities would be capable of supplying the needed services. Temporaty disruptions to services 

may occur during utility installation, but such disruptions would be coordinated in advance. The 

representative projects would result in a net reduction in impervious surfaces on the Base due to 

demolition of some facilities and constmction of new facilities. With appropliate measures and 

planning, impacts on infrastlucture would be insignificant. 
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1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The host unit at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base (Davis-Monthan AFB or Base) is the 355th Fighter 

Wing (355 FW) assigned to the Twelfth Air Force and a member of the Air Combat Command 

(ACC) Major Command. The mission of the 355 FW is to develop and provide attack airpower, air 

smveillance and control capability, and expeditionaty combat suppo1t forces ready for worldwide 

deployment that when ordered, fly, fight, and win America's wars. The 355 FW is composed offom 

Groups: the 355th Operations Group, the 355th Maintenance Group, the 355th Medical Group, and 

the 355th Mission Suppmt Group. The 355 FW also serves as the host unit for other major air 

commands that also use Davis-Monthan AFB, including providing medical, logistical, and 

operational suppo1t. 

Facility improvements and other activities at Davis-Monthan AFB are key to canying out the mission 

of the 355 FW and for suppo1ting the other units that use the Base. The Davis-Monthan AFB General 

Plan (2006) and the frequently updated Base Comprehensive Asset Management Plan (BCAMP) 

(November 2, 2011 version referenced in this document) provide guidance on these activities, and the 

Capital Improvement Program (CIP), which is updated eve1y few years, identifies necessa1y facility 

improvements to maintain or improve Base operations. Feasibility studies are also periodically 

conducted to evaluate the need for facility improvements. One such study is envisioned in 2012-

2013 to evaluate the ability of integrating additional chiller plants, energy storage, and controls 

systems to manage va1ied fuel supplies (natmal gas, the1mal storage, grid electiic, disnibuted 

photovoltaic electiic) and improve energy efficiency on the Base, while also managing for peak 

demand on a real-time basis. Chiller system storage capacity and pipelines are identified in the 

cmTent CIP, and other chiller-related facilities will likely be identified in future CIPs, pending the 

results of the study. 

The 355 FW regularly reviews the stanlS of facilities at Davis-Monthan AFB and identifies facility 

modifications or additions that are needed to improve operations. The BCAMP serves as a 

consolidated plan that identifies the requirements, prioiities, and issues associated with each of the 

individual activity management plans for Davis-Monthan AFB and presents a comprehensive and 

integrated strategy for managing the Base. Because the BCAMP identifies nmnerollS CIP projects 

that are anticipated to be needed over the next several years, the 355 FW has identified a 

representative range of these projects to evaluate in this Environmental Assessment (EA). The 

proposed action is defined as nine representative CIP projects. Other projects will be evaluated for 

consistency with this EA, as discussed under the Pmpose and Need below. 
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The following representative projects considered in this EA include const:mction of new facilities, 

modifications to existing facilities, and demolition activities: 

• Constmction of a new 144-person dormitory; 

• Constmction of a new aiiman dining facility, including demolition of the existing dining 

facility; 

• Constmction of 6,300 linear feet of new chilled water distribution lines and a the1mal storage 

system with 1,300 tons of storage capacity; 

• Renovation and consolidation of the Auman Leadership School (building 4101); 

• Constmction of a power check pad (foundation and slab) and installation of a T -10 hush 

house; 

• Constmction of a 214th Reconnaissance Group (RG) headquatters facility; 

• Demolition of the f01mer holding area mtmitions storage (HAMS) yard; 

• Renovation of an existing d01mit01y (building 3509) ; and 

• Pavement of roads and parking areas at the Base. 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code 

[USC] 4321-4347), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the 

Procedural Provisions ofNEPA (40 Code ofFederal Regulations [CFR] §§ 1500-1508), and 32 CFR 

Part 989, et seq. , Envii·onmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP, f01merly known as Air Force 

Instmction [AFI] 32-7061), the 355 FW has prepared this EA to evaluate the envii·onn1ental 

consequences ofiinplementing the above-listed projects. 

1.2 BACKGROUND 

Davis-Monthan AFB is located within the Tucson city limits approxiinately 5 miles south-southeast 

of downtown Tucson, Alizona (Figure 1-1 at the end of this chapter). The Base occupies 

approxiinately 10,589 acres ofland, ofwhich 5,700 acres are developed or semi-improved, 4,589 

acres are tmdeveloped, and 300 acres are under easement to and maintained by Piina County. 

The 355 FW missions are to train A-10 and OA-10 pilots and to provide A-10 and OA-10 close 

supp01t and f01ward an· control to ground forces worldwide. In addition, the 355 FW is also tasked 

with providing command, control, and commtmications counte1measures in supp01t of tactical forces 

with its EC-130H aircraft and, employing the EC-130E aii·craft, providing aii·bome command, 

control, and c01nmunications capabilities for managing tactical an· operations worldwide. 

In addition to the 355 FW, the Air Force Reserve and the An· National Guard are represented at 

Davis-Monthan AFB. Major associate units at Davis-Monthan AFB include Headquarters 12th .All· 

Force, 55th Electronic Combat Group (55 ECG), the 563rdRescue Group, the Aerospace Maintenance 
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and Regeneration Group (AMARG). and several other units and agencies such as the U.S. Customs 

and Border Protection. The 12th Air Force is charged with commanding, administering, and 

supervising tactical air forces west of the Mississippi River and operates combat-ready forces and 

equipment for air suped01ity. The 55 ECG provides combat-ready EC-130H Compass Call aircraft, 

crews, maintenance, and operational supp01t to combatant commanders. The Group also plans and 

executes inf01mation operations, including inf01mation wrufare and electronic attack, in supp01t of its 

mission. The 563rdRescue Group directs flying operations for the United States Air Force's (Air 

Force) only active duty rescue wing dedicated to Combat Search and Rescue. The group is 

responsible for training, readiness, and maintenance of one HC-130 squadron, two HH-60 squadrons, 

two parru·escue squadrons, two maintenance squadrons, and an operations suppo1t squadron. 

AMARG is responsible for more than 5,000 aircraft stored at Davis-Monthan AFB. As an Air Force 

Mateliel Command unit, AMARG is responsible for the storage of excess Depa1tment of Defense 

(DoD) and Coast Guard aircraft. The center in-processes approximately 400 aircraft annually for 

storage and out-processes approximately the same number for retmn to the active service, which are 

used as remotely controlled drones or sold to allied forces. 

1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED 

The CIP encompasses a range of project types that the 355 FW has identified as necessaty to suppo1t 

operations at Davis-Monthan AFB. Some facilities ru·e specialized and unique to a specific activity, 

such as a hush house for jet engine testing, while others are more general and supp01t a range of uses 

and user groups, such as administrative buildings and d01mitodes. The BCAMP setves as the 

consolidated plan that identifies ongoing facility needs and issues with existing facilities, and the CIP 

identifies those projects that are ready to be implemented. The purpose of the 2012-14 CIP is to 

provide a sho1t-range plan that identifies infrastructm·e and facility improvements deemed necessruy 

to fully suppo1t the Davis-Monthan AFB mission in fiscal years 2012 through 2014. This EA is 

intended to provide a systematic evaluation of representative CIP projects to expedite funtre 

enviromnental review for other CIP projects that may be needed. Projects that ru·e silnilru· to the 

projects evaluated in this EA and that would result in similru· impacts that have been dete1mined to be 

insignificant can be categorically excluded from fmther enviromnental analysis under Air Force 

Categorical Exclusion Number A2.3 .11 (32 CFR Part 989). Other projects may be evaluated in 

separate NEPA documents that tier off of this EA. Tiering allows the other NEPA documents to 

incorporate by reference applicable inf01mation from this EA and only focus on the site-specific 

effects of the other projects (40 CFR 1508.28). For those projects that ar·e not similar to the 

representative CIP projects evaluated in this EA, the broader-level analysis provided in the 

"Ovetview of Impacts" sections can be used as the first level of analysis to identify key issues and 

potential impacts to address in the other NEPA documents. 
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Davis-Monthan AFB needs to maintain, revitalize, and expand facilities in supp01t of cunent 

missions, which play a predominant role in protecting and presetving the national interests of the 

United States of Ametica. Existing infrastmcnu·e and facilities generally meet existing mission 

requirements although some facilities and suppmting infrastrucnu·e are outdated and in need of 

replacement or repairs. These facilities do not adequately support ctment and ftmu·e mission 

requirements, are not adequately sized, or are outdated and in need of repairs or replacement. 

The representative projects identified as part of the proposed action are some of the higher primity 

projects and are considered to be the most typical types of projects that are envisioned to be needed at 

Davis-Monthan AFB over the next three years (2012-2014). The new and modified facilities are 

needed to replace outdated facilities, provide facilities that were not previously provided (as defined 

in Air Force Handbook 32-1084, Facility Requirements), and accommodate the continuously 

evolving missions assigned to Davis-Monthan AFB. The demolition activities would remove 

facilities that are no longer needed or are being or have been replaced by up-to-date facilities. 

Pavement improvements are needed to maintain roads and parking areas in good condition. Table 1-1 

identifies the representative projects and the need for each project. 

Table 1-1 
Number Proiect Number 
1 To be determined 

2 FBNV063001 

1-4 

Need for Each Representative Project in the 2012-14 CIP 
Proiect Title Need 

New 144-Person The Base has an insufficient number of on-base 
Donnitmy housing to accmmnodate lmaccompanied enlisted 

persmmel. The new domritmy is ne.eded to 
replace sub-standard donnitories that are cited 
with the lowest Facility Condition Scores and not 
econonrically feasible to upgrade; their retention 
will not meet the requirements of or be in 
accordance with the 2010 Dornritory Master Plan. 

Allman Dining 
Facility 

The existing ditring facility, built in 1953, no 
longer meets the needs of ainnen at the Base. The 
serving and seating areas are inadequate for peak 
hmch periods, leading to slow lines, hlmied meals, 
and lower morale. The air conditioning system on 
the facility is increasingly unreliable, leaving the 
kitchen and serving areas excessively hot dming 
the smmner. The existing facility also lacks 
appropriate antitenorism/force protection stand-off 
distances from the adjacent roadway. Renovation 
callilot solve the anti-tenorism deficiencies 
without increasing stand-off distance fi·om the 
street. 
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Number Proj ect Number Project Title Need 
3 FBNV120005 Ice Storage/Expand An expanded chiller system is needed in order to 

Central Chiller consolidate existing chiller facilities into one 
System facility to allow redundancy, reduce energy 

consmnption, and increase operating efficiency, 
which will reduce the Base 's peak load and lower 
energy use by reducing the number of operating 
chillers needed dming the cooling season. The 
two existing main chiller plants operate 
independently and serve different facilities, which 
offers no redtmdancy and makes it impossible to 
schedule plant maintenance or repair dming the 
cooling season. 

4 FBNV100018 Ainnan Leadership The building needs to be renovated to prevent 
School ftnther deterioration, reduce futme maintenance 
Consolidation costs, and improve the building appearance, so it 
(building 41 0 1) matches other recent building renovations. 

Sections of the building have ah·eady been 
renovated, and remaining areas have not been 
renovated since 1979. 

5 FBNV133500 T-10 Engine Test The engine test cell facility (hush house) is 
Cell (Hush House) required to certify presCiibed engine pe1fonnance 

standard for each aircraft used by AMARG in 
foreign military sales, including F-4s and F-16s, 
and the production of training drones. Without its 
constmction, major workarounds, substantial 
ove1time, and delayed delivelies would continue. 
Basic operation and mission fimctions would 
continue to degrade as a result of regenerating 
aircraft from storage as staff work outside in a 
harsh desert environment. Existing procedures 
create schedule inte1111ptions due to changing 
weather conditions, resulting in extended flow 
days, additional cost, and delays to the customer. 
Noise resulting from jet engine testing is also a 
concem because of the lack of suppression. 

6 FBNV100615 214RG Unmalllled aircraft system (i.e., Predator) 
Headquruters operations and commru1d fimctions ru·e cunently 
Facility perf01med in a temporruy modulru· facility. The 

pe1manent Predator operations facility will not be 
lru·ge enough to accommodate the command 
fimctions as 01iginally planned due to the Predator 
Overseas Contingency Operations smge 
requirement. Failure to constmct a headqua1ters 
building will result in group staff working out of 
the operations facility, which is not large enough 
to accommodate the command fimctions. 

7 FBNV110015D Demolish HAMS The HAMS yru·d was relocated in 2011. The old 
Yard yard is cunently obsolete and is located in a future 

constmction site. It must be demolished to create 
space for upcoming militmy constmction projects. 
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Project Title 
DoiiDitory 
Renovation 
(building 3509) 

Pavement Plan 
(Roads/Parking) 

Need 
The project is needed to provide modem, efficient 
housing for donnitory residents in accordance with 
Air Force quality of life, force protection, and life 
safety standards. The cmTent dormitory does not 
meet Air Force Donnitmy Design Policy 
standards. Major systems are deteriorating rapidly 
and need to be replaced. The rooms are outdated 
and do not provide a suitable living environment 
for ailmen. D01mitmy infi"astmcture will continue 
to deteriorate, resulting in increased maintenance 
and repall- costs and posing potential hazards to the 
health and safety of the occupants. Quality 
housing is a ctitical factor in the retention of 
aitmen. 
Roads and parking areas at the Base are ill need of 
improvements to repait· cracks and deteriorating 
smfaces. 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
AND ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action includes implementation of nine representative CIP projects that involve new 

constmction, renovation, ancVor demolition. Table 2-1 presents an overview of each project, and 

Figure 2-1 shows the locations of eight of the projects, excluding chiller lines and components of the 

pavement plan, which would be along roads or in parking areas on the Base. A description of the 

proposed facilities or activities, including available constmction details, is provided after the table. 

a e T bl 2 -1. R epresentative p . ro]ects 0 verv1.ew 
Number Project Title Size of Facility/Building Demolition 
1 New 144-Person Donnit01y Building: 42,600 square feet 

Demolition: 415 square feet 
2 .AiJ.man Dining Facility Building: 20,580 square feet 

Demolition: 15,950 square feet 
3 Ice Storage/Expand Central Building: 2,000 square feet (storage 

Chiller System yard), 6,300 linear feet (pipeline), 1,300-
ton storage 
Demolition: none 

4 .AiJ.man Leadership School Building: 12,080 square feet (renovation) 
Consolidation (building 4101) Demolition: 14,400 square feet 

5 T-10 Engine Test Cell (Hush Building: 12,225 square feet 
House) Demolition: none 

6 214 RG Headquarters Facility Building: 2,200 square feet 
Demolition: none 

7 Demolish HAMS Yard Building: none 
Demolition: 45,500 square feet 

8 D011llit01y Renovation (building Building: 26,500 square feet 
3509) Demolition: none 

9 Pavement Plan (Roads/Parking) Pavement: 13 million square feet 

2.1.1 New 144-Person Dormitory 

A new 144-person donnit01y would be constmcted southwest of the Kachina and Eighth streets 

intersection at the location of an existing parking area, ramada (building 4219, 415 square feet) , and 

fo1mer do1mito1y site (building 4220) . The new d01mito1y would be a 42,600-square-foot, two-sto1y 

building with a reinforced concrete fmmdation and floor slabs, split block masomy walls, and 

standing seam metal roof system. It would contain bath/kitchen/room modules, laundry rooms, 

storage, lounge areas, site preparation, and associated support areas. The donnit01y building would 

be similar in appearance to other newly installed or remodeled d01mitories at the Base. It would be 

painted a narural color to blend with other buildings and the sunounding dese1t environment, and 

landscaping around the building would be similar to other nearby buildings. Utilities for the building 
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would connect to existing utility lines in and adjacent to the project area. All utilities would be 

provided by the same providers as other donnitories at Davis-Monthan AFB. 

Constmction of the new donnit01y would involve removing the existing parking lot and ramada 

(building 4219), excavating trenches 3 feet deep for pipeline installation under the footprint of the 

new building, backfilling the trenches, poming concrete for the fmmdation, and constructing the 

building. These activities are expected to require approximately 1 year and would be completed by a 

contractor. Standard constmction practices and contractor specifications identified in the constmction 

contract would be adhered to dming all constmction activities. These would include Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) for minimizing water quality impacts, dust and emission control 

measures, traffic management measmes, and a requirement to schedule constmction dming n01mal 

working homs (7 a.m. to 5 p.m.). Contractors would be required to comply with applicable 

provisions of the Civilian Contractor Environmental Guide, dated December 6, 2010, including 

obtaining and adhering to applicable envirorunental petmits. 

Typical equipment that would be used for construction includes cranes, backhoes, forklifts, front­

loaders, and other equipment. Staging for constr11ction would be in an existing dilt lot at the 

southwest comer of Craycroft Road and Ironwood Road. 

The new d01mit01y would provide additional living space to meet Base tnissions and requil·ements of 

the D01mit01y Master Plan of September 2011. The design of the d01mit01y illcotporates guidelines 

and requil·ements of the DoD Force Protection Standards for Buildings, Facility Requirements in Ail· 

Force Handbook 32-1084, the new Ail· Force Donnit01y Design Guide, Ail· Force Manual32-1071 

(Volumes 1, 2, and 3), and Leadership in Energy and Envil·onmental Design (LEED) applications. 

2.1.2 Airman Dining Facility 

A new aitman dining facility would be constr11cted at h·onwood and Fifth streets just north of an 

existing d01mit01y (building 4000) in an existing parking area. The existing dining facility (building 

4100, 15,950 square feet) would be demolished once the new dining facility is in place, and that area 

would be conve1ted to parking or another use in the future (the specific use will be detetmined in the 

ftmu·e and evaluated under separate envil·onmental review). The new dining facility would be a 

20,580-square-foot, single st01y, split-face block facility with a reinforced concrete foundation, floor 

slab, masoruy walls, str11cnu·al steel frame, and metal roof system. The facility would include a 

receipt and issue area, kitchen area, serving area, dining area, office space, cold/my goods storage 

area, restr·oom facilities, locker areas, and mechanical room. 

Utilities for the building would c01mect to existing utility lines in and adjacent to the project area. All 

utilities would be provided by the same providers as other facilities at Davis-Monthan AFB. 
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Construction of the new dining facility would involve removing the existing parking lot, excavating 

trenches 3 feet deep for pipeline installation under the footprint of the new building, backfilling the 

trenches, poming concrete for the fmmdation, and constmcting the building. These activities are 

expected to require 6 months and would be completed by a contractor. Standard constmction 

practices and contractor specifications identified in the constmction contract would be adhered to 

dming all constmction activities, as desctibed under the new donnitoty above. Contractors would be 

required to comply with applicable provisions of the Civilian Contractor Environmental Guide, dated 

December 6, 2010, including obtaining and adheling to applicable enviromnental pennits. 

Typical equipment that would be used for constmction includes cranes, backhoes, forklifts, front­

loaders, and other equipment. Staging for construction would be in the project area. 

The new dining facility would have capacity to setve approximately 690 personnel and would 

improve the dining expelience by providing more space and modem facilities. The design of the 

dining facility incmporates guidelines and requirements of the DoD Force Protection Standards for 

Buildings, Facility Requirements in Air Force Handbook 32-1084, Air Force Manual32-1071 

(Volumes 1, 2, and 3), and LEED applications. 

2.1.3 Ice Storage/Expand Central Chiller System 

A new thetmal storage system would be constll.tcted and installed at Kachina and Fifth str·eets 

adjacent to the west side of the main chiller plant (building 5101) in an existing parking area. The 

storage system would consist of an approximately 2,000-square-foot enclosed yard and the new 

thennal storage tanks. The storage tanks would have capacity to store 1,300 tons of ice and would be 

optitnized for cost reduction. Approximately 6,300 linear feet of chilled water distr·ibution lines, 

consisting of 4,150 feet of distr·ibution mains and 2,150 feet of distribution branches, would be 

installed along existing roads between the storage facility and other buildings at the Base and the 

Personnel Recovety Area chiller plant that is under constr11ction at Yuma and Tempe str·eets. The 

new lines would setve buildings cunently cooled by independent chillers (buildings 2301, 3205, 

3208,3219, 3509, 3533, 4201,4224, 4413, 4800,4820,4837, 4838, 4843,4844, 4851 , 4853, 4859, 

5500, and 5600). The chilled water distribution lines would be sized to allow for future expansion of 

the loop and addition of new buildings. To suppott the expanded storage capacity and new 

distribution system, the pmnps at the main chiller plant would be replaced with pmnps capable of 

handling the new load and that are operated by variable fi:equency drives. Existing connections to the 

chiller loop would also be repaired to maxitnize the efficiency of the system. 

Construction of the storage facility would involve removing the pavement in the project area, 

excavating trenches 3 feet deep for pipeline installation under the footprint of the storage area, 

backfilling the tr·enches, pouring concrete for the foundation, and installing storage tanks and fencing. 
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The distribution lines would be installed under existing roads and would require trenches up to 

approximately 3 feet deep within the road right-of-way. Temponuy road detours or lane closures 

would be necessaty dming pipeline installation, and a p01tion of the parking area near the main chiller 

plant would be closed. Constmction of the storage area and pipeline installation are expected to 

require approximately 1.5 years and would be completed by a contractor. Standard constr11ction 

practices and contr·actor specifications identified in the constmction contract would be adhered to 

during all construction activities, as desciibed under the new donnit01y above. Contr·actors would be 

required to comply with applicable provisions of the Civilian Contr·actor Environmental Guide, dated 

December 6, 2010, including obtaining and adhering to applicable environmental pennits. 

Typical equipment that would be used for constmction includes cranes, backhoes, forklifts, front­

loaders, and other equipment. Staging for constmction would be identified as more design details are 

knovm. Constr11ction would likely be scheduled in the winter when the system is not needed to 

minimize dismptions to buildings cmTently being serviced. 

The designs of the chiller system incorporate applicable Air Force and ACC high petfonnance green 

building and/or Green Design and Development objectives for site design, water use, energy use 

reduction (per Energy Policy Act of2005 and CFR Title 10 Prut 433), building commissioning, 

mateiials selection, and indoor environmental quality; requirements of the Energy Policy Act of2005 

(Public Law 109-58) and Executive Order 13423 for continued energy reduction in the federal sector; 

requirements of the Facility Planning and Design Guide of the Milita1y Handbook 1190 and Facility 

Requirements of the Air Force Handbook 32-1 084; applicable Antitenorism and Force Protection 

requirements; requirements of Air Force Manual32-1071 (Vohunes 1, 2, and 3); and LEED 

applications. 

2.1.4 Airman Leadership School Consolidation (Building 4101) 

The Auman Leadership School building (building 4101) n01th ofKachina Street at Sixth Street 

would be pa1tially demolished and renovated to provide a more efficient and approp1iately sized 

facility with a professional appearance for the 355 Operations Group Commander and A-10 pilots. 

Approximately 14,400 square feet of the 26,480-square-foot building would be demolished. The 

renovations in the remaining po1tion of the building (12,080 squru·e feet) would include a new roofmg 

system, paint, floors, ceiling tiles, and utility upgrades. The boiler and au· handlers would be replaced 

with high efficiency equipment. The electrical systems would be replaced to handle the cmTent loads 

and to meet cmTent codes. The heating and air conditioning system would be replaced with new high 

efficiency equipment as needed. The fire detection and suppression system would also be replaced. 

An elevator would be added to the building. The renovations may need to be phased because the 

occupants will likely remain in the building dming the repairs. Demolition best practices would be 
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implemented to ensure other areas of the building are not adversely affected. The land around the 

remaining pmtion of the building would be landscaped to control dust and erosion. 

The demolition activities and renovations would be completed by Base persollllel using equipment 

readily available on the Base, such as backhoes and front-loaders. They would take approximately 6 

months to complete. Standard constluction practices and environmental permit conditions would be 

adhered to during all const11.1ction activities, as desctibed under the new donnitmy above. 

The design of the renovated Allman Leadership School building incorporates applicable Air Force 

and ACC high perfmmance green building and/or Green Design and Development objectives for site 

design, water use, energy use reduction (per Energy Policy Act 2005 and CFR Title 10 Patt 433), 

building commissioning, matelials selection, and indoor environmental quality; requirements of the 

Facility Planning and Design Guide in Militaty Handbook 1190 and Facility Requirements in Ait· 

Force Handbook 32-1084; applicable Antitenmism and Force Protection requirements; requirements 

of Air Force Manual32-1071 (Volumes 1, 2, and 3); and LEED applications. 

2.1.5 T-10 Engine Test Cell (Hush House) 

A T-10 engine test cell or hush house would be const11.1cted on the east side ofYuma Sn·eet near an 

existing concrete pad and taxiway to allow indoor operational checks of jet engines. It would be 

approximately 12,225 square feet and would be capable of housing a fhll size F-16/F-18 aircraft, 

which would maxilnize efficiencies and prevent any intem1ption of operations (e.g .• poor weather). 

The hush house must be co-located with other engine test assets at AMARG to maintain persollllel 

efficiencies required to meet cunent workload demands. A 43,000-square-foot power check pad 

(fmmdation and slab) with suppressor would be installed, and the hush house would be installed on 

the slab. A 7,500-square-foot apron made of concrete and asphalt would be collllected to the slab for 

the jets to access the hush house. The hush house would require utilities (power, telecommunications, 

and water/wastewater) and suppmting facilities to be able to nm the operational checks. These 

utilities would cmmect to existing utility lines adjacent to the project area. All utilities would be 

provided by the same providers as other facilities at Davis-Monthan AFB. 

Constluction of the hush house would involve excavating trenches 3 feet deep for pipeline installation 

lmder the footprint of the new building, backfilling the trenches, pouring concrete for the fmmdation 

and slab, and const11.1cting the building. Constmction of the hush house and pad would require 

approximately 6 months and would be completed by a conn·actor. The hush house would need to be 

const11.1cted in lnid-2012 to be operational by the third quatter of the 2012 fiscal year. Standru·d 

const11.1ction practices and conn·actor specifications identified in the const11.1ction conn·act would be 

adhered to during all const11.1ction activities, as described under the new dotmitmy above. 

Contractors would be required to comply with applicable provisions of the Civilian Contractor 
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Environmental Guide, dated December 6, 2010, including obtaining and adhering to applicable 

environmental permits. 

Typical equipment that would be used for constmction includes cranes, backhoes, forklifts, front­

loaders, and other equipment. Staging for constmction would be in previously disturbed areas in or 

immediately adjacent to the project area. 

The design of the hush house incorporates guidelines and requirements of the DoD Force Protection 

Standards for Buildings, Facility Planning and Design Guide in Militmy Handbook 1190, Facility 

Requirements in Air Force Handbook 32-1084, Antitenolism and Force Protection, Air Force Manual 

32-1071 (Volumes 1, 2, and 3), and LEED applications. All work shall be in accordance with ACC 

and the installation Architectural Compatibility Guidelines. 

2.1.6 214th Reconnaissance Group Headquarters Facility 

A new 214 RG headqua1ters facility would be constmcted n01th of Gafford Street adjacent to the 

Predator Operations facility to accommodate the Group Commander and Deputy, two executive 

officers, Group Supe1intendent, and Group Shiit. The building would be 2,200 square feet and would 

include electrical and mechanical work, site improvements, landscaping with inigation, pavement, 

utilities, fire protection, and all necessmy supp01ting facilities for a complete and usable facility. It 

would also include a video teleconferencing capable conference room with NIPR and SIPR 

c01mectivity throughout. A work area would be provided with a common area. All utilities for the 

facility would connect to existing utility lines adjacent to the project area. All utilities would be 

provided by the same providers as other Predator Operations facilities at Davis-Monthan AFB. 

Constmction of the new 214 RG headqumters facility would involve excavating trenches 

approximately 3 feet deep for pipeline installation lmder the footp1int of the new building, backfilling 

the trenches, poming concrete for the fmmdation, and constmcting the building. These activities are 

expected to require approximately 1 year and would be completed by a contractor. Standard 

constmction practices and contractor specifications identified in the constmction contract would be 

adhered to dming all constmction activities, as described tmder the new donnit01y above. 

Contractors would be required to comply with applicable provisions of the Civilian Contractor 

Environmental Guide, dated December 6, 2010, including obtaining and adhering to applicable 

environmental pennits. 

Typical equipment that would be used for constmction includes cranes, backhoes, forklifts, front­

loaders, and other equipment. Staging for constmction would be in or immediately adjacent to the 

project area in distmbed areas. 
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The design of the 214 RG headquarters facility incorporates applicable Air Force and ACC high 

perf01mance green building and/or Green Design and Development objectives for site design, water 

use, energy use reduction (per Energy Policy Act 2005 and CFR Title 10 Pa1t 433), building 

collllllissioning, materials selection, and indoor envirolllllental quality; minimum DOD Force 

Protection Standards for Buildings; requirements of the Facility Planning and Design Guide in 

Military Handbook 1190 and Facility Requirements in Air Force Handbook 32-1084; applicable 

Antitenolism and Force Protection requirements; requirements of Air Force Manual32-1071 

(Volumes 1, 2, and 3); and LEED applications. All work shall be in accordance with ACC and the 

installation Architectural Compatibility Guidelines. The new facility would also need to comply with 

the City/Cmmty st01m water detention/retention ordinance. 

2.1.7 Demolish Holding Area Munitions Storage Yard 

The existing 200-square-foot storage facility (building 103) on the west side ofRamsgate Road and 

conesponding mlmitions holding yard, including pavement ( 45,300 square feet), fencing, and exterior 

lighting, would be demolished and properly disposed or recycled. The HAMS yard was recently 

relocated, and the land where the old yard is located is needed for future militruy constmction 

projects. Following demolition, the ru·ea would be revegetated with a native grass seed mix. 

Demolition activities would require approximately 1 month and would be implemented by Base 

personnel using readily available equipment at the Base, such as a backhoe and front-end loader. 

Standard constmction practices and envirolllllental pe1mits would be adhered to during all 

construction activities. 

Demolition of the HAMS yru·d would meet all requirements of the Facility Planning and Design 

Guide in Militruy Handbook 1190, Facility Requirements in Air Force Handbook 32-1084, 

Antitenolism and Force Protection, Air Force Manual32-1071 (Vohunes 1, 2, and 3), ru1d LEED 

applications. 

2.1.8 Dormitory Renovation (Building 3509) 

An existing d01mit01y (building 3509) on the n01theast comer ofKachina and Eighth streets would be 

renovated to provide modem, efficient housing for dormitory residents in accordance with Air Force 

quality of life, force protection, and life safety standards. The renovations would include demolishing 

crupet, tile, light fixtmes, wall lockers, a vanity, ru1d a sink; repainting d01m rooms, bathrooms, 

railings, and doors; replacing door signs; and installing new crupet, tile, light fixtures, a vanity, and a 

sink. Ahmen would be relocated duling renovations in order for the contractor to have full access to 

the d01ms and to do the necessruy repairs. 
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The renovations would be completed by Base personnel using equipment readily available on the 

Base. They would take approximately 6 months to complete. Standard constmction practices and 

envirorunental permits would be adhered to during all constmction activities. 

The design of the renovated donnitoty incorporates requirements of the Facility Planning and Design 

Guide in Militru.y Handbook 1190 and Facility Requirements in Air Force Handbook 32-1084; 

applicable A.ntitenotism and Force Protection requirements; requirements of Air Force Manual32-

1071 (Voltunes 1, 2, and 3); and LEED applications. 

2.1.9 Pavement Plan (Roads/Parking) 

The five-year pavement plan includes sealing of all roads and pru.·king areas on the Base. The initial 

work over the first few years would focus on repairing (sealing) pavements that have been classified 

as "Orange" (generally poor condition) or better, and all of the pavements on the Base would at least 

need to be sealed during the next five yeru.·s. The estimated ru.·ea of roads and pru.·king areas to be 

resealed is 13 million squru.·e feet or 300 acres. Roads in worse shape than Orange would require 

significant work to repair, mill, and repave and would be evaluated as pru.t of a sepru.·ate action. 

Resealing would entail prepru.·ing the road or parking area smface by scarifying it to a minimtun depth 

of 6 inches, compacting and grading the smface, laying aggregate base if needed, paving the area, and 

painting and striping as necessaty. The anticipated construction equipment to reseal the roads and 

parking areas is one loader, two backhoes, one grader, one paver, two rollers, one scraper, and two 

pickup tmcks hauling or towing small equipment. Duting road improvements, traffic control 

measures would be implemented, including providing signs, bru.1icades and/or flagmen as necessru.y. 

Road or lane closmes would be necessru.y, and appropriate detours would be identified to route 

drivers arotmd the work area. All improvements would be in the same foot.p1int as the existing roads 

and pru.·king areas (i.e. , no expansions or relocations are included under this action). 

Pavement improvements would be completed by a construction contractor and would be 

accomplished in accordance with the Contract Specifications identified in the constr11ction conu·act. 

Standard constr11ction practices would be adhered to during all constl11ction activities. Contractors 

would be required to comply with applicable provisions of the Civilian Conu·actor Envirorunental 

Guide, dated December 6, 2010, including obtaining and adhering to applicable envirorunenta.l 

pennits. 
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2.2 SELECTION CRITERIA 

The 355 FW considered several selection cliteria when identifying options for facility design and 

location and which CIP projects should be evaluated in this EA. The selection cdtelia are identified 

below with references to applicable Base studies and regulations. Potential constraints associated 

with the nine representative projects and these selection clitelia are presented in Table 2-2 at the end 

of this section. 

Compatible Land Use: Land use is the classification of either natural or human-modified activities 

occmTing at a given location. N aturalland use includes rangeland and other open or undeveloped 

areas. Human-modified land use classifications include residential, commercial, industrial, airfield, 

recreational, and other developed areas. Land uses at Davis-Monthan AFB are regulated by the 2006 

General Plan, which designates land use categolies and identifies the type and extent of land use 

allowable in specific areas and where environmentally sensitive areas need to be protected (Davis­

Monthan AFB 2006). Davis-Monthan AFB has 12 designated land use categolies, and the mixture of 

land uses results in some anomalies and conflicts with land use pattems, p1imarily as a result of 

airfield-related uses. The representative projects would not conflict with the land uses designated in 

their respective areas. 

Force Protection and Security Compliance: As a result of ten·01ist activities, the DoD and the Air 

Force have developed a series ofantitenolism/force protection (AT/FP) guidelines for military 

installations. These guidelines address a range of considerations that include access to the 

installation, access to facilities on the installation, facility siting, extelior design, interior 

infrasnucture design, and landscaping (Unified Facilities Critelia [UFC] 4-010-01 , 2002). The intent 

of this siting and design guidance is to improve secmity, minimize fatalities, and limit drunage to 

facilities in the event of a ten01ist attack. The representative projects would be constmcted in 

accordance with UFC 4-010-01 and would help improve AT/FP measures on the Base. 

Available Utilities and Infrastructure: Facility location has considered the location of existing 

utilities and infrastmcture and/or the capacity to readily extend to the new facility. 

Presence of Special Environmental Resources: 

Waters of the United States (U.S.). The Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1977 (33 USC§ 1251 et seq.) 

regulates pollutant discharges that could affect aquatic life fo1ms or hmnan health and safety. The 

U.S. Almy Corps of Engineers and Executive Order (EO) 11990, Protection of Wetlands, regulate the 

discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. including wetlands under Section 404 of 

the CWA. Waters of the U.S. include any wa.terbody or watercourse which has been dete1mined to be 

regulated lmder Section 404 using the Rapanos Guidance of June 5, 2007, and may include ephemeral 
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washes, drainage ditches, intermittent and perennial watercourses, and wetlands. Section 404 

requires a petmit from the U.S. Almy Cotps of Engineers (USACE) for dredging and ftlling in waters 

on the U.S. None of the representative projects are in or near any waters of the U.S. or wetlands. 

100-year Floodplain. EO 11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies to take action 

to reduce the risk of flood damage; minimize the impacts of floods on human safety, health, and 

welfare; and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains. Federal 

agencies are directed to consider the proximity of their actions to floodplains. None of the 

representative projects are near Atterbtuy Wash, which contains the only delineated 100-year 

floodplain on the Base. 

Environmental Restoration Program (ERP) Sites. The DoD developed the ERP to identify, 

investigate, and remediate potentially hazardous material disposal sites that existed on DoD property 

prior to 1984. Fifty-three (53) ERP sites and three Areas of Concem (AOCs) have been identified at 

Davis-Monthan AFB and are regulated under the Comprehensive Enviromnental Response, 

Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). The Davis-Monthan AFB Management Action Plan 

presents a comprehensive strategy for implementing actions necessary to protect human health and 

the environment. This strategy integrates activities tmder the ERP and the associated environmental 

compliance programs that suppott full restoration of the Base. Continuing effmts to comply with 

applicable laws and regulations ensure that present resource and waste management practices ru·e 

perfmmed in a manner that protects human health and the environment. ACC policy requires that any 

proposed project on or neru· a Davis-Monthan AFB ERP site be coordinated through the Davis­

Montban ERP Manager. None of the representative building, renovation, or demolition projects are 

in or near an active ERP site, but some chiller lines and road and pru·king area improvements may be 

located neru· active ERP sites and may require waivers. 

Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP). In recent yeru·s, the management of militaty 

munitions and militaty ranges has come under increased regulatmy and public scmtiny as evidenced 

by new regulations, increased enforcement and public involvement, litigation, and range use 

resttictions and closures. In an effmt to manage these ranges, DoD installations have begun to 

inventmy closed, tt·ansfened, and tt·ansfening ranges to facilitate planning and implementation of 

associated regulations as patt of their MMRP. Davis-Monthan AFB bas four active ranges and 11 

MMRP sites. All fmmer range areas have potential to contain ordnance and explosive contamination. 

Until these ru·eas at·e fmmally cleat·ed, any proposed activities in them should be coordinated through 

the Civil Engineering Squadron/Environmental Restoration Element point of contact. Training or a 

waiver for const111ction may be required. Only the HAMS yard project area is located in an MMRP 

site (the former Wilmot National Guru·d Target Range), and some road or pru·king area improvements 

may be located in MMRP sites. These facilities may require tt·aining and/or a waiver. 
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Historic and Archaeological Resources. Historic prope1ties (as defined in 36 CFR 60.4) are 

significant archaeological, architectural, or traditional resomces that are either eligible for listing to or 

are ah·eady listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). In 1999, the DoD promulgated 

its American Indian and Alaska Native Policy, which emphasizes the imp01tance of respecting and 

consulting with tlibal govemments on a govemment-to-govemment basis. The Policy requires an 

assessment, through consultation, of the effect of proposed DoD actions that may have the potential to 

significantly affect protected uibal resomces, uibal tights, and Indian lands before decisions are made 

by the services. None of the representative projects are near known histotic prope1ties or significant 

tlibal resources. 

Fire/Rescue Response Time: Facility locations should be within an acceptable distance from a fire 

station to meet required fire/rescue response time. All representative projects are easily accessible 

and would be readily served by on-Base fire stations in the event of an emergency. 

No Conflicts with Safety Zones: Defense Depa1tment Explosives Safety Board 6055.9-STD and Air 

Force Manual91-201 Explosives Safety Standards defme distances that need to be maintained 

between mlmitions storage areas and a va1iety of other types of facilities. These distances, called 

quantity-distance (QD) arcs, resu·ict or prohibit development based on the type and quantity of 

explosive material being stored. The DoD also identifies Accident Potential Zones (APZs) as a 

plalilling tool for local planning agencies to identify where an aircraft mishap is most likely to occur. 

The demolition project (HAMS yard) is in a QD arc associated with the fonner HAMS yard, but the 

QD arc no longer applies because of the relocation of the yard. Some of the road improvements may 

fall within QD arcs and APZs; however, the improvements would not conflict with the safety zones. 

None of the other representative projects are in safety zones. 

Adequate Land for Building and Ground Level Parking: Facility locations should be of sufficient 

size to accommodate proposed buildings (with required setbacks) and proposed parking needs 

without the need to build additional facilities, such as a multi-st01y garage. All representative 

projects have been approptiately sized for the function they would provide. 
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Table 2-2. Selection Criteria for 2012-14 CIP Protects 
Project Title 

New 144-Person D01mitory 
Auman Dining Facility 
Ice Storage/Expand Central 
Chiller System 
Auman Leadership School 
Consolidation (building 4101) 
T-10 Engine Test Cell (Hush 
House) 
214 RG Headquruters Facility 
Demolish HAMS Yard 
Dormitory Renovation (building 
3509) 
Pavement Plan (Roads/Parking) 

nla 

nla 
Notes: ./ indicates that the project has no constraints associated with the selection criteria 

x indicates that the project may have constraints associated with the selection criteria 

2.3 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

nla 

Under the no-action altemative, the 355 FW would maintain and continue using the existing facilities 

at Davis-Monthan AFB, and none of the representative projects or other CIP projects would be 

implemented during 2012 to 2013. h1 general, the no-action altemative would requii·e that the 355 

FW continue to operate under unnecessarily inefficient conditions. These deficiencies would 

increasingly impair the 355 FW's ability to successfully conduct then· mission and to maintain 

wrutime readiness and training. Davis-Monthan AFB and the 355 FW could not adequately meet 

fhture mission requii·ements or changes due to deteriorating facilities and would not meet the CIP 

development goals. The following consequences would take place: 

• Combat capability and mission readiness would be compromised. 

• Militaty and civilian staff would not have optimal facilities. 

• Modemization of the force would be compromised. 

• Operating costs would continue to be inefficient. 
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2.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT CARRIED 
FORWARD 

A variation of the representative projects was considered to show a reduced level of development. 

Such an a.ltemative was not canied fmward because the intent of this EA is to evaluate a 

representative range of typical projects and expedite :lhrure environmental reviews of similar projects 

resulting in similar effects. Each project would also be implemented independently, depending on 

authorized ftmding, so it is possible that one or more of the representative projects may not be 

implemented if ftmding does not become available. The analysis in this EA, however, still 

encompasses the representative types of projects to allow for future authmizations. 

An altemative site for the T-10 Engine Test Cell (hush house) adjacent to Taxiway Echo, 

approximately 525 feet to the southwest of the prefened altemative, has previously been considered 

for the project. This altemative will not be canied fotward to minimize potential noise and vibration­

related impacts to building 254 (EC-130 Squad Operations facility) and to ensure consistency with 

the Air Force Hush House Site Plalllling Bulletin (HQ AFLC/DEP and HQ USAF/LEEVX, October 

1987; replinted by HQ AFCEE/DGP, December 1993). 

2.5 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS PROCESS 

The EIAP is used to evaluate a proposal's potential environmental consequences and to notify and 

involve the public in the agency's decision-making process. The proponent of a given action is 

ultimately responsible for compliance with the EIAP. The Air Force EIAP requires that decisions on 

proposals be based on an lmderstanding of the potential environmental consequences of the proposed 

action and reasonable altematives, including the no-action altemative. Based on the EIAP, any of the 

altematives could be selected for implementation. 

As a patt of the EIAP, this EA has been prepared to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of 

nine representative CIP projects at Davis-Monthan AFB. The following resources are analyzed in 

this EA: eatth resources, water resources, biological resources, air quality, noise, land use and visual 

resources, socioeconomics and environmental justice, cultural resources, safety, hazardous matetials 

and waste management, and infrastmcrure. Chapter 3.0 desclibes the affected environment or 

existing conditions for these resources, and Chapter 4.0 addresses the potential environmental 

consequences of implementing the proposed action and No-Action Altemative. 
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2.5.1 Public and Agency Involvement 

EO 12372, Intergovernmental Reviev.1 of Federal Programs, requires notifications to other agencies 

that may have relevant info1mation regarding resources in the project area plior to making any 

detailed statement of potential environmental consequences. Through the process of Interagency and 

Intergove1nmental Coordination for Environmental Planning (known as the IICEP process), Davis­

Monthan AFB has notified concemed federal, state, tribal, and local agencies about the proposed 

projects and preparation of the EA and allowed them sufficient time to provide input on the proposed 

action and EA. A letter was sent on September 7, 2011, soliciting input on the proposed projects and 

potential issues to address in the EA. Letters were received from the Pima County Depmtment of 

Environmental Quality, Arizona Depmtment of Environmental Quality (Air Quality and Water 

Quality Divisions), and Pima Association of Govermnents. A distribution list and copies of the 

comment letters are included in Appendix A. All relevant cmnments have been addressed in the 

appropriate section( s) of this EA. 

Davis-Monthan AFB posted a notice on its website on Janumy 18, 2012, and published a newspaper 

adve1tisement in the Desert Lightning News on Janumy 20, 2012, announcing the availability of the 

Draft EA. The Draft EA was available for a 30-day public and agency review period to facilitate 

public involvement dming the NEPA process. Davis-Monthan AFB will provide notice of the 

availability of the Final EA, and an elecn·onic copy of the Final EA will be available on the website. 

Table 2-3 summarizes the comments received on the Draft EA. Copies of the comment letters 

received dming the review period and a copy of a sample n·ansmittalletter are included in Appendix 

A. No comments were received on the Draft EA that required substantial revisions to the doclmlent. 

Table 2-3. 

Commenter 

Arizona Depmtment of 
Environmental Quality, 
Diane L. Alnst, Manager, 
Air Quality Planning 
Section 

2-16 

Summary of Public Comments Received on Draft EA 

Date 

January27, 
2012 

Summary of Comments 

• Consider disturbance of 
asbestos and particulate 
matter dllling 
COI1St111Ction 

• Provide notification of 
demolition 

• Implement measures to 
reduce particulate matter 
disturbance 

• Comply with mles for 
reducing dust 

Response to Comments 

A discussion of potential 
asbestos impacts relating 
to air quality, including 
notification ar1d petmit 
requirements, and dust­
related air quality impacts 
is provided in Section 
4.4.1 ; a discussion of 
asbestos removal 
requirements is provided 
in Section 4.1 0.1; a list of 
permits is included in 
Table 2-5. 
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Commenter Date Summary of Comments Response to Comments 

Town of Marana, T Janmny 27, No comments provided on Letter acknowledged 
VanHook, Connmmity 2012 the document 
Development Director 
Pima Cotmty Department of Februruy 8, • A fugitive dust activity A discussion of air 
Environmental Quality, 2012 permit may be required quality impacts and 
Anna Mrutin, Air • A pennit from Alizona pennit requirements is 
Compliance Inspector Deprutment of provided in Section4.4.1; 

Environmental Quality a discussion of water 
may be required for quality impacts is 
storm water discharges provided in Section4.2.1; 

• An activity pennit may a list of permits is 

be required for asbestos included in Table 2-5. 

removal 

Arizona Depattment of February 13, Document addresses all Letter acknowledged 
Environmental Quality, 2012 impacts related to water 
Wendy LeStarge, quality 
Environmental Rules 
Specialist, Water Quality 
Division 
State Histotic Preservation February 16, Separate documentation The Base's intent is to 
Office, Ann Howard 2012 needed for Section 106 coordinate with the State 

consultation Historic Preservation 
Officer on a case-by-case 
basis when the projects 
identified in the EA move 
into their initial planning 
and design phases, in lieu 
of using the NEP A 
docwnent submittal for 
the consultation. 

Alizona Game and Fish F ebmruy 21, Document addresses all Lett.er acknowledged 
Depattment 2012 impacts related to sensitive 

biological resomces and 
provides appropriate 
avoidance measmes to 
minimize impacts 

2.5.2 Regulatory Compliance 

National Environmental Policy Act 

NEP A requires federal agencies to take into consideration the potential environmental consequences 

of proposed actions in their decision-making process. The intent ofNEP A is to protect, restore, and 

enhance the environment tln·ough well-infonned federal decisions. The CEQ was established under 

NEPA to implement and oversee federal policy in this process. 
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The CEQ subsequently issued the Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the 

NEPA (40 CFR Sections 1500-1508). These requirements specify that an EA be prepared to: 

• Briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). 

• Aid in an agency's compliance with NEPA when an EIS is not necessruy. 

• Facilitate preparation of an EIS when one is necessaty. 

The activities addressed in this docmnent constitute a federal action and therefore must be assessed in 

accordance with NEP A. To comply with NEPA, as well as other pertinent environmental 

requirements, the decision-making process for the proposed action includes the development of an 

EA to address the environmental issues related to the proposed action. The Air Force implementing 

procedures for NEPA ru·e contained in 32 CFR Part 989 et seq., Environmental Impact Analysis 

Process. 

Biological Resources Regulatory Requirements 
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 USC§§ 1531-1544, as amended) established 

measures for the protection of plant and animal species that ru·e federally listed as threatened and 

endangered and for the conservation of habitats that are clitical to the continued existence of those 

species. Endangered species ru·e those species that are at risk of extinction in all or a significant 

p01tion of their range. Threatened species are those that could be listed as endangered in the near 

future. Federal agencies must evaluate the effects of their proposed actions through a set of defined 

procedures, which can include the preparation of a Biological Assessment and can require f01mal 

consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Setvice (USFWS) under Section 7 of the Act. 

The state of Arizona maintains a list of the Wildlife of Special Concem in Alizona (WSC) in the 

Arizona Heritage Data Management System, which is maintained by Alizona Game and Fish 

Deprutment (AZGF). The list identifies these species as those whose occtmence in AI·izona is or may 

be in jeopardy or has known or perceived threats or population declines. Additionally, under the 

Alizona Native Plant Law (Alizona Revised Statutes Title 3, Chapter 7, Arizona Native Plants), the 

AI·izona Depattment of Agriculn1re has identified plant species of pruticular concem throughout the 

state. Plants on this list ru·e placed in one of five categories of protection: Highly Safegttru·ded 

Protected Native Plants, Salvage Restricted (collection with a petmit only), Exp01t Restlicted ( exp01t 

out of state prohibited), Salvage Assessed (permits required to remove live n·ees), and Hatvest 

Restlicted (pennit required to remove plant by-products). Native plants cannot be removed fi.·om any 

AI·izona land without the petmission of the landowner and a pennit fi.·om the AI·izona Deprutment of 

Agliculntre. Other sensitive species are those that are federal species of concem or that ru·e identified 

as rare or on a watch list under the Alizona Natural Helitage Program state ranking system. 
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EO 13112, Invasive Species, directs federal agencies to use relevant programs and authotities to: 

• prevent the introduction of invasive species~ 

• detect and respond rapidly to and control populations of such species in a cost-effective and 

environmentally smmd manner~ 

• monitor invasive species populations accurately and reliably~ 

• provide for restoration of native species and habitat conditions in ecosystems that have been 

invaded; 

• conduct research on invasive species and develop technologies to prevent introduction and 

provide for environmentally sound control of invasive species; 

• promote public education on invasive species and the means to address them; and 
• not authorize, fimd, or cany out actions that the agency believes are likely to cause or 

promote the introduction or spread of invasive species in the United States or elsewhere 
unless, pursuant to guidelines that it has prescribed, the agency has detennined and made 
public its detennination that the benefits of such actions clearly outweigh the potential hann 
caused by invasive species; and that all feasible and prudent measures to minimize risk of 
hatm will be taken in conjunction with the actions. 

EO 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds (2001 ), recognized the 

ecological and economic impottance of migratmy birds to this and other cmmtties. It requires federal 

agencies to evaluate the effects of their actions and plans on migratoty birds (with an emphasis on 

species of concem) in their NEPA docmnents. Species of concem are those identified in 1) the repott 

"Migratmy Nongame Birds of Management Concem in the United States" prepared by the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service, 2) ptiority species identified by established plans such as those prepared by 

Prutners in Flight, or 3) listed species in 50 CFR 17.11 Endangered and Threatened Wildlife. 

Water Resources Regulatory R equirements 

The CWA of 1977 (33 USC§ 1251 et seq.) regulates pollutant discharges that could affect aquatic 

life fotms or human health and safety. The USACE regulates the discharge of dredged or fill matetial 

into waters of the U.S. including wetlands under Section 404 of the CWA. Waters of the U.S. include 

any water body or water course that has been detetmined to be regulated 1mder Section 404 using the 

Rapanos Guidance of J1me 5, 2007, and may include ephemeral washes, drainage ditches, intetmittent 

and perennial water courses, and wetlands. Under CWA Section 401 , applicants for a federal license 

or petmit to conduct activities that may result in the dischru·ge of a pollutant into waters of the U.S. 

must obtain cettification from the state in which the discharge would otiginate, or if approptiate, from 

the interstate water pollution control agency with jurisdiction over affected waters at the point where 

the discharge would originate. The State of Atizona has the legal authotity to implement and enforce 

the provisions of the CW A while the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) retains oversight 

responsibilities. 
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Under the CW A, it is illegal to discharge pollutants from a point source into any smface water 

without a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. As of December 2002, 

the EPA authorized Arizona to operate the NPDES Pe1mit Program. This program is refened to as 

the AZPDES Permit Program. The EPA has the authority to set standards for the quality of 

wastewater discharges. The goal of the CW A Section 402 is the "restoration and maintenance of the 

chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation's waters." The State has issued a General 

Permit for Discharges from Construction Activities, which requires the submittal of a Notice of Intent 

at least two days before the strut of constmction, prepru·ation of a Stonn Water Pollution Prevention 

Plan (SWPPP), and submittal of a Notice of Termination after completion of a construction project. 

Storm water discharge from industrial activities at Davis-Monthan AFB is managed in accordance 

with the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity from 

Non-Mining Facilities (AZMSG2010-002) issued by the EPA. This permit became effective on 

Febmruy 1, 2011, and expires on January 31, 2016; it updates the previous 2000 Multi-Sector General 

Permit for the state. Davis-Monthan AFB prepared a SWPPP to identifY water quality monitoring 

requirements and BMPs that will minimize the potential for contaminants to reach nearby smface 

waters (Davis-Monthan AFB 2007). For activities on the Base that fall under the General Permit, 

Davis-Monthan AFB or its contr·actor is required to submit a Notice oflntent to the Arizona 

Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) and implement appropriate BMPs to minimize 

discharge of pollutants into water bodies. 

EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires federal agencies to take action to minimize the 

dest111ction, loss or degr·adation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial 

values of wetlands. Federal agencies are directed to consider the effects of their actions on the 

survival and quality of wetlands. 

EO 11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies to take action to reduce the risk of 

flood damage; minimize the impacts of floods on human safety, health, and welfru·e; and to restore 

and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains. Federal agencies are directed to 

consider the proximity of their actions to or within floodplains. 

Air Quality Regulatory Requirements 

The Clean Air Act (CAA) (42 USC§§ 7401- 7671, as amended) provided the authority for the EPA 

to establish nationwide air quality standards to protect public health and welfare. Federal standards, 

known as the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), were developed for seven criteria 

pollutants: ozone (03) , nitrogen dioxide (N02) , carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (S0 2), 

pruticulate matter less than or equal to 10 micrometers in diameter (PM10), particulate matter less than 

or equal to 2.5 micrometers in diameter (PM2.5), and lead (Pb ). Because volatile organic compounds 

(VOCs) and nitr·ogen oxides (NOJ are precursors to the formation of 0 3 in the atmosphere, contr·ol of 
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these pollutants is the ptimary method of reducing 0 3 concentrations in the atmosphere. The NAAQS 

are defmed in tenns of concentration (e. g., patts per million [ppm] or micrograms per cubic meter 

[pg/m3
]) detemrined over valious periods of time (averaging peliods ). Shmt-te1m standards (1-hour, 

8-hour, or 24-hour peliods) were established for pollutants with acute health effects and may not be 

exceeded more than once a year. Long-te1m standards (annual peliods) were established for 

pollutants with chronic health effects and may never be exceeded. State and local agencies may 

establish ambient air quality standa1·ds and regulations of their own. provided that these are at least as 

stlingent as the federal requirements. Atizona has adopted the NAAQS for all clitelia pollutants. 

Table 2-4 depicts the NAAQS for the ctitetia pollutants. 

Table 2-4. Air Qualif1 Standards 

Averaging Primary Secondary 

Air Pollutant Time NAAQS NAAQS 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 8-hour 9ppm n/a 
1-hour 35ppm n/a 

Nitrogen Dioxide (N02) AAM 0.053 ppm 0.053 ppm 
Sulftu· Dioxide (S02) AAM 0.030ppm n/a 

24-hour 0.140ppm n/a 
3-hour n/a 0.500ppm 

Particulate Matter (PM10) 
1 

AAM n/a n/a 
24-hr 150 pg/m3 150 ~tg/m3 

Patticulate Matter (PM2.s) L. AAM 15 pg/m3 15 ~tg/m3 

24-hour 35 ~g/m3 35 ~tg/m3 

Ozone ( 03) 
8-hour 0.080ppm 0.080ppm 

Lead (Pb) and Lead Calendar 1.5 ~g/m, 1.5 ~tg/m, 

Compmmds Quatter 

Notes : AAM =Annual Aritlm1etic Mean; ppm= parts per million; ).tg/m3 =micrograms per 
cubic meter 
1 In 2006, the federal annual PM10 standard of 50 ).tg/m3 was revoked; Arizona 
Administrative Code 17.08 has kept the 50 j.tg/m3 for PM10 standard. 
2 In 2006, the PM2.5 standard for the 24-hom averaging time was changed from 65 f..lg/m3 to 
35 j.tg/m3

. 

Sources: 40 CFR 50; Arizona Administrative Code Chapter 17.08. 

Attainment Status. Based on measured ambient cliteria pollutant data, the EPA designates areas of 

the U.S. as having air quality equal to or better than the NAAQS (attainment) or worse than the 

NAAQS (nonattainment) . Upon achieving attainment from a nonattainment designation, areas are 

then considered to be a "maintenance" area for a peliod of 10 or more years. Areas are designated as 

lmclassifiable for a pollutant when there is insufficient ambient air quality data for the EPA to fmm a 

basis of attainment stan1s. For the pmpose of applying air quality regulations, unclassifiable areas are 

n·eated the same as areas in attainment of the NAAQS. 
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State Implementation Plan (SIP). The CAA also requires that each state prepare a SIP for 

maintaining and improving air quality and eliminating violations of the NAAQS in nonattainment 

areas. Under the CAA Amendments of 1990, federal agencies are required to detennine whether their 

lmdertakings are in confmmance with the applicable SIP and demonstrate that their actions will not 

cause or conhibute to a new violation of the NAAQS; increase the fi.·equency or severity of any 

existing violation; or delay timely attainment of any standard, emission reduction, or milestone 

contained in the SIP. 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). Section 162 of the CAA established the goal of 

PSD of air quality in all intemational parks, national parks that exceed 6,000 acres, and national 

wildemess areas and memorial parks that exceed 5,000 acres, if these areas had been established by 

August 7, 1977. These areas are defined as mandatmy Class I areas, while all other attainment or 

lmclassifiable areas are defined as Class II areas. Under CAA Section 164, states or tiibal nations, in 

addition to the federal govemment, have the auth01ity to redesignate cettain areas as (non-mandatmy) 

PSD Class I areas (e.g. , a national park or national wildemess area established after August 7, 1977 

that exceeds 10,000 acres). PSD Class I areas are areas where any appreciable deterioration of air 

quality is considered significant. Class II areas are those where moderate, well-controlled growth 

could be petmitted. Class III areas are those designated by the govemor of a state as requiting less 

protection than Class II areas. No Class III areas have yet been designated. The PSD requit·ements 

affect const111ction of new major stationaty sources in the designated areas and provide a pre­

conshllction petmitting system. Davis-Monthan AFB is not in a Class I or II area, but is within 15 

miles of a Class I area (Saguaro National Park West is about 4 miles east, refer to Figure 1-1). 

Visibility. CAA Section 169(a) established the additional goal of prevention offtuther visibility 

impaitment in PSD Class I areas. Visibility impaitment is defmed as a reduction in the visual range 

and atinospheric discoloration. Detetmination of the significance of an activity on visibility in a PSD 

Class I area is typically associated with evaluation of stationaty somce contributions. The EPA is 

implementing a Regional Haze Rule for PSD Class I areas that will address conu·ibutions fi.·om mobile 

somces and pollution transpotted fi.·om other states or regions. Emission levels are used to 

qualitatively assess potential impaitment to visibility in PSD Class I areas. Decreased visibility may 

potentially result fi.·om elevated concentrations of PM10 and S02 in the lower atmosphere. 

General Conformity. CAA Section 176(c), General Confmmity, established cettain statutmy 

requit·ements for federal agencies with proposed federal activities to demonstrate confmmity of the 

proposed activities with each state's SIP for attainment of the NAAQS. Federal activities must not: 

• cause or conhibute to any new violation; 

• increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation; or 
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• delay timely attainment of any standard, interim emission reductions, or milestones in 

confomlity to a SIP's pmpose of eliminating or reducing the sevelity and munber ofNAAQS 

violations or achieving attainment ofNAAQS. 

General confonnity applies only to nonattainment and maintenance areas. If the emissions from a 

federal action proposed in a nonattainment area exceed annual thresholds identified in the mle, a 

confonnity detennination is required of that action. The thresholds become more restiictive as the 

sevelity of the nonattainment status of the region increases. 

Stationary Source Operating Permits. In Pima County, the Pima Cotmty Depattment of 

Environmental Quality regulates air quality and processes permit applications for stationruy air 

pollution somces. Activity pennits must be obtained for various constmction, demolition, eruth­

moving, and land-cleating activities. Title V of the CAA Amendments of 1990 requires states to 

issue Federal Operating Pennits for major stationruy somces. A major stationruy somce in Pima 

Cotmty is a facility (i.e. , plant, base, or activity) that emits more than 100 tons per yeru· of any cliteda 

air pollutant, 10 tons per yeru· of a hazru·dous air pollutant, or 25 tons per yeru· of any combination of 

hazru·dous air pollutants (Pima Cotmty Code Title 17, Section 17.04.340(A)(128)). 

Arizona EO 2005-02, Climate Change Advisory Group. A Climate Change Advismy Group was 

established in Alizona by EO 2005-02 to develop recommendations to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) 

e1nissions, produce an inventmy of GHG emissions and their somces, and prepru·e a Climate Change 

Action Plan. The Climate Change Action Plan was completed in 2006 (Arizona Climate Change 

Advismy Group 2006). The plan incorporates results of the GHG inventmy and provides 

recommendations for reducing e1nissions in the state. 

Fugitive Dust. Section 17.12.470.A of Title 17 of the Pima County Code requires a fhgitive dust 

activity pennit for activities that "conduct, cause, suffer, allow land sn·ipping, emthmoving, blasting, 

n·enchlng or road consti11ction" Section 17 .12.470.B states that a single activity pennit is required for 

land snipping or eaithmoving activities affecting more than 1 acre of land, for n·enching activities that 

involve more than 300 feet ofn·enchlng, and road consti11ction activities that involve more than 50 

feet of road. Other applicable mles of the Alizona Adininisn·ative Code may also apply to the 

projects, such as R18-2-605 for Roadways and Sn·eets, R18-2-606 for Material Handling, R18-2-607 

for Storage Piles, and RIS-2-804 for Roadway and Site Cleaning Machine1y. 

Cultural Resources Regulatory Requirements 

The National Histodc Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (16 USC§ 470) established the NRHP and 

the Advismy Council on Histmic Prese1vation (ACHP), outlining procedmes for the management of 

culnu·al resomces on federal property. Culnu·al resources can include m·chaeological remains, 
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architectmal stmctures, and traditional cultural prope1ties such as ancestral settlements, histmic trails, 

and places where significant histmic events occmTed. 

NHP A requires federal agencies to consider potential impacts to cultural resomces that are listed, 

nominated to, or eligible for listing on the NRHP; designated a National Histmic Landmark; or 

valued by modem Native Americans for maintaining their traditional culture. Section 106 ofNHPA 

requires federal agencies to consult with State Historic Prese1vation Offices (SHPO) if their 

lmde1takings might affe.ct such resources. Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties (36 CFR 

800 [1986]) provided an explicit set of procedures for federal agencies to meet their obligations lmder 

the NHPA, which includes inventmying ofresomces and consultation with SHPO. 

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act (42 USC§ 1996) established federal policy to protect 

and prese1ve the lights of Native Ameli cans to believe, express, and exercise their traditional 

religions, including providing access to sacred sites. The Native American Graves Protection and 

Repatriation Act (25 USC§§ 3001- 3013) requires consultation with Native American tribes prior to 

excavation or removal of human remains and certain objects of cultural impmtance. 

In the American Indian and Alaska Native Policy fonnulated to address EO 13084, Consultation and 

Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, the DoD has clmified its policy for interacting and 

working with federally recognized American Indian and Alaska Native govemments. Under this 

policy guidance, proponents must provide timely notice to, and consult with, tribal governments prior 

to taking any actions that have the potential to affect protected tlibal resources, tribal rights, or Indian 

lands. Tribal input must be solicited em·ly enough in the planning process that it may influence the 

decision to be made. 

Other R egulatory R equirements 

To comply with NEPA, the planning and decision-making process for actions proposed by federal 

agencies involves a study of other relevant enviromnental statutes and regulations. An overview of 

other applicable regulations is provided below. 

EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low­

Income Populations, was established to ensure the fair treatment and meaningful involvement with 

respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environn1ental laws, regulations, and 

policies. 

Because children may suffer disproportionately tiom environmental health lisks and safety risks, EO 

13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, was introduced in 

1997 to prioritize the identification and assessment of environmental health risks and safety risks that 
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may affect children and to ensure that federal agency policy, programs, activities, and standards 

address environmentallisks and safety tisks to children. 

Air Force Manual91-201 , Explosives Safety Standards, represents the Air Force guidelines for 

complying with explosives safety. This regulation, as well as AFI 91-204, identifies explosive safety 

mishaps involved in both explosive and chemical agents. 

As a result of tenorist activities, the DoD and the Air Force have developed a series of AT/FP 

guidelines for militaty installations. These guidelines address a range of considerations that include 

access to the installation, access to facilities on the installation, facility siting, exterior design, intetior 

infrastmcture design, and landscaping (UFC 4-010-01 , 2002). The intent of this siting and design 

guidance is to improve security, minimize fatalities, and limit damage to facilities in the event of a 

tenorist attack. Many militaty installations, such as Davis-Monthan AFB, were developed before 

such considerations became a ctitical concem, and some facilities at the Base are not compatible with 

the cunent AT/FP standards. However, as new constmction takes place or facilities are modified, the 

design will need to incorporate these standards. 

Municipal solid waste management and compliance at Air Force installations is established in AFI 

32-7042, Solid and Hazardous Waste Compliance. In general, AFI 32-7042 establishes the 

requirements for installations to have a solid waste management program to incorporate a solid waste 

management plan; procedures for handling, storage, collection and disposal of solid waste; record­

keeping and repot1ing; and pollution prevention. AFI 32-7080, Pollution Prevention Program, 

addresses source reduction, resource recovety, and recycling of solid waste. 

The majotity of hazardous matetials used by Air Force and contractor personnel at Davis- Monthan 

AFB are controlled in accordance with AFI 32-7086, Hazardous Material Management. The AFI 

established the requirements for the procurement, handling, storage, and issuing of hazardous 

matetials and the redisttibution/reuse of hazardous materials. The hazardous materials authorization 

process includes review and approval by Air Force personnel to ensure Air Force users are aware of 

exposme and safety tisks. Base management plans fi.trther setve to ensure compliance with 

applicable federal, state, and local regulations. 

The National Emission Standard for Asbestos (40 CFR, Pat161, Subpat1 M, Section 61.145(a)) 

requires that the owner or operator of a project scheduled for renovation or demolition thoroughly 

inspect the facility for the presence of asbestos. Fm1hetmore, an activity petmit may be required 

from the Pima County Depat1ment of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) if asbestos is present, and 

fm1her standm·ds may apply based on the fmdings of the asbestos inspection. Notification to ADEQ 

is also required for demolition activities, and a petmit from ADEQ may be required. 
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2.6 PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

The EA has been prepaJed in compliance with NEP A, other federal statutes such as the CAA and the 

CW A, and applicable state statutes and regulations. A list of Davis-Monthan AFB pennits has been 

compiled and reviewed during the preparation of this EA. Table 2-5 smrnnatizes potentially 

applicable federal, state, and local petmits and the potential for requirements to modify the petmits 

due to the proposed action. Management actions and procedures would need to be reviewed, 

coordinated, and/or updated to ensure Air Force compliance with applicable instmctions, guidance, 

and directives. 

a e -T bl 2 5 
Permit 

Synthetic Minor Petmit 

Operating Petmit #1701 

Activity Pennit from Pima 
County Department of 
Environmental Quality 
Davis-Monthan AFB 
National Pollutant 
Discharge Elitnination 
System 
Constmction General 
Pennit AZG2003-001 

Davis-Monthan AFB 
Disposal Pennit 
Asbestos Activity Pennit 

Pima County Asbestos 
Removal Disposal Petmit 
Pima Cmmty Lead Base 
Paint Removal Disposal 
Pennit 
Native Plant Presetvation 
Platl 
Pima Cmmty Drainage 
(Sewer) and Water 
(Plumbing) Fixture Unit 
c01mection fees as 
applicable 

2-26 

. p otentla ermlt eqmrements . I p . R 
Resource Action Needed 

Air No change to existing pennit expected; 
equipment (i.e., generators) may require 
air pennit modification or amendment. 

Air No change to existing petmit expected; 
equipment (i.e., generators) may require 
air petmit modification or amendment. 

Air New petmit required for any land 
stripping, ea1th moving, tt·enc.hing, and/or 
road const111ction. 

Stotm Water The Stotm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan would need to be updated for each 
project. 

Stonn Water The Base would have to file a Notice of 
Intent with the ADEQ to obtain coverage 
under tllis pennit. 

Hazar·dous No change to existing petmit expected. 
Waste 
Hazar· do us Notification to ADEQ would be needed 
Matetials for demolition projects, and a pe1mit may 

be required. 
Hazar·dous A new petmit from PDEQ may be needed 
Matetials for demolition projects. 
Hazar· do us A new pennit fi·om PDEQ would be 
Matetials needed for applicable projects. 

Biology A plan would be needed for projects 
disturbing native vegetation. 

hlfi·ast111cture Applicable fees would need to be paid for 
new sewer cotmections. 
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2.7 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Table 2-6 smnmarizes the environmental consequences of the proposed action and no-action 

altemative based on the analysis presented in Chapter 4.0, Environmental Consequences, of this EA. 

No significant impacts were identified. 

a e -T bl 2 6 s ummaryo fE nvuonment alC onsequences 

Proposed Action 
Resource Topic Avoidance/Minimization No-Action 

Impacts 
Measures 

Ea1th Resources • Ground disturbance • Implement BMPs and • No change in 
would expose soils to comply with SWPPP for soil, geologic, or 
wind and water erosion. construction activities. topographic 

• New facilities in • Consider soil hazards in conditions from 
tmdeveloped areas could final project design. existing setting. 
be damaged from 
shrink/swell hazard of 
soils. 

Water • Projects would decrease • Implement BMPs and • No change in 
Resources impervious surface area comply with SWPPP for nmoff, water 

at Base. construction activities. quality, or 

• Constmction/demolition grotmdwater 
activities could discharge conditions from 
sediment and pollutants existing setting. 
into smface waters or 
sto1m drainage system. 

• Grotmdwater withdrawal 
would be similar to 
cmTent conditions. 

Biological • Projects in less developed • Conduct pre-constmction • No change in 
Resources areas could disturb smveys for owls and biological 

btmowing owls or shrikes and implement conditions from 
loggerhead shiikes. protection measures for existing setting. 

• Some projects may active nestslbmTows. 
remove protected cacti. • h1dude cacti in 

• No native vegetation landscaping plans. 
commmlities would be 
affected. 
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• 
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Proposed Action 

Avoidance/Minimization No-Action 
Impacts 

Measures 
Constmction/demolition • Implement emission • No change in air 
activities would emit control measures and quality from 
pollutants, including comply with air quality existing setting. 
GHGs, and expose pennits. 
nearby sensitive 
receptors. 
Constmction/demolition 
activities would emit CO, 
but less than de minimis 
thresholds. 
Operational emissions 
would be less than 
existing conditions. 
Constmction/demolition • Schedule activities during • No change in 
activities would increase daytime hours (7 a.m. to 5 noise from 
noise levels around p.m.). existing setting. 
project areas (75 to about • Continued 
90 dBA at 50 feet) and adverse effects 
expose sensitive from jet engine 
receptors. testing. 
Vibrations may be felt in 
project vicinities. 
Operational noise would 
be similar to existing 
conditions, except hush 
house would decrease 
noise from jet engine 
testing, with a potential 
increase in vibrations. 

Constmcti on disrurbance • Design facilities to be • No change in 
would create temporaty visually similar to existing land use or visual 
land use conflicts and facilities. setting from 
visual impacts. • Landscape or revegetate existing setting. 
New facilities and disturbed areas and around 
demolition projects new facilities. 
would change visual 
setting. 
No long-tetm land use 
conflicts anticipated. 
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Proposed Action 
Resource Topic Avoidance/Minimization No-Action 

Impacts 
Measures 

Socioeconomics • Projects would require • Schedule projects over • No change in 
and approximately $35 several years to spread out economic or 
Environmental million of expenditures expenditures. social conditions 
Justice through the end of the • Coordinate and provide for from existing 

constmction period. relocation of residents. setting. 
• Donnitmy renovations • Restdct access to project • Some operations 

would require temporruy areas during construction would continue to 
relocation of residents. and demolition activities. be inefficient. 

• No dispropo1tionate 
impacts on low-income 
or minority populations 
or safety concerns for 
children. 

Cultural • No known, eligible • Comply with Base policies • No change in 
Resources resources would be for inadve1tent discoveries cultural resources 

affected. of cultural resources. from existing 
• Grmmd disturbing setting. 

activities have low 
potential to expose or 
damage buried cultural 
resources or hmnan 
remains. 

Safety • Constmction/demolition • Comply with Base policies • No change in 
activities could expose and federal guidelines for safety zones or 
workers to health and safety dming constmction conditions fi:om 
safety 1isks. and demolition. existing setting. 

• Projects would improve • Adhere to safety 
overall safety conditions requirements in safety 
at the Base. zones. 

• Pavement plan may be 
implemented in safety 
zones. 

Capital Improvements Program (CIP) at David-Monthan AFB 2-29 



Resource Topic 

Solid and • 
Hazardous 
Matetials and 
Waste • 

• 

Infrastmcture • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

2-30 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Proposed Action 

Avoidance/Minimization No-Action 
Impacts 

Measures 
Projects would generate • Recycle or properly • No change in 
approximately 6,200 tons dispose ofwaste generated solid or 
of solid waste. by projects. hazardous waste 
Dining facility and • Implement safety generation or 
Ainnan Leadership measures for ACM hazardous 
School projects would removal and comply with matelial use from 
involve removal of ACM Base policies and asbestos existing setting. 
during demolition removal pennit. 
activities. • Obtain waivers for 
No hazardous sites would activities near active ERP 
be affected, but some sites or in closed ranges. 
projects would be near 
ERP sites or in closed 
ranges. 

Constmction traffic • llllplement traffic • No change in 
would cause localized management measures traffic conditions 
congestion and delays. during constmction and or utility 
Projects would not demolition activities. demands from 
change operational • Provide notification in the existing setting. 
traffic. event of setvice 
Parking would continue dismptions. 
to be available and 
adequate for Base 
operations. 
Projects would require 
slight increase in utility 
system demand, but 
within setvice provider 
capabilities. 
Utility line installation 
may require temporaty 
dismption to services. 
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3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

This chapter clesclibes the existing environmental and socioeconomic conditions at Davis-Monthan 

AFB (regional) and in the vicinity of each project area (local). This inf01mation serves as a baseline 

to compare changes likely to result from implementation of the proposed action. The potential 

environmental and socioeconomic impacts of implementing the proposed action or the no-action 

altemative are desctibed in Chapter 4.0. 

The local project aJeas descdbed in this chapter include (see Figure 2-1 for location map): 

• New d01mitory project area: approximately 3.5 acres at the southwest comer of Eighth and 

Kachina streets 

• Dining facility project area: approximately 2.2 acres at the southeast comer of Fifth and 

Ironwood streets and the existing dining facility (building 41 00) to the south 

• Chiller system project area: approximately 0.1 acre at the northwest comer of Fifth and 

Kachina streets; 6,300 linear feet (pipelines) along existing roads between the chiller storage 

system and buildings to be served 

• Auman Leadership School project area: existing building 4101 between Fifth, Seventh, 

Kachina, and Ironwood streets 

• Hush house project area: approximately 1.2 acres n01th ofYmna Street, east of Wilmot Road 

• 214 RG headquruters facility project area: approximately 0.1 acre on n01th side of Gafford 

Way 

• HAMS yard project area: approximately 1.3 acres on southwest side of Phoenix Street, neru· 

aiJ.fteld surface 

• D01mit01y renovation project area: existing building 3 509 on n01th side of Kachina Street 

between Seventh Street and Craycraft Road 

• Pavement plan project ru·ea: roads and parking ru·eas throughout Davis-Monthan AFB 

In compliance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and 32 CFR Prut 989, et seq. , the descdption of the 

affected enviJ.·onment (existing conditions) focuses on resources and conditions potentially subject to 

impacts. These resomces and conditions include eruth resomces, water resomces, biological 

resources, an· quality, noise, land use and visual resources, socioeconomics and environmental justice, 

cultt1ral resources, safety, solid and hazardous matedals and wastes, and infi:astmcnu·e. 
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3.1 EARTH RESOURCES 

Eatth resources include geology, soils, and topography. Geologic resources of an area typically 

consist of smface and subsmface materials and their inherent propetties. Soils are unconsolidated 

matelials fonned from the underlying bedrock or other parent matetial and play a critical role in both 

the natmal and human environment. Soil drainage, texture, strength, shrink/swell potential, and 

erodibility detennine the suitability of the grmmd to supp01t man-made stmcntres and facilities. 

Topography refers to the surface features of an area including its ve1tical relief. These resources may 

have scientific, hist01ical, economic, and recreational value. 

3.1.1 Geology 

Davis-Monthan AFB is located in the Tucson Basin, an inte1montane trough in the Sonoran Dese1t, 

fo1med between the Tucson Mountains to the west, the Rincon Mountains to the east, and the Santa 

Catalina Mountains to the n01th (Houser et al. 2004). The Sonoran Desert is patt of the Basin and 

Range province, a region characterized by deep alluvial deposits transpo1ted fi:om adjacent 

mountains, with relatively ymmg deposits found in present-day drainageways and much older 

deposits located on valley floors and tenaces. The Tucson Mmmtains are a small range composed of 

Te1tiruy intmsive and volcanic rocks bordered by faulted and folded Paleozoic and Cretaceous 

sedimentruy rock (Chronic 1983). The Santa Catalina and Rincon Mmmtains ru·e considered to be a 

typical southem Basin and Range metamorphic core complex, in which mid-Te1tia1y extension 

uplifted the rocks ft·om a depth of approximately mid-cmst to 1 mile above the valley floor 

(University of Colorado at Boulder 1999). The Tucson Basin represents a stluctural basin that has 

been depressed between mmmtain ranges and pattially filled with alluvial deposits eroding off the 

sunmmding mmmtains or brought in ft·om drainages. 

Evidence of intense peliods of volcanism can be found throughout the Basin and Range province as a 

result of high-angle nmmal faulting dating to approximately 13 million years ago, which continued 

lmtil approximately 5 million years ago. Isolated outcrops of granite more than 1 billion years old are 

evident throughout the province, but most of the andesite and basaltic flows were fo1med in the last 

50 million years. The oldest rocks in the Tucson Basin ru·e the metavolcanic Pinal Schist, fo1med 

approximately 1.7 billion years ago (U.S. Geological Smvey 2003). Some basaltic flows occmTed as 

early as 4 million years ago and as late as 65 million years ago (Natural Resomces Conse1vation 

Se1vice 2006). At one time, the Tucson Basin was closed; however, stmctural uplifting and faulting 

dming the Te1timy Pe1iod allowed drainages, such as the Santa Cmz River, to develop through the 

Tucson Valley (Altschul and Lindsay 1993). This process involved numerous erosional cycles, which 

resulted in a series oftenaced surfaces sloping down to the present floodplain. Once these surfaces 

fonned, small tributalies draining adjoining mountain slopes began fonning their own alluvial fans on 
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the tenaces and floodplains. Davis-Monthan AFB lies on a nearly flat surface of confluent alluvial 

fans known as a bajada. 

3.1.2 Soils 

Soils in the Tucson Basin were primarily fmmed fi:om alluvium with mixed matedal high in qurutz 

and feldspru· and deposited by wind (Nantral Resources Conservation Se1vice 2003). Bedrock and 

eolian (matelial accumulated through wind erosion) matelials ru·e less common, but ru·e direct sources 

of alluvium and calcium carbonate emichment in the soils. Soils at Davis-Monthan AFB are 

chru·acteristic ofthe bajada and are plimarily Alidisols and Entisols. Topsoils consist of silts, clays, 

sands, and gravels, and the subsoil strata is dominated by rock, clay, and caliche material. The 

majority of the soils consist of gravel and sandy loam about 36 inches deep. These soils typically 

have low fe1tility and are potentially erodible by both water and wind. Below the sandy loam layer is 

typically a layer of calcareous material that is approximately 48 inches thick. Most Base soils have 

moderately slow penneability. 

Davis-Monthan AFB has eight distinct soil mapping units (Figure 3-1 ). All of the project areas are on 

the Mohave soils and Urban land, 1 to 8 percent slopes map unit, and some roads extend onto the 

Tubac gravelly loam, 1 to 8 percent slopes and Cave soils and Urban land, 0 to 8 percent slopes map 

units. The remaining soil mapping units are in outlying ru·eas of the Base that are plimarily open 

space. A soil mapping unit represents an area that is dominated by one major kind of soil, and a map 

lmit complex represents an area that is dominated by several kinds of soils. Each soil map unit has 

minor soils associated with it that may have different prope1ties and limitations that can only be 

delineated by an on-site inspection. The prope1ties and limitations of the mapping units are presented 

in this section to provide an indication of the conditions and lhnitations found at Davis-Monthan 

AFB. Infmmation on soil mapping units was derived ft·om the Soil Smvey of Pima County, Alizona, 

Eastem Prut (Nanrral Resources Conse1vation Service 2003). Descliptions of the eight soil mapping 

units present on the Base are provided below. 

Cave soils and Urban land, 0 to 8 percent slopes. Cave soils and urban land are generally found on 

nearly level to gently sloping relict fan tenaces and have no regular pattem in te1ms of percentage of 

composition. Fmmed in mixed alluvium, Cave soils are ve1y shallow and well drained to a lime­

cemented hardpan (Caliche) fmmd at a depth of7 inches. The smface layer is typically brown, 

gravelly, fine sandy loam about 4 inches thick. The next layer is a pinkish white, gravelly, fine sandy 

loam that is 3 inches thick. Depth to the caliche layer, which is a white, indurated, lime hardpan, 

ranges from 4 to 20 inches. A pale brown gravelly loamy sand is lmder the caliche layer to about 50 

inches. These soils are also calcareous throughout the profile. Pe1meability of the Cave soils is 

moderate, available water capacity is ve1y low, and nmoffis medium to rapid. The hazard of both 
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water and wind erosion is slight. The primaty limitation of tllis soil type to development is the 

relatively shallow depth to caliche, whlch limits excavation for building fmmdations. 

Urban land consists of areas of soil that are so altered by constm ction or obscured by stmctures and 

pavement that identification of the original soil is not possible. In these areas, however, the 

underlying and interspersed soils retain many of the charactetistics of the miginal soils associated 

with the map unit. Tills urlit is well suited for development. 

Hantz loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes. Fonned in mixed alluvium, Hantz loam is a very deep, well­

drained soil found in relatively level swales on alluvial fans and floodplains. The smface layer is 

typically brown loam about 5 inches thick. The subsurface layer is grayish brown clay loam and is 7 

inches thick. The substrantm is typically a grayish brown clay that is 33 inches thick, and the next 

layer is brown clay that is 16 or more inches thlck. This soil is calcareous throughout its profile. 

Penneability of the Hantz loam is slow, available water capacity is high, and nmoffis medium. The 

hazard of water erosion is generally slight; however, headcutting and deposition may occm dming 

heavy stotm events. The soil is subject to periods of flooding dming stotm events. The hazard of 

wind erosion is considered to be moderate. The Hantz soil is poorly suited to mban development due 

to flooding and its hlgh shtink-swell potential. 

Mohave soils and Urban land, 1 to 8 percent slopes. Mohave soils are found on broad, gently 

sloping fan tenaces shallowly dissected by ephemeral drainageways. They are formed in mixed 

alluvimn and are vety deep and well drained. The smface layer is about 3 inches thlck and is a 

yellowish brown loam. The 3-inch-thlck subsmface layer is brown sandy loam. The upper 5 inches 

of the subsoil is brown sandy clay loam with the next 13 inches brown and light brown clay loam. 

The lower 16 inches is reddish brown sandy clay loam and clay loam. Loam fotms the substratum to 

a depth of 60 inches or more. Petmeability of the Mohave soils is moderately slow, available water 

capacity is high, and mnoff is slow to medium. The hazard of water erosion is slight to moderate, and 

the hazard of wind erosion is moderate. The ptimaty limitations ru·e the moderate shtink-swell 

chru·acter of the Mohave soil and dustiness in disturbed areas. 

Pinaleno-Stagecoach complex, 5 to 16 percent slopes. The Pinaleno-Stagecoach complex is fmmd 

on strongly sloping fan tenaces. The complex is 40 percent Pinaleno vety cobbly sandy loam; 35 

percent Stagecoach vety gravelly sandy loam; and 25 percent talus, mbble, and small ru·eas of mixed 

soils. The ptimaty limitation of tllis soil complex for development is the percent slope and the hlgh 

lime content of the Stagecoach soils. 
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~ Cave soils and Urban land, 0-8% slopes 
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Mohave soils and Urban land, 1-8% slopes 

Pinaleno-Stagecoach complex, 5-16% slopes 
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Pinaleno soils are typically located on crests and shoulders that have 5 to 10 percent slope. The soil is 

vety deep and well drained and is fmmed in mixed alluvium. The surface is typically composed of 30 

percent cobble and stones and 20 percent gravel. The smface layer, which is about 2 inches thick, is 

brown, vety cobbly, sandy loam. The upper 28 inches of the subsoil are reddish brown and extremely 

cobbly, sandy clay loam. The lower 30 inches are pink, extremely gravelly, sandy clay loam. 

Petmeability of this soil is moderately slow, available water is low, and nmoff is medium. The 

hazard ofwater erosion is slight, and the hazard of wind erosion is vety slight. 

Stagecoach soils are fmmd on shoulders and backslopes that have 5 to 16 percent slopes. The soil is a 

vety deep and well-drained soil that fmmed in gravelly mixed alluvium. The surface is typically 

covered by 50 to 65 percent gravel and cobble. The surface layer is light brown, vety gravelly sandy 

loam about 10 inches thick. The adjacent layer is a pinkish vety gravelly loam and extremely 

gravelly loam approximately 30 inches thick. The substratum to a depth of 50 inches or more is light 

brown vety gravelly loamy sand. The Stagecoach soils are calcareous throughout. Pe1meability of 

the Stagecoach soil is moderate, available water capacity is low, and nmoffis medium. As with the 

Pinaleno soil, the hazard of water erosion is slight, and the hazard of wind erosion is vety slight. 

Pits and Dumps. The pits and dumps map tmit is found on hills and mmmtains with slopes ranging 

from 0 to 100 percent. The general profile of the unit is 40 percent open pit mines, 20 percent 

extremely stony waste rock dumps, 15 percent mine-related landscape and facilities (tailing 

impoundments, equipment yards, dike-enclosed areas, etc.), and 10 percent sanita1y landfills and pits 

for source mateiials. Plimmy limitations to urban development on this soil unit include slope; wind 

erosion; seepage; a11d sheet, till, and gully erosion. 

Sahuarita soils, Mohave soils, and Urban land, 1 to 5 percent slopes. The soil map unit is fmmd 

on gently sloping fan ten·aces. Characteiistics of Mohave soils and Urban land are described above. 

Sahuarita soils are ve1y deep, well-drained soils fmmed in mixed alluvium. The surface is typically 

covered by 35 to 55 percent gravel, and the smface layer is light yellowish brown, ve1y gravelly fme 

sandy lomn to a depth of3 inches. Subsoil is light yellowish brown fine sandy loam 25 inches thick 

and the bmied subsoil below is brown loaiU 17 inches thick and brown vety gravelly sandy clay loam 

15 inches thick. Sahuarita soils are calcareous throughout, and connnon fme lime filaments are fmmd 

in the buried subsoil. The soils have moderate petmeability in the upper part and moderately slow 

pe1meability in the lower part, moderate available water capacity, and slow to medium nmoff (nmoff 

can be rapid in shallow rills and deep gullies); the hazm·d from water erosion is slight, and wind 

erosion hazard is ve1y slight. This soil is moderately well suited for urban development, with the only 

limitations due to the moderate slnink-swell potential of the Mohave component and general 

dustiness of the tmit. 
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Tubac gravelly loam, 1 to 8 percent. Tubac gravelly loam is found on broad, gently sloping fan 

tenaces, shallowly dissected by ephemeral drainageways. The soil is vety deep and well drained and 

is fmmed in mixed alluvium. The smface is typically covered by 25 percent gravel and 5 percent 

cobble, with a brown to dark brown gravelly loam approximately 2 inches thick; in some areas, the 

surface is covered in coarse sandy loam. The subsmface is reddish brown and pinkish gray loam 12 

inches thick. The first 17 inches of subsoil is reddish brown clay, with the lower pmtion of the 

subsoil reddish brown and brown gravelly sandy clay loam to a depth of 60 inches or more. Tubac 

gravelly loam can be effervescent to the smface in places, and many soft masses of lime can be fom1d 

in the substrantm and lower part of the subsoil. The soil has slow petmeability, available water 

capacity is moderate, nmoff is medium, and erosion hazards from both wind and water are slight. 

The plimruy limitation for urban development on the Tubac gravelly loam comes in the fmm of 

moderate smink -swell potential. If facilities are constmcted on this soil, cru·e should be taken to 

design fmmdations and footings to dive1t nmoff away from the facilities. 

Yaqui fine sandy loam, 1 to 3 percent. Yaqui fme sandy loam is fmmd on gently sloping alluvial 

fans. The soil is vety deep, well drained, and fonned in mixed alluvium. The surface layer is 

typically strong brown fine sandy loam to a depth of approximately 4 inches (in some areas, the 

smface layer can be loam or vety fme sandy loam), with a subsoil of brown to ctru·k brown sandy clay 

loam 27 inches thick. Below this layer is a bmied subsoil of yellowish red clay loam 12 inches thick 

over pink gravelly loam to a depth of 60 inches or more. Yaqui fine sandy loam is calcareous 

throughout, and fme lime filaments can be found in the bmied subsoil. The soil has moderate 

permeability to a depth of 31 inches, and petmeability becomes moderately slow below this point. 

Available water capacity is high, mnoff is generally slow except when concentrated, water erosion 

hazard is slight, and wind erosion hazard is moderately high. Yaqui fme sandy loam is subject to rare 

very blief periods of flooding dming prolonged, high-intensity stotm events. Primmy limitations to 

mban development include flooding and a potential hazard of wind erosion in disturbed ru·eas. 

3.1.3 Topography 

The general topography of the Sonoran Dese1t is defmed by numerous shmt southeast to nmthwest 

trending fault-block mountain ranges that rise abmptly from a smooth, gently sloping dese1t valley 

floor (Nantral Resomces Conservation Service 2006). The tenain on Davis-Monthan AFB is 

predominantly flat and slopes downward fiom the southeast to the northwest. Elevations on the Base 

range from 2,550 feet above mean sea level on the west side to 2,950 feet on the east side. Only two 

areas located on the Base have any significant slope: the road cut for Kolb Road as it passes tm·ough 

the Base and the Atterbmy Wash in the eastem pmt of the Base. 
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Elevations (in feet above mean sea level) and topography of the project areas are: 

• New donnitmy project area: slopes from 2,640 in southeast to 2,636 in northwest. 

• Dining facility project area: gradually slopes from 2,630 in southeast to 2,628 in nmthwest. 

• Chiller system project area: elevation2,632 at facility, lines vruy by location and range from 

2,622 in the nmthwest prut of the Base to 2,666 in the southeast prut of the developed ru·ea. 

• Auman Leadership School project ru·ea: slightly slopes from 2,634 in south to 2,632 in nmth. 

• Hush house project area: gradually slopes from 2,730 in southeast to 2,726 in nmthwest. 

• 214 RG headquruters facility project area: elevation 2,614; mostly flat with a very slight 

slope from southwest to nmtheast. 

• HAMS yard project ru·ea: slopes from 2,682 in southeast to 2,678 in nmthwest. 

• Dmmitmy renovation project ru·ea: 2,642; mostly flat with a vety slight slope fi:om east to 

west. 

• Pavement plan project area: elevations vruy by road and conespond to the range of 

elevations at the Base. 

3.2 WATER RESOURCES 

Water resources include smface water, grOlmdwater, and floodplains. Surface water resources 

include lakes, rivers, and streams and provide econmnic, ecological, recreational, and human health 

benefits. GrOlmdwater includes the subsmface hydrologic resources of the physical envn·onment, 

which is commonly used as a source of water supply. Floodplains are defmed by EO 11988, 

Floodplain Management, as "the lowland and relatively flat areas adjoining inland and coastal waters 

including flood-prone ru·eas of offshore islands, including at a minimum, the area subject to a one 

percent or greater chance of flooding in any given yeru·" (that ru·ea inundated by a 100-year flood). 

Floodplain values include natural moderation of floods, water quality maintenance, groundwater 

recharge, and habitat for many plant and anilnal species. 

3.2.1 Surface Water 

Davis-Monthan AFB is located in the Rillito subwatershed, which is prut of the Santa Cmz River 

watershed. The Santa Cmz River is the p1immy drainage ill the watershed, and it generally flows due 

nmth through the westem side of the city of Tucson, approximately 2 miles west of the Base. Major 

tlibutaries of the Santa Cruz River in the Rillito subwatershed and the vicinity of the Base are the 

Rillito River, Julian Wash, and Pantano Wash. The Pantano Wash is the closest tlibutmy and is 

located about 0.5 mile no1theast of the Base. It drains into the Rillito River, which drains into the 

Santa Cruz River. 
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The climate of the region is charactetized as wa1m and semi-arid. An average of approximately 12 

inches of precipitation falls in the Tucson area on an annual basis, with about half of this total falling 

between July and September in the f01m of scattered showers or frequent isolated th1mderst01ms 

dming the monsoon peliod (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). These events often result in overflows of 

the typically dry washes and sometimes lead to localized flash flooding. More gentle rains are typical 

between December and March. Due to the small ammmt and infrequent nature of precipitation in the 

region, the local drainages are ptimalily ephemeral, flowing only dming and immediately following 

rainstoi1IlS. 

Smface drainage on most ofDavis-Monthan AFB has been modified to comprise a selies of ditches, 

channels, and culve1ts that ultimately discharge into the Santa Cmz River (engineeling-environmental 

Management, Inc. 2004). No perennial drainages are located on the Base, and the main nattlral 

surface water feature is Atterbmy Wash, which is an ephemeral wash in the eastem p011ion of the 

Base (Figure 3-2). The sto1m water drainage system consists of 11 drainage areas (Table 3-1) and 16 

total outfalls (an outfall is defined as a point source that discharges sto1m water to waters of the U.S.). 

Most of the project areas are in drainage area 001; the HAMS yard project area is in drainage area 

001 and 010. The hush house project area is in drainage area 002A. The drainage areas dive11 

smface mnoff to either a detention basin located about 1 mile west of the Base, the Tucson Diversion 

Channel, a man-made lake at Lakeside Park, or the Pantano Wash. 

3-10 

a e -1. T bl 3 Ch f D . aracten stics o ramage ·eas 
Estimated Drainage Estimated Impervious Percent 

Drainaf{e Area Area (acres) Area (acres) 

001 1,280 384 

002A 2,138 535 

002B/C 390 156 

004 2,043 41 

005A 344 0 

005B 98 0 

006 2,414 0 

007 1,164 116 

008 74 4 

009 529 11 

010 572 257 

Source: engineering-envirorunental Management, Inc. 2004 
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The westem pottion of the Base, where most of the project areas are located, drains toward the 

Tucson Diversion Channel, which discharges into the Ajo Detention Basin and eventually the Santa 

Cmz River fmther west (engineering-enviromnental Management, Inc. 2004). The Tucson Diversion 

Channel generally follows the notthem boundaty of the Base along Golf Links Road and conveys 

flow west to the Ajo Detention Basin at the intersection of Ajo Way and Cmmtty Club Road. The 

basin detains mnoff from a 17.7 square-mile m·ea that encompasses urbanized areas of Tucson and the 

Base (Postillion et al. 2007). The basin is a multi-purpose facility that includes recreation areas (ball 

fields) , wetland and riparian enhancement, and water harvesting for inigation of ball fields and 

Iipatian areas. 

The eastem pottion of the Base drains toward Atterbmy Wash, which flows into Lakeside Lake, a 

man-made lake located 1.5 miles nottheast of the Base, and eventually to the Santa Cmz River via 

Pantano Wash and the Rillito River. Lakeside Lake collects water from storm water nmoff and 

groundwater. The lake is designated for aquatic and wildlife uses as a wan:nwater fishety and for 

pattial body contact. Lakeside Lake is considered to be impaired by the ADEQ and EPA, but it is not 

f01mally listed on the State's CW A 303( d) list. Pollutants of concem are atlllnonia, chlorophyll a, 

dissolved oxygen, nitt·ogen, phosphoms, and tmsuitable pH levels (EPA 2008). Probable sources 

include intemalnutrient recycling, natural sources, and municipal point source discharges. Water 

quality of most drainages near the Base, including the reach of the Santa Cmz River through Tucson, 

is good, and no other drainages near the Base are considered impaired. 

3.2.2 Groundwater 

The groundwater basins underlying the Tucson Basin and stmmmding mountain ranges are fmmd 

below an impetmeable layer of metamorphic, sedimentary, and intmsive igneous rock that extends up 

to 7,000 feet below the smface (Natural Resources Conservation Service and University of Atizona 

2007). Superficial deposits below the basin are plimatily stt·eam channel and tenace deposits of the 

Fott Lowell Fotmation, the Tinaja beds, and the Pantano Fonnation. The thickness of the deposits 

vades throughout the basin. The primaty water source for the Base is groundwater withdrawn from 

the Tinaja beds and the Fott Lowell Fotmation (Davis-Monthan AFB 2008). The Tinaja beds are a 

series of beds extending several hundred feet deep below the Fott Lowell Fotmation and are 

composed of Catalina gneiss, with volcanics deeper below the grmmd smface. The deposits range 

from sandy gravel along the basin's margins to gypsiferous clayey silt and mudstone in the center of 

the basin. The Fott Lowell Fotmation is the uppetmost basin-fill unit, just below the alluvimn 

deposits, and is considered the main regional aquifer (Barker 2009). It ranges from 300 to 400 feet 

thick and is composed oflmconsolidated gravel, sands, and clayey silt. The Pantano Fotmation is 

below the Tinaja beds and is several thousand feet thick. 
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Depletion of local aquifers is a concem in the Tucson Basin as water levels have declined an 

estimated 50 to 100 feet due to the high level of extraction combined with low recharge rates (Davis­

Monthan AFB 2008). Grmmdwater depletion is expected to continue for the foreseeable future due to 

continued urbanization of the Tucson area. The Base relies on grmmdwater as its primary water 

supply, and the volume of water withdrawn is more than the amotmt replaced each year through 

natural recharge. The grotmdwater supply system at the Base is desclibed in Section 3.11, 

Infrastmcture. 

3.2.3 Floodplains 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has categmized most of the Base as ZoneD, 

which means flood hazards have not been identified, but are possible. The June 2011 update to the 

FEMA flood hazard maps classifies the Atterbmy Wash and its floodplain (ranges from about 100 to 

800 feet wide) on the east side of the Base as Zone A (special flood hazard area, no base flood 

elevation detennined) (Figure 3-2) (FEMA 2011). The extent of Zone A appears to conelate with the 

results of a floodplain analysis of Atterbmy Wash on Davis-Monthan AFB completed in 1998 by 

Science Applications Intemational Cotporation. The floodplain analysis estimated that the peak 

discharge associated with a 100-year flood of Att.erbmy Wash would be 2,906 cubic feetper second 

and that the lateral width of the 100-year flood would range from 69 to 1,154 feet due to the extreme 

variations in stream geometry (Science Applications Intemational Cmporation 1998). 

Localized flooding has occmTed at the Base during large rain events as a result of stmm drains with 

inadequate capacity (Davis-Monthan AFB 2008). Flooding is not expected in the building or 

demolition project areas, but may occur along roads or in adjacent areas where the stmm drainage 

system may back up during large rain events. 

3.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Biological resomces consist of native or natmalized plants and animals, along with their habitats, 

including wetlands. Although the existence and preservation of biological resomces are both 

inttinsically valuable, these resources also provide essential aesthetic, recreational, and 

socioeconotnic benefits to society. This section focuses on plant and animal species and vegetation 

types that typify or are impottant to the ftmction of the ecosystem, are of special societal importance, 

or are protected tmder federal or state law or statute. For pmposes of this assessment, special-stants 

species are those that are: 1) listed as threatened or endangered by the USFWS, 2) wildlife of special 

concem in Arizona (WSC), 3) plants protected under the Atizona Native Plant Law, and 4) federal 

species of concem managed by the AZGF. Other sensitive species include tnigratmy birds or raptors 

identified by the USFWS as "tnigratmy nongame birds of management concem in the United States," 
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raptor species on the Base monitored by AZGF, and those listed as pliotity species by Pat1ners in 

Flight. 

3.3.1 Vegetation Communities 

Davis-Monthan AFB lies in the Sonoran Desett in the American Setni-desett and Desert Province, 

which is charactetized by extensive plains from which isolated mmmtains and buttes abmptly rise 

(Bailey 1995). Vegetation is typically spru·se and is charactetistic of the Sonoran Desett. The flora is 

adapted to extremely high temperatures, high exposure to solar radiation, and low precipitation. 

Lands at the Base ru·e desctibed as two cover types: developed and undeveloped. These vegetation 

communities ru·e mapped as improved and unimproved in the Integrated Natural Resources 

Management Plan (Davis-Monthan Air Force Base 2008). Developed lands encompass 

approximately 60 percent of the Base and include developments (e.g. , buildings, roads, and airfields), 

landscaped areas, atld mowed ru·eas. Undeveloped lauds cover the remaining 40 percent of the Base 

and consist of three natural plant communities: setni-desett grassland, Sonoran desettscmb, and 

Sonoran desett tiparian (Davis-Monthan Air Force Base 2008). The landscaped, mowed, setni-desett 

grassland, Sonorau desettscmb, and Sonoran desett ripru·ian vegetation communities are desctibed in 

futther detail below. 

Landscaping is not unif01mly developed on the Base and is most common in areas of high visibility 

that ru·e sensitive to the Base image and in developed ru·eas. The developed ru·ea of the Base is 

actively landscaped with a variety of native and nonnative grasses, shmbs, and trees, such as saguru·o 

(Carnegia gigantea) , ocotillo (Fouquieria splendens), palo verde (Cercidium spp.), desett willow 

(Chilopsis linearis) , and vruious cacti. Mowed grassland is fmmd next to the airfield, base housing, 

AMARG ru·ea, mtmitions storage, recreational fields , golf course, and roadways. It is maintained at a 

height of 1 to 3 inches and is composed primru·ily ofLehmrum's love grass (Eragrostis lehmanniana) 

(Davis-Monthan Air Force Base 2008). Additionally, ruderal grassland habitats have developed in 

areas used by the tnilitary. These areas ru·e often compacted by off-road vehicle use and vegetation is 

spar·se or absent. 

The setni-desett grassland community is dotninated by perennial grass-scmb species. Pure stands of 

this community are absent from the Base because shmbs, cacti, and other forbs have replaced the 

otiginal grassland species. Those areas on the Base where grasses constitt1te a substantial pottion of 

cover exhibit charactetistics of this community (Davis-Monthan Air Force Base 2008). Typical 

species occmTing in this vegetation community include grama (Bouteloua rothrockii, B. californica, 

B. radicosa, B.filiformis, B. parryi, and B. barbata), three-awns (Aristida hamu.losa, A. wrighti, A. 

ternipes, and A. aristidoides), false grama (Cathestecum erectum), ganglehead grass (Heteropogon 

contortus), and windtnill grasses (Chloris spp.). Buffelgrass (Pennisetum ciliare) is a common 
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invasive plant f01md in semi-dese1t grassland and other vegetation communities in the Sonoran 

Dese1t. 

The Sonoran dese1tscmb community is the most common commtmity in the Sonoran Dese1t, but is 

less common on the Base because of the existing developed areas and extent of previously disturbed 

areas. The Sonoran dese1tscmb commtmity is divided into six subdivisions; the Base is located 

pdmarily in the Alizona Upland subdivision. Due to the proximity, silnilruity of habitat, and 

topography, many elements of the nearby Lower Colorado Valley subdivision ru·e evident as well. 

Generally, the AJ.·izona Upland subdivision occurs in the more m01mtainous regions and is the highest 

and coldest pa1t of the Sonoran Dese1t. Due to higher rainfall, plant density and diversity ru·e the 

greatest in this subdivision. Typical plant species include creosote bush (Larrea tridentata), foothill 

palo verde (Cercidiurn microphyllum), staghom cholla (Opuntia versicolor), Engelmann pdckly peru· 

( 0. engelmannii), banel cactus (Echinocactus wislizenii), saguru·o, ocotillo, Anderson lycium (Lycium 

andersonii), lotebush (Condalia lycioides), dese1t hackbeny (Celtis pal/ida), and velvet mesquite 

(Prosopis juliflora vru·. velutina). 

The Lower Colorado Valley subdivision is the hottest and dliest subdivision; it occurs in low, broad 

valleys with few scattered, small m01mtains that are mostly bmTen. The vegetation is distinguished 

from the AJ.·izona Upland subdivision by its simple floristic composition, especially on gravelly and 

sandy plains, which ru·e dominated by creosote bush and white bursage (Ambrosia dumosa). The 

diversity and abtmdance of plant species increases along drainages. Common plant species include 

buno bmsh (Hymenoclea monogyra), seep willow (Baccharis glutinosa), Anderson lychm1, and 

catclaw (Acacia greggii). Herbaceous annuals ru·e generally abtmdant after significant winter rains. 

The Sonoran Dese1t Ripadan comnumity is f01md on the Base plima1ily along Atterbmy Wash and 

comp1ises a relatively small proportion of the total acreage of the Base. Typical species found in the 

dparian habitat include tomatillo (Lycium brevipes), catclaw, dese1t hackbeny, mesquite, dese1t 

broom (Baccharis salicifolia), seep willow, and mule fat (B. viminea). Because of the greater 

diversity and density of vegetation f01md in ripalian communities, this commtmity provides habitat 

for many species (Davis-Monthan Air Force Base 2008). 

The project areas ru·e located in previously disturbed areas that are cunently landscaped (new 

donnit01y, dining facility, chiller system, Allman Leadership School, and donn renovation) or that 

are actively mowed or distmbed (hush house, 214 RG headquruter facility, m1d HAMS yard). The 

ilnprovements associated with the pavement plan would be Base-wide in previously distm·bed areas 

that include paved roads and pru·king areas. The natural vegetation communities described above do 

not occm in the project areas. 
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3.3.2 Common Wildlife 

The Base is known to have a diverse wildlife connmmity with more than 120 avian species; numerous 

mammalian, reptilian, and amphibian species; and hundreds ofinvettebrate species (Davis-Monthan 

Air Force Base 2008). This diverse wildlife commtmity is typical of the Sonoran Desett, and the 

species are typically adapted to extreme temperatures and low precipitation. Species occtming on the 

Base are generally adapted to urban environments because more than half of the Base is composed of 

the landscaped and mowed vegetation community. Grassy and landscaped areas are often watered, 

attracting a diversity of wildlife species, patticularly birds. 

The developed and natural, undeveloped areas within the Base suppott a wide vatiety of resident, 

migratoty, and transient species. Common species include cactus wren (Campylorhynchus 

brunneicapillus), curve-billed thrasher (Taxostoma curvirostre), Gambel's quail (Callipepla 

gambelii), greater roadmnner (Geococcyx californianus), house span·ow (Passer domesticus), 

common raven (Corvus corax), and Inca dove (Columbina inca). Raptors, such as great-homed owl 

(Bubo virginianus), Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperii), Swainson's hawk (Buteo swainsoni), and 

Ametican kestrel (Falco sparverius), connnonly nest on the Base and prey on rodents and reptiles. 

Some of the more common mammals include Mexican fi:ee-tailed bat (Tadarida brasiliensis 

mexicana), coyote (Canis latrans), black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), and desett cottontail 

(Sylvilagus audubon it). Common reptiles indigenous to the area include the regal homed lizard 

(Phrynosoma safaris), eastem fence lizard (Sceloporus undulataus), gopher snake (Pituophis 

melanoleucus), and westem diamondback rattlesnake (Crotalus atrox) (Davis-Monthan Air Force 

Base 2008). 

3.3.3 Special-Status Species 

Special-Status Plant Species 

The Pima pineapple cactus ( Coryphantha scheeri robustispina) is listed as endangered tmder the ESA 

and is the only federally listed plant that has the potential to occur on the Base. This species occurs in 

alluvial valleys or hillsides in rock.)' to sandy or silty soils in Sonoran desettscmb or semi-desett 

grassland communities. This cactus occurs in Pima County; however, it was not located on the Base 

during smveys conducted in 1990 (Da.vis-Monthan Air Force Base 2008). Subsequent smveys 

conducted in notthem, westem, and southem pottions of the Base also did not locate the cactus 

(Davis-Monthan Air Force Base 2009c). Habitat suitable to suppott this species does not occur in any 

of the project ru·eas. 

Plants protected by the Atizona Native Plant Law include the saguaro, hedgehog cactus, and 

pincushion cactus. Many of these species occur on the Base in both native and landscaped vegetation 

communities and may occm within the project areas. The Atizona Depattment of Agticulture 
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designated giant saguaro and crested saguaro (Carnegia giganteus and C. giganteus fonn acristata) 

as highly safeguarded (Arizona Depru.tment of Agliculture 2011 ). Highly safeguru.·ded plants are 

threatened for survival or are in danger of extinction, and the plants and their pru.ts (e.g., fmits, seeds) 

are protected by the State. 

Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Base Setting. The USFWS and AZGF identify 41 special-stahls wildlife species with potential to 

occur in Pima Cmmty, Arizona, including 27listed under the ESA and 14 that ru.·e considered WSC 

(AZGF 2011, USFWS 2011) (Appendix B). Of these, eight species have the potential to occur on the 

Base: desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), Tucson shovel-nosed snake (Chionactis occipitalis 

klauberi), Amelican peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), westem bunowing owl (Athene 

cunicularia hypugaea), cactus fetmginous pygmy-owl (Glaucidium brasilianum cactorum), 

loggerhead shlike (Lanius ludovicianus), lesser long-nose bat (Leptonycteris curasoae yerbabuenae), 

and cave myotis (Myotis velifer). Table 3-2 provides an overview of the habitat requirements of these 

species and identifies where they might occur on the Base. Discussions of each species' presence on 

the Base and in each of the project areas are provided after the table. 

Table 3-2. Special-Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring at DaVIs-Monthan AFB 
Common Name Federal State General Habitat 
Scientmc Name Status Status Requirements 

Desert tmtoise C WSC Rocky outcrops, 
( Gopherus agassizii) hillsides, washes, and 

creosote scmb in the 
Sonoran Desett region 

Tucson shovel-nosed 
snake 
( Chionactis occipitalis 
klauberi) 

Ameli can peregrine 
falcon 
Falco peregrinus anatum 
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c 

sc wsc 

Sonorru1 and Mojave 
desetts 

Sandy washes and 
dunes of mid deserts; 
prefers areas with 
scattered mesquite 
and creosote bush 

Steep, sheer cliffs 
overlooking 
woodlands, lipruian 
areas, or other 
habitats suppmting 
abm1dant avian prey 
species 

Occurrence at tile Base 

Not known on to occur on the 
Base, but known to occur 
within 2 miles of the Base 
(Davis-Monthan Air Force 
Base 2008). Suitable habitat is 
present in the native vegetation 
cmmnunities in the eastem 
portion of the Base. 
Not known to occur on the 
Base. Smvey conducted in the 
notthem, westem, and southem 
pmtions of the Base did not 
detect this species (Davis­
Monthan Air Force Base 
2009c). Suitable habitat is 
present in the native vegetation 
communities in the eastem 
pottion of the Base. 
Occurs as forager. No cliff 
habitat available for nesting 
habitat. 
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Common Name Federal State General Habitat 
Occurrence at the Base 

Scientific Name Status Status Requirements 
Western blmowing owl sc wsc Variable in open, Occurs as breeder. At least 50 
Athene cunicularia well-drained known bunows are present on 
hypugaea grasslands, steppes, the Base (Davis-Monthan Air 

dese11s, prairies, and Force Base 2008). Suitable 
agricultural lands; habitat occms in open and 
often associated with mderal habitats on the Base. 
bunowing manunals: 
may occur in 
developed areas 

Cactus ferruginous sc wsc Nests in saguaro Not known to occur. Suitable 
pygmy-owl cacn1s cavities habitat is present in the native 
Glaucidium brasilianum excavated by other vegetation communities in the 
cactorum species eastern p01tion of the Base. 

Although saguaro cacn1s may 
also be present in the 
landscaping on the Base, 
landscaped areas lack 
contiguous foraging habitat to 
supp01t the owl. Presence of 
the owl is lmlikely in areas 
landscaped with saguaro 
cacn1s. 

Loggerhead shrike sc - Small to mid-sized May occur. Suitable nesting 
Lanius ludovicianus trees in open or bmsh and foraging habitat is present 

areas with sh01t to in bmshy areas with sh01t 
mid-level grasses grass. 

Lesser long-nosed bat LE wsc Desertscmb habitat May occm as forager or use 
Leptonycteris curasoae with agave and stmctmes for day roosts. No 
yerbabuenae columnar cacti suitable maternity roosting 

present as a food habitat. Food resomces 
somce; roosts in available in dese1tscmb habitat 
mines, caves, and old with agave and columnar cacti 
buildings. in the eastern p01tion of the 

Base. 
Cave myotis sc - Dese1tscmb of May occm as forager. Suitable 
Myotis velifer creosote, brittlebush, roost sites near water are not 

palo verde, and cacti; present at the Base. Food 
roosts in caves, resomces available in 
numels, mineshafts, desertscmb habitat in the 
under blidges, and eastern p01t ion of the Base. 
sometimes in 
buildings within a 
few miles of water 

Notes: 
Federal Stanis: LE =List Endangered, C = Candidate, SC = Species of Concem (02-28-1996) 
State Stanis: WSC = Wildlife of Special Concem in Arizona 
Source: Davis-Monthan Air Force Base 2008 
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The desert tortoise prefers rocky hillsides, outcrops, and the banks of dese1t washes as bunow sites. 

Because the Base is predominantly flat, suitable habitat is generally absent; however, native 

vegetation communities, including Sonoran dese1t scrub, semi-dese1t grassland, and Sonoran ripruian 

in and adjacent to the Atterbmy Wash, could provide potential bmmw sites. Dese1t to1toises have not 

been sighted on the Base, but they have been fotmd within 2 miles in the Tucson Valley. 

The Tucson shovel-nosed snake inhabits sandy washes and d1mes of arid dese1ts with scattered 

mesquite and creosote bush vegetative cover. This species has not been detected in past smveys 

(Davis-Monthan Air Force Base 2008, 2009c). However, soft, sandy loams with spru·se gravel in 

creosote-mesquite habitat in the eastem pmtion of the Base provide suitable foraging and breeding 

habitat. 

The American peregrine falcon is known as one of the fastest flying birds of prey, feeding ahnost 

entirely on birds that it kills while in flight. Peregrine falcons nest primru·ily on high, sheer cliffs that 

overlook a variety of habitats and suppmt an ab1mdance of avian prey species. Suitable nesting 

habitat does not occm on the Base, but is present in the Rincon Mountains east of the Base. Foraging 

habitat is present throughout the Base in open developed areas and in 1mdeveloped, nan1ral vegetation 

coilllmmities. 

Western burrowing owls can be fotmd in pristine or mderal open, sho1t gr·ass and shmbland habitats 

that suppo1t bmTowing mammals. Owls do not excavate their own bmTows; instead they occupy the 

abandoned burrows of other wildlife species, generally ground squirrels (Spennophilus spp.) or 

coyote (Canis !a trans). The owl feeds p1immily on insects, but also takes small mailllnals, birds, 

reptiles, and canion. The owl is known to breed on the Base and approximately 50 bunows are 

active from year to year· (Davis-Monthru1 Air Force Base 2008). 

Cavities within saguaro cactus provide suitable nesting habitat for the cactus fer ruginous pygmy­

owl. However, saguaro cacti in the developed pmtion of the Base ru·e generally prut of the 

landscaping, and contiguous foraging habitat is not available. It is unknown if this species occms on 

the Base. Suitable habitat occms in the Sonoran dese1tscmb and ripa1ian vegetation communities of 

the 1mdeveloped po1tion of the Base where columnar cacti ru·e present. 

The loggerhead shiike prefers open habitats, such as grasslands, agr·icultural fields, and ripru·ian 

areas, where scattered shlubs, trees, posts, fences, utility lines, or other perches ru·e available. They 

nest in shlubs or small trees and forage for small mammals and reptiles. On the Base, this species 

may breed and forage in semi-dese1t gr·assland, Sonoran dese1tscmb, and Sonoran Iiparian vegetation 

communities in 1mdeveloped ru·eas, as well as open gr·ass and shlublands adjacent to developed ru·eas. 
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The lesser long-nosed bat roosts in caves, abandoned mines, and tunnels and is found in the Rincon 

Mountains just east of the Base. Roost sites suitable for matemity colonies are not fmmd on the Base. 

Aircraft and aircraft hangars could provide potential day roost sites; however, high daytime 

temperatures within the aircraft or the hangars would preclude use for daytime and matemity roosting 

sites. This species forages on the nectar of columnar cacti and agave and may occur as a transient 

forager in areas with columnar cacti and agave. These plant species occur plimalily in landscaped 

areas of the Base and provide vety little prefened foraging habitat for the bat. Limited suitable 

foraging habitat may be present in the nantral vegetation communities on the eastem p01tion of the 

Base. 

The cave myotis roosts in caves, tunnels, mineshafts, and under bridges within a few miles of 

water and sometimes roosts in buildings. The bat's prefened foraging habitat is in habitats 

containing creosote bush, brittlebush, palo verde, and cacti. This species is known to occur in the 

Tucson area within 2 miles of the Base. Suitable roosting habitat near water is absent from the 

Base; however, this species likely uses open habitats on the Base for foraging. 

Local Setting. Of the eight special-stants wildlife species that may occur on the Base, only two 

species, btmowing owl and loggerhead shrike, have potential to occur in the project areas based on 

the habitats present. Suitable habitat is not present for any of the other special-status wildlife species. 

Table 3-3 summmizes the habitats in each of the project areas and identifies the special-status species 

with potential to occur. 

T bl 3 3 a e - s "al s ipt'CI - tatus Wildlili S "th P e ;peCies WI . I 0 otentia to h p . t ccur m t e rot ec . Areas 
Project Area Habitat Present Species 

1. New Donnit01y Developed: actively used No suitable roosting or nesting 
buildings with secondary habitat for any special-status species. 
landscaping and mowed areas; 
mowed area has a saguaro cactus 

2. Dining Facility Developed: buildings, paved No suitable roosting or nesting 
areas, seconda1y landscaping. habitat for any special-status species. 

3. Chiller System Developed: paved lot, small No suitable roosting or nesting 
building habitat for any special-staniS species. 

4. Auman Leadership School Developed: buildings, paved No suitable roosting or nesting 
areas, secondaty landscaping. habitat for any special-staniS species. 

5. Hush House Undeveloped, heavily disturbed: Bunowing owl habitat within and 
compacted and actively disturbed adjacent to the project area. 
area. Ruderal, open areas are 
adjacent. 

6. 214 RG Headquatters Undeveloped, heavily disturbed: Bunowing owl and loggerhead 
Facility open, grassland area with some shlike habitat within and adjacent to 

shlubs and trees adjacent. the project area. 
7. HAMS Yard Developed: pavement with Bunowing owl habitat in adjacent 

mderal, open areas adjacent. open mderal and grassland areas. 
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Project Area Habitat Present Species 
8. Donnit01y Renovation Developed: buildings, paved No suitable roosting or nesting 

areas, secondary landscaping. habitat for any special-status species. 
9. Pavement Plan Developed: paved parking lots Bmmwing owl or loggerhead shrike 

and roads with adjacent open areas habitat near roads adjacent to open 
and/or scrublands possible. ruderal and grassland areas. 

Other Sensitive Wildlife Species 
Raptors, which are protected tmder the Migrat01y Bird Treaty Act, generally nest in trees and shrubs 

and forage for bird, mammal, and reptile prey in many urban and natmal habitats. Suitable habitat 

occurs in both the developed and undeveloped p01tions of the Base. Rap tors known to occur on the 

Base include fetmginous hawk (Buteo regalis), Swainson's hawk, Cooper's hawk, and great homed 

owl. Additionally, Swainson's hawk, Cooper's hawk, and great homed owl are known to nest on the 

Base and are cmTently monitored by the AZGF (Davis-Monthan Air Force Base 2008). Suitable 

nesting habitat for these raptor species is not present in any of the project areas. 

The Alizona Pattners in Flight Conservation Plan identifies bird species that appear to be sensitive to 

loss oflmdisturbed native habitat associated with urbanization and that should be monitored in the 

Atizona Uplands vegetation subdivision. Of those listed in the plan, only Gambel's quail and greater 

roadnmner m·e likely to occur on the Base. The Conservation Plan also lists bird species that m·e 

indicators of Sonoran desettscmb habitat health, including Costa's hummingbird ( Calypte costae), 

gilded flicker (Colaptes chrysoides), mfous-winged spatTOW (Peucaea carpalis), LeConte's thrasher 

(Toxostoma lecontei), and purple mattin (Progne subis) (Latta et al. 1999). Nesting and foraging 

habitat for these species is abundant regionally. Due to the abundat1ce of nesting and foraging habitat 

for these species, they are not considered for ftuther evaluation. 

3.3.4 Wetlands 

A wetland delineation conducted in 1996 detennined that the ephemeral drainages associated with the 

Atterbmy Wash fall under the USACE's jmisdiction as waters of the U.S. (U.S. Almy Corps of 

Engineers 1996). This investigation did not delineate any wetlands on the Base. The st01m water 

drainage system, which includes nanu·al and man-made feann·es, drains into waters of the U.S. and is 

regulated under Section402 ofthe CWA. 

A curs01y review of 2008 aerial photography from Bing Maps and a reconnaissance-level site visit 

indicate that no suspect wetlands or other waters occur in any of the project areas. 
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3.4 AIR QUALITY 

The climate of Pima Cotmty and southeastem Arizona varies with elevation; the motmtain ranges 

experience higher amounts of precipitation and lower temperatures than the low desett regions. 

Average maximum and minimum temperatmes at the Tucson Intemational Airport (elevation 2,560 

feet), approximately 5 miles southwest of the Base, are 82 degrees Fahrenheit COF) and 55°F, 

compared with 59°F and 34°F at the Palisades Ranger Station (elevation 8,000 feet) 40 miles away in 

the Coronado National Forest. Average annual precipitation in Tucson is 12 inches, compared with 

31 inches at the higher elevations. Average snowfall is slightly more than 1 inch per year in Tucson 

and 78 inches per year at the ranger station (Aiizona Board of Regents 2004). 

In general, the hottest peliod in Tucson is from May to September, with daytime temperatures often 

exceeding 100°F. Nighttime temperatures are typically 30 degrees cooler. Winters are mild with 

wann days and cool nights, occasionally falling below freezing. The majority of the rain falls dming 

two rainy seasons: July through mid-September and December through mid-March. The summer 

st01ms are often tonential, with lightning stiikes and occasional flash flooding. 

Tucson expeliences an average of 193 clear days, 91 prutly cloudy days, and 81 cloudy days (53 of 

the 81 cloudy days are also considered rainy days) per yeru·. Temperatt1res above 90°F occur an 

average of 143 days per yeru·; sub-freezing temperanrres are expelienced an average of 18 days per 

yeru·. Wind is typically from the southeast year-rotmd, at an average speed of 8.3 miles per hour 

(Fiiends of Saguaro National Park 2007, Westem Regional Climate Center 2004). 

Air quality is detetmined by the type and concenn·ation of pollutants in the atinosphere, the size and 

topography of the air basin, and local and regional meteorological influences. The accumulation of 

GHG emissions in the atinosphere has been attributed to global wruming because GHGs tend to n·ap 

heat in the atmosphere, which in nun heats the surface of the Eruth. Hmnan activities that involve 

combustion of fossil fuels (i.e., fuels containing cru·bon, such as wood, coal, gasoline, and diesel) 

produce GHGs, primarily carbon dioxide (C02), methane (CH4), and N02, and contiibute increased 

GHGs in the atmosphere. Fossil fuel combustion from electricity use and transp01tation ru·e the 

plincipal GHG emissions somces in Arizona, and they account for nearly 80 percent of the State's 

gross GHG emissions (Alizona Climate Change Advis01y Group 2006). Use of other fossil fuels for 

residential, commercial, and industiial development accotmt for about 11 percent of the State's gross 

GHG emissions, and agticulttiral activities and industrial processes each accotmt for about 5 percent. 

The significru1ce of a pollutant concenn·ation in a region or geogt·aphical ru·ea is detetmined by 

comparing it to NAAQS and/or state ambient air quality standru·ds. Davis-Monthan AFB is in the 

Pima Inn·astate air quality conti·ol region (AQCR 15), which is a federally delineated air basin that 

encompasses all of Pima Cotmty, Aiizona. Pima County is cunently in attainment (i.e., meeting 
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national standards) for all ctiteria pollutants (CO, N02, S02, PM10, 03, and Pb), but some areas of 

the cmmty have reported exceedances ofNAAQS. The Tucson metropolitan area is designated as a 

maintenance area for CO (65 FR 36353, June 8, 2000), and confmmity requirements apply for CO in 

the metropolitan area due to its maintenance status. The de minimis threshold for CO is 100 tons per 

year; exceedance of this threshold tiiggers the need to conduct a confmmity detetmination. 

Regional emissions are monitored by PDEQ at several monitming stations across the cmmty, 

including at two stations nmth ofDavis-Monthan AFB: 22nd/Craycroft and 22nd/Alvemon. The 

highest maximum 8-hour CO value was 1.1 parts per million at both sites in2010 (PDEQ 2010). The 

highest maximum 8-hour ozone value at 22nd/Crayford was 0.066 patts per million in 2010. The 

average mean value for N02 at 22nd/Crayford was 11.6 parts per billion in 2010. The maximum 1-

hour value for S02 at 22nd/Crayford was 14.0 parts per billion in2010. CO concenn·ations tend to be 

highest dming the moming and evening peak n·affic hours, with lows during the day and night. 

Ozone concentrations tend to peak during the late aftemoon. All monitored pollutants at the near·est 

monitoring stations to the Base were below the NAAQS in2010. 

The National Emissions Inventmy estimates county- and state-wide emissions for stationary and 

mobile sources of air pollutants evety 3 year·s based on locally provided data and EPA data. The 

latest inventory data available for Pima County are from 2008 and ar·e presented in Table 3-4. 

T bl 3 4 a e - Ai E .. r illl SSIOllS I t fi p · C ty A . nven ory or tma oun 
' 

nzona C I d Y 2008 a en ar ear 
Pollutant Emissions /tons per vear 

Source co NOx PM SOx voc 
Point Sources 11,911 5,858 5,178 4,279 6,476 
Nonpoint Sources 2,806 96 26,849 26 9,735 
Highway Veltides 105,673 14,334 696 133 13,070 
Off-Highway Vehicles 49,161 5,636 910 123 4,230 

Total 169,551 25,924 33,633 4,561 33,511 
Source: EPA 2010 

In 1999, Tucson violated the 24-hour PM10 NAAQS due to nantral high wind events and an extended 

period of low rainfall. As a result, the Pima Cmmty Department of Environmental Quality adopted a 

Nantral Events Action Plan in 2002 to protect the public fi:om aii·bome fine dust particles on days 

with high ambient levels of PM1 0 by implementing Best Available Control Measures, notifying the 

public of elevated levels of PM1 0, and increasing enforcement and educational measures. With the 

plan in place, the County cunently follows the Exceptional Events Rule instintted by EPA on 

November 21, 2008, for exceedances of the standard. No PM10 or CO exceedances were recorded ill 

2010 (PDEQ 2010). 

Davis-Monthan AFB operates under Operatii1g Pennit # 170 1, which contains vohmtary liinits on 

activity ernissions for all major types of hazardous an· pollutants on the Base. The permit allows 
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Davis-Monthan AFB to be categmized as a "Synthetic Minor" source of hazardous air pollutants, and 

the emission thresholds in the pe1mit allow the Base to avoid the operational constraints and emission 

control requirements associated with the federal Aerospace National Emission Standards for 

Hazardous Air Pollutants. Since the pe1mit was issued in 1998, the Base hazardous air pollutant 

emissions have been less than half of the pe1mitted levels, leaving substantial operating flexibility 

under the thresholds for future changes in mission and increases in activities that may emit air 

pollutants (Davis-Monthan AFB 20lla). 

Sources of air emissions at Davis-Monthan AFB include mobile somces, non-road engines, and 

stationary somces. Mobile somces include aircraft, highway vehicles, and off-road vehicles. Non­

road engines include aerospace ground equipment, po1table generators, welders, and grounds 

maintenance equipment. Because these mobile and non-road somces ar·e not regulated by the state of 

Arizona, they are not included in the basewide emissions inventmy. Stationary sources at Davis­

Monthan AFB include jet engine test cells, fuel storage and distribution equipment, conosion control 

facilities, fuel cell maintenance, solvent cleaning, abrasive blasting, boilers and heaters, emergency 

generators, and gasoline se1vice stations. Table 3-5 summar·izes the results of an emissions invento1y 

for stationary somces at Davis-Monthan AFB for calendar· year 2009 (Davis-Monthan AFB 2011a). 

In the table, particulate matter includes PMIO as a component of the total; NOx includes N02 and 

other nitrogen compounds; and sulfur oxides (SOx) includes S02 and other sulfm compmmds. 

Because VOCs and NOx are precmsors to the fmmation of 03 in the atmosphere, control of these 

pollutants is the primary method of reducing 03 concentrations in the atmosphere. The invento1y 

also estimated GHG emissions from ce1tain sources to be 7,923 metric tonnes of C02-equivalent, 

which is less than the EPA repo1ting threshold of25,000 metiic tonnes (40 CFR 98). 

Table 3-5. Baseline Emissions at Davis-Monthan AFB, Calendar Year 2009 

42.1 9.6 3.09 18.3 
Source: Davis-Monthan AFB 20lla 

Note: Emissions are in tons per year and are only a portion of the total emissions at the Base. 

The prima1y somces of air emissions or pollutants in or near· the project aTeas include: 

• New do1mito1y project area: vehicle emissions and energy use for residential uses. 

• Dining facility project area: vehicle emissions and energy use for dining and residential uses. 

• Chiller system project area: prima1ily vehicle emissions and some energy use at existing 

chiller plant. 

• Auman Leadership School project ar·ea: prima1ily energy use for existing building and 

vehicle emissions in vicinity. 

• Hush house project area: none in project aTea, but vehicle and aii·craft emissions near·by. 
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• 214 RG Headquatters facility project area: none in project area, but vehicle emissions and 

energy use nearby. 

• HAMS yard project area: none in project area, but vehicle and aircraft emissions nearby. 

• Donnit01y renovation project area: ptimatily energy use for existing building and vehicle 

emissions in vicinity. 

• Pavement plan project ru·ea: vehicle emissions. 

3.5 NOISE 

Noise is considered to be tmwanted sound that intetferes with n01mal activities or otherwise 

diminishes the quality of the environment. It may be intetmittent or continuous, steady or impulsive, 

stationaty or transient. Stationruy sources ru·e n01mally related to specific land uses, such as housing 

tracts or industiial plants. Trru1sient noise sources move tluough the environment, either along 

established paths (e.g, highways, railroads, aiip01ts) or randomly. Responses to noise vruy widely as 

a result of the type of noise and the chru·acteiistics of the sound source, as well as the sensitivity and 

expectations of the receptor, the time of day, and the distance ben;veen the noise source (e.g., an 

aircraft) and the receptor (i.e., a person or animal). 

The physical chru·acteiistics of noise, or smmd, include its intensity. frequency, and duration. Smmd 

is created by acoustic energy, which produces minute pressure waves that travel through a medium, 

like aii·, and are sensed by the eardrum. This may be likened to the ripples in water that would be 

produced when a stone is dropped into it. As the acoustic energy increases, the intensity or amplitude 

of these pressure waves increase, and the ear senses louder noise. The unit used to measme the 

intensity of sotmd is the decibel (dB). Sound intensity vru·ies widely (from a soft whisper to a jet 

engine), and different sounds contain different frequencies. Sound levels are easily measured, but the 

physical response to sound complicates the analysis of its effect on people. People judge the relative 

magnitude of sound sensation by subjective tenns such as "loudness" or "noisiness." 

When desctibing sound and its effect on a human population, A-weighted (elBA) sound levels are 

typically used to account for the response of the human eru·. The te1m "A-weighted" refers to a 

filte1ing of the noise signal, which emphasizes frequencies in the middle of the audible spectrum and 

de-emphasizes low and high frequencies in a matmer conesponding to the way the humatl ear 

perceives sound. This filtering network has been established by the American National Standards 

Institute (1983). The elBA noise level has been fmmd to conelate well with people's judgments of the 

noisiness of different smmds and has been used for many yeru·s as a measure of commtmity noise. 

Typical noise levels for common somces and the subjective impression of the noise are identified in 

Table 3-6. 
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Table 3-6. Noise Levels and Associated Effects for a Variety of Noise Types 

Noise Source A-Weighted Sound 
at a Given Distance Level in Decibels S11bjective Impression 

Jet takeoff (50 feet) 140 Pain threshold 

Civil defense siren (100 feet) 130 

Rock concert near stage 120 Uncomfortably loud 

Train warning horn (90 feet) 110 

Heavy tmck or motorcycle (25 feet) 90 Ve1yloud 

Garbage disposal (2 feet) 80 Moderately loud 

Passenger car at 65 mph (25 feet) 70 

Vacuum cleaner (100 feet) 60 

Light traffic (I 00 feet) 50 Quiet 

Bird calls 40 

Soft whisper (15 feet) 30 Ve1yquiet 

High-quality recording studio 20 

Acoustic test chamber 10 Just audible 

0 Threshold of hearing 

Sources: Beranek 1988 and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 1971 

The word "met1ic'' is used to describe a standard of measurement. As used in environmental noise 

analysis, many different types of noise met1ics exist. Each metric has a different physical meaning or 

interpretation and each metric was developed by researchers attempting to represent the effects of 

enviromnental noise. The day-night average sound level (DNL) was developed to evaluate the total 

daily community noise environment. DNL is the average A-weighted acoustical energy for a 24-hour 

peliod with a 10 dB upward adjustment added to the nighttime levels (10:00 p.m. to 7:00a.m.). This 

adjustment is an eff01t to account for the increased sensitivity of most people to noise in the quiet 

nighttime hours. DNL has been adopted by federal agencies including the EPA, the Federal Aviation 

Administration, and the Depmtment of Housing and Urban Development as the accepted unit for 

quantifying human annoyance to general enviromnental noise. 

Noise associated with activities at Davis-Monthan AFB is chm·actelistic of that associated with most 

Air Force installations with a flying mission. During periods of no aircraft activity, noise results 

plimalily fi:om maintenance and shop activities, grmmd traffic movement, explosives detonation, 

occasional construction, and similar sources. The resultant noise is almost entirely resnicted to the 
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Base itself and is comparable to noise levels in adjacent community areas. Due to airfield operations, 

existing noise levels are typical of an urban residential area near a major airport. 

Land use guidelines identified by the Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise are used to 

detennine compatible levels of noise exposure for various types of land use sunounding aupo1ts 

(Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise 1980); 65 to greater than 85 dB (DNL) noise 

contours are frequently used to help detennine compatibility of au·craft operations with local land use. 

Figure 3-3 depicts the baseline DNL 65 to 85 dB noise contours in 5 dB increments sunmmding the 

Davis-Monthan AFB au·field. Table 3-7 presents the baseline land acreage exposed to noise levels 

greater than65 dB (DNL). 

T bl 3 7 a e - N . C t OISe on our A creage, B r c d"ti ase me on I . OilS 

Noise Contour (DNL) Acres 

65-70 dB 3,506 

70-75 dB 1,293 

75-80 dB 642 

80+ dB 564 

Total 6,005 

Source: U.S. Air Force 2002 

Much of the Base administrative, industrial, and unaccompanied housing areas are within the DNL 65 

dB noise level contour. Although not prohibited, residential and community areas are discouraged 

from being sited inside the DNL 65 dB noise contour. Sound attenuation is required for 

administr·ative facilities exposed to the DNL 70 dB noise contour, which includes areas mostly along 

the flight line (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). 

The HAMS yard is along the 80 dB noise contom, and p1imary noise at this project area is from air 

and vehicle n·affic. No noise is generated from the HAMS yard because it is not cmTently in use. 

The hush house and chiller system project areas are within the 70 dB noise contom. Somces of noise 

at the hush house project area include existing engine testing, which can generate noise levels greater 

than 80 dB; vehicle tr·affic; and periodic au· traffic. The new dormito1y, dining facility, do1mitmy 

renovation, and Allman Leadership School project areas and most of the chiller system lines are 

within the 65 dB noise contom. Noise sources at these project areas, as well as the chiller system 

project area, are primarily related to daily activities associated with operations at the Base, vehicle 

n·affic, and occasional au· n·affic. The 214 RG headqumters facility project area is outside the 65 dB 

noise contour. Noise at the 214 RG headquarters facility project m·ea is plimm·ily from localized 

operations from the Reconnaissance Group with peliodic vehicle and au· n·affic. 

3-28 Chapter 3.0: Existing Conditions 
Final, March 2012 



Noise Contour (mean dBA) 

-- 60 

-- 65 

-- 70 

-- 75 

-- 80 

Renovate Dormitory 

Figure 3-3. Existing Noise Contours 
Davis-Monthan AFB 

0 0.5 

.s Source: Davis-Monthan AFB Geodatabase 
~~----------------------------------------------------~--------~~--------~------------~--------~--------~------~ 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

This page intentionally left blank, 

3-30 Chapter 3.0: Existing Conditions 
Final, March 2012 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

The chiller lines and road and parking area improvements would be located primarily in the 65 or 70 

dB noise contour. with some outside the 65 dB contour and others possibly in the 75 or 80 dB noise 

contour. Noise sources vruy along the roads, in pru·king ru·eas, and where chiller lines would be 

located and are typical of operations at the Base. 

Few sensitive receptors exist in the project ru·eas, but residents in the donnit01ies neru· the new 

donnit01y, dining facility, Allman Leadership School, and donnit01y renovation project ru·eas ru·e 

considered sensitive receptors to noise. Several residential areas also sunOlmd the Base, and noise 

from aircraft operations and periodic loud noise from other Base operations (e.g .• engine testing) can 

affect nearby residents. Nighttime noise in pruticulru· can dismpt sleep and tends to be more 

noticeable because of the generally quiet ambient noise levels at night. 

3.6 LAND USE AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

Land use is the classification of lru1ds based on natural and human-modified activities occmTing at a 

given location. Natmalland use includes native habitats, rangeland, and other open or undeveloped 

ru·eas. Human-modified land use classifications include residential, commercial, industrial. airfield, 

recreational, and other developed areas. Land use is regulated by management plans, policies, and 

regulations that identify the type and extent of allowed uses in specific areas ru1d designate 

environmentally sensitive areas. Visual resomces consist of natmal elements (e.g., vegetation, 

waterbodies. mountains) and manmade stmctures that comp1ise the viewing environment. Visual 

resomces can influence the compatibility of uses with other uses in the sunounding environment. 

3.6.1 Land Use 

Davis-Monthan AFB occupies 10,589 acres in the city of Tucson. The City of Tucson. State of 

Alizona, federal govemment, and private landowners own the lands comprising the Base (Davis­

Monthan AFB 2006). The non-fe.derallands have been leased to the federal govemment, and 

management of the lands is the responsibility ofDavis-Monthan AFB. The City of Tucson leases 

approximately 4,436 acres; the State of Arizona leases 133 acres; and private landowners lease 99 

acres. The Ail· Force acquired 958 acres through a Public Land Order and 1,280 acres through an 

Executive Order-this land is under the jmisdiction of the Department of the Interior. The Ail· Force 

owns 3,373 acres. 

Tucson is one of the most rapidly growing metropolitan ru·eas in the U.S. When 01iginally 

constmcted, the Base was located several Iniles from the Tucson urbanized area. However, 

development associated with the city has expanded in recent decades to stmound Davis-Monthan 

AFB on most sides, with the most highly developed ru·eas located immediately n01th and west. Land 

uses adjacent to the north side are ptimarily suburban residential. with a Inix of office. retail, and 

Capital Improvements Program (CIP) at David-Montltan AFB 3-31 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

business services. Land uses to the east and south comptise ptimruily undeveloped rangeland, along 

with pockets ofplam1ed mixed uses including light indusnial, scientific and reseru·ch, and single­

family residential subdivisions. Land uses to the west comprise residential, office retail, business 

services, and light industlial. 

Encroachment of neru·by development in the city and county is a primru)' land use concem at the Base 

because aircraft operations ru·e incompatible with certain adjacent lru1d uses, and approximately 3,139 

acres outside of the Base bOlmdat)' are assumed to be affected by Base operations (based on flight 

paths and proximity to the Base), including 471 acres that contain incompatible uses. The primat)' 

conflicts between Base operations and off-Base land uses relate to safety tisks from militruy 

overflights and noise exposme (Arizona Deprutment of Commerce 2004, Davis-Monthan AFB 2006, 

U.S. Air Force 2002). Davis-Monthan AFB, the City of Tucson, and Pima County have worked 

collaboratively to identify solutions to alleviate encroachment of incompatible lru1d uses and conflicts 

with off-base land uses. Their effmts have included prepru·ation of the Davis-Monthan Air Force 

Base/Tucson/Pima County Joint Land Use Study (Atizona Deprutment of Commerce 2004), 

modifications to zoning and allowed land uses on lands adjacent to the Base, and meeting regularly 

with other interested pruties to discuss compatible noise and safety land use ctitetia for lands near 

Davis-Monthan AFB. 

Within Davis-Monthan AFB, land uses ru·e regulated by the Davis-Monthan AFB General Plan, and 

new development is guided by the CIP and BCAMP. The General Plan designated 12 land use 

categories at the Base (Table 3-8; Figme 3-4). Open Space is the most prevalent land use type, 

followed by Industlial and Airfield uses, respectively. 

a e -T bl 3 8 

Land Use Category Acres 

Administrative 85 
Aircraft Operations and 444 
Maintenance 
Airfield 1,453 

Cormnunity Commercial 68 

Commlmity Services 31 

Industrial 3,470 

Accompanied Housing 291 

Unaccompanied Housing 30 

Medical 31 

Outdoor Recreation 332 

Open Space 3,948 

Water 13 

Source: Davis-Monthan AFB 2006 
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Example 

Headquruters facilities, Base support, secmity, etc. 

Hangru·s, maintenance shops, aircrew facilities, etc. 

Runway, overruns, taxiways, aprons 

AAFES, conunissary, credit lmion, dining hall, etc. 

Schools, post office, librruy, chapel, etc. 

Supply, Civil Engineering facilities, vehicle maintenance facilities, etc. 

Family housing, temporary housing, trailer comts 

Dormitories, Visiting Officers Quruters, Visiting Aimlan Quruters 

Medical clinic, dental clinic, veterinarian facility, etc. 

Golf comse, swimming pool, playing fields, etc. 

Conservation areas, safety clearance zones, etc. 

Stonn drainage collection ponds 
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Most of the land use pattem at Davis-Monthan AFB was developed dming and shortly after World 

War II. piior to the establishment of cunent Air Force guidelines for airfield land use pattems. As 

such, some anomalies and conflicts with land use patterns exist at Davis-Monthan AFB, primarily 

associated with strucnrres in the airfield clear· zone (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). To minimize on­

Base land use conflicts with airfield-related activities, the General Plan established the following land 

use policies consistent with UFC 3-260-01 (Airfield and Heliport Planning and Design): 

• New stmctures at Davis-Monthan AFB cannot be sited within the clear zone, 

• Stmctures within 1,000 feet of the centerline of the nmway (lateral clear· zone) cannot be 

above ground level, 

• Stmctures cannot be located within 200 feet of the centerline on taxiways, and 

• Stmctmes that are not related to flight operations carmot be located within 125 feet of the 

edge of the aircraft par·king apron. 

Table 3-9 identifies the designated and existing lar1d uses of each project area, smrounding land use 

designations (if different), and adjacent stmcnrres or uses (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). 

a e -T bl 3 9 an se esu?:na . ons o L dU D . ti ac rotec rea fE h P . tA 

Project Area Designated and Existing Use Adjacent Use and Structures 

1. New Dormitory Unaccompanied Housing with parking Same adjacent uses with dormitmies and 
area office/administrative buildings 

2. Dining Facility Unaccompanied Housing with parking Administrative, Connmmity Collllnercial, 
area and Unaccompanied Housing with 

donnitories and administrative and 
support facilities; existing dining facility 
(building 4100) is located 200 feet south 
of area 

3. Chiller System Industrial with parking area (chiller Industrial with parking area to 
facility. building 5101); chiller lines notth/south/west and existing chiller 
would follow roads with shott facility adjacent to east side of project 
connections through various uses to area 
connect to buildings 

4. Auman Unaccompanied Housing with one Mostly same adjacent uses with 
Leadership School buildil1g used for ctment Ailmar1 dotmitolies and office/administrative 

Leadership School (building 4101) buildings; small collllnunity commercial 
area to south 

5. Hush House Industrial with part of a concrete pad Mostly same adjacent uses with concrete 
pad near·by; Ailiield to southeast 

6. 214 RG Ail-craft. Operations ar1d Maintenance Same adjacent uses with fuel tanks to 
Headquatters with no existing buildings south and administrative buildil1g to west 
Facility 
7. HAMS Yard Industrial and Open Space with par·king Open Space with few stmctmes ar·ound 

ar·ea and explosive facility (buildil1g 1 03) 
8. Dmmitmy Unaccompanied Housil1g with one Same adjacent uses with par·king ar·ea to 
Renovation donnitorv (building 3509) notih and other domtitories nearby 
9. Pavement Plan Roads have no designated uses. ar1d Adjacent uses vary depending on road or 

parkil1g ar·eas vary by adjacent uses parkil1g ar·ea location 
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3.6.2 Visual Resources 

The general visual setting ofDavis-Monthan AFB is typical of an mbanized area with a mixnue of 

residential, commercial, and industrial uses. The airfield and AMARG area are prominent focal 

points in the central po1tion of the Base fi:om an aelial perspective. The heavily developed area 

between Alizola Street, Fifth Street, Ironwood Street, and Craycroft Road as well as the 12th Air 

Force building, east of Craycroft Road near the main entrance, are prominent focal points from the 

grmmd-level, patticularly as people access the Base fi:om the nmth. Development is concentrated in 

the nmthem po1tion of the Base, and the southeastem pmtion of the Base is typical of a desert setting 

with a braided ephemeral wash (Atterbllly Wash) and Sonoran Dese1t scmb habitat. 

The visual character of the Base fearures a mixrure of m·chitectt1ral styles and varying degrees of 

landscaping, with little lmifonnity. The va1ying architecttiral styles of the buildings at the Base 

include split-block, southwestem, and utilitm·ian, and the style generally depends on when the 

building was constmcted. A common theme of building exteriors throughout the Base is sand-color 

paint accented with darker shades. Landscaping ranges from areas that m·e highly landscaped to areas 

that generally lack any landscaping. Because of the generally flat topography of the Base and vruying 

degrees of landscaping and development, views across the Base extend into the SUlTOunding vicinity 

in most areas, with views of nearby mmmtain ranges fi:om many places on the Base. Within the 

developed m·eas, buildings and vegetation can serve as obstructions to more distant views. 

The five project m·eas in the developed po1tion of the Base (new domlitmy, dining facility, chiller 

system, Allman Leadership School, and dmmitmy renovation) are typical of the mban setting, with 

existing buildings and associated facilities, and SUlTotmding views are of similm· development. 

Landscaping vm·ies m·olmd each project area. The 214 RG headqumters facility project area is at the 

nmthem extent of the developed ru·ea and has views of some existing development to the south, but 

views to the nmth are of open space with little landscaping or vegetation. The HAMS yard project 

area is nem· the airfield and is SUlTotmded by deselt scmb vegetation with little development, and 

sunounding views ru·e generally of open space with some development and paved areas. The hush 

house project m·ea is also in a less developed po1tion of the Base and has sunmmding views of the 

airfield, some development, and planes associated with the AMARG area. Chiller lines a11d roads 

would cross through multiple land uses, and views along these linear project areas and in parking 

areas vmy depending on the nearby uses, although they are typical of the general visual setting of the 

Base. 
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3.7 SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Socioeconomic resources are defined as the basic attdbutes associated with the hmnan environment, 

pru.ticularly population and economic activity. Population is desclibed by the change in magnitude, 

chru.·actelistics, and distribution of people. Economic activity is typically composed of employment 

distlibution, personal income, and business growth. Any impact on these two fimdru.nental 

socioeconomic indicators can have rru.niflcations for secondaty considerations, like housing 

availability and public setvice provision. Enviromnental justice is the fair treatment of all people 

regardless of race, color, national origin, or income, and no group of people should beru.· a 

disprop01tionate share of the negative enviromnental consequences resulting from industrial, 

municipal, and commercial operations or the execution of federal, state, ttibal, and local programs 

and policies. Children are also considered under environmental justice to ensure they do not suffer 

disprop01tionately from enviromnental health and safety risks. 

3.7.1 Population and Employment 

The populations of Atizona and Pima County have been steadily increasing over the last several 

decades, increasing by approximately 74 percent and 47 percent, respectively, over the past two 

decades and by 25 percent and 16 percent, respectively, over the past decade (Table 3-10) (U.S. 

Census Bmeau 201 1). The population of Pima Cmmty in2010 was 960,263, which includes the 

Tucson mett·opolitan ru.·ea, Davis-Monthan AFB, and outlying unincotporated ru.·eas. The militaty 

population at Davis-Monthan AFB is approximately 6,200 persollllel (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). 

Table 3-10. Population Trends for Arizona and Pima County, 1990 to 2010 
Area 1990 Population 2000 Population 2010 Population %Change 

(2000-2010) 
Pima Cmmty 666,880 843,746 980,263 16% 
Ali zona 3,665,228 5,130,632 6,392,017 25% 
United States 248,709,873 281,421,906 308,745,538 10% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2011 

In 2009, the retail u·ade employed the largest percent of the civilian population over 16 years of age in 

the U.S. (14.5), Alizona (13.8), and Pima County (14.0) (U.S. Census Bureau 2011). In Pima 

Cmmty, health cru.·e and social assistance and professional, scientific, and technical setvices also 

employed the highest percentages of the cmmty population at 13.1 percent and 12.6 percent, 

respectively. 

Davis-Monthan AFB employs slightly more than 2,400 civilian workers (Davis-Monthan AFB 

20llb). Approximately 8,600 militru.y dependents and 14,000 military retirees and smvivors in the 

Tucson urban ru.·ea continue to be supp01ted by the Base. As the fomth lru.·gest employer in the 

Tucson area (Atizona Daily Star 2011), Davis-Monthan AFB has an axmual regional economic effect 
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of more than $1.0 billion (Davis-Monthan AFB 2011b), which includes not only payroll and 

pensions, but also materials and constmction expenditures. Expenditures for constmction, se1vices, 

and procurement of materials, equipment, and supplies in 2010 were approximately $370 million. 

The per capita income of Pima County in 2007 was $24,3 19, slightly lower than the per capita income 

of Arizona, which was $24,811 (U.S. Census Bureau 2007). 

Only the donnit01y renovation and Auman Leadership School project areas support existing 

populations or provide office space for workers or training purposes. Building 3509 is in the 

d01mit01y renovation project area and is currently used as a donnit01y with capacity to house 78 

people (unaccompanied housing) (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). Building 4101 is in the Ailman 

Leadership School project area and provides classro01ns for training pmposes. The dining facility 

and chiller system project areas encompass parking lots that provide parking spaces for nearby 

buildings. The remaini11g project areas do not supp01t buildings or facilities that are cunently used by 

workers or others at the Base. 

3.7.2 Environmental Justice 

Tlris section presents infonnation on the race, poverty, and legal (under age 18) status of people in 

Pima Cmmty and on the Davis-Monthan AFB to supp01t the consideration of envu·omnentaljustice. 

Of the total estimated 2010 population ofPilna County, 34.6 percent were Hispanic or Latino, 55.3 

percent were white only and non-Hispanic, and less than 10 percent were other races. The Tohono 

O'odham Nation encompasses approximately 2.8 nrillion acres in southwestem Arizona, including 

the main rese1vation and three other reservations in the vicilrity of Tucson, and supp01ts 

approxilnately 28,000 members, who are of American Indian decent (Tohono O'oodham Nation 

2011). Census 2010 data for Census Tract 36, which conelates to the bmmdaries of the Base, 

indicate a p1imruily white population (69 percent), with 24 percent Hispanic or Latino, 12 percent 

black, and less than 6 percent American Indian, Asian, or Native Hawaiian (U.S. Census Bureau 

2011). 

Approximately 18.9 percent of the Pima County population was in pove1ty in2009, which was 

slightly higher than Arizona and United States estimates (U.S. Census Bureau 2011). Approximately 

half the population on the Tohono O 'odham Rese1vation for both individuals and persons under age 

18 was below the pove1ty level. An estimated 5 percent of fanrilies and 13.1 percent of the 

population in Census Tract 36 was at or below the pove1ty level in 2009. The median frunily income 

for the cmmty in 2009 was $43,243, which was slightly lower than the Arizona and United States 

estimates. Pove1ty in 2009 was defined as an income of $10,956 in a household of one individual or 

$21,954 for a frunily of four. 
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Approximately 25 percent of the Pima County population in 2010 was lmder the age of 18 (U.S. 

Census Bureau 2011). The residential uses sunounding Davis-Monthan AFB are considered sensitive 

uses where children may be present in large numbers, such as at daycare facilities or schools. 

Approximately 77 percent of the population on the Base includes families with children lmder the age 

of 18, and the Base has several schools and daycare facilities to suppo11 its population. Family 

residences are concentrated in the nmtheast pmtion of the Base, and several schools are located 

within the residential area. Other than the road improvement project area, none of the project areas 

are near a school. 

3.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resources are any prehistmic or historic district, site, building, structure, or object considered 

impmtant to a culture, subculture, or commlmity for scientific, traditional, religious, or other 

pmposes. They include archaeological resomces, histmic architecnual resources, and traditional 

resomces. Archaeological resources are locations where prehistmic or histolic activity measurably 

altered the emth or produced deposits of physical remains (e.g., atTowheads, bottles). Historic 

architectural resources include standing buildings, dams, canals, blidges, and other strucntres of 

histolic or aesthetic significance. Traditional resources are associated with culnual practices and 

beliefs of a living community that m·e rooted in its histmy and are impmtant in maintaining the 

continuing culntral identity of the community. These resources m·e evaluated for their significance 

and may be detennined eligible for listing based on criteria identified in the National Histmic 

Preservation Act; cultural resources m·e called "histotic propetties" if they are deten:nined to be 

eligible for listing or m·e ah·eady listed in the NRHP. 

3.8.1 Historical Setting 

The Tucson Basin was likely first inhabited approximately 12,000 yem·s ago when the climate of the 

Ameli can southwest was cooler and moister than today. Many of the basins in the southwest were 

occupied by shallow lakes and wetlands and suppmted a vmiety of wildlife, such as birds, mammoth, 

musk ox, giant beaver, mastodon, and sloth. The first human inhabitants are believed to have been 

big game hunters living arotmd the edges of the wetlands who probably supplemented their diet by 

gathering various plants (Fagan 1991). As the climate gradually became wanner and dtier, the 

vegetation in the Tucson Basin came to resemble the conditions of today. People continued to rely on 

hunting smaller game, but also used a wide range of plant resources as indicated by a marked increase 

in grotmd stone processing tools (Davis-Monthan AFB 2004). Eventually some groups adopted the 

cultivation of domesticated plants and became less mobile as they relied increasingly on agriculntre, 

patticularly maize production. People developed sophisticated inigation technologies, elaborately 

decorated ceramics, and solm· calendars. They created social and political systems to manage the 
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higher population densities associated with a successful agticulture-based economy. The Hohokam 

culture of the Tucson Basin had large population centers, agticultural iirigation, ball comts, and a 

highly developed ceramic tradition. Toward the end of the 1200s, a major drought occmTed 

throughout the southwest. By the mid 1400s, all major Hohokam village locations were abandoned, 

and areas that had seen continuous occupation for 10,000 years were vacated (Davis-Monthan AFB 

2004). 

In 1690, Spanish explorers recorded contact with the Piman-speaking peoples of the Gila and Salt 

Rivers. Spaniards were the first Europeans to make contact with the Tohono O'odham people 

(fonnerly known as the Papago). The Jesuits under Father Eusebio Francisco Kino established a 

selies of missions for them in what is now south em Arizona. In the early 1800s, the Tohono 

O'odham began moving into the Tucson Basin (Davis-Monthan AFB 2004). Today the Tohono 

O' odham Nation covers more than 2.8 million acres in the Sonoran Dese11, including an Industrial 

Park near Tucson and San Xavier Rese1vation, which encompasses 71,095 acres just south of Tucson 

(Tohono O'oodham Nation 2011). 

The Pascua Yaqui people 01iginally lived in southem Sonora, Mexico, where they fanned and hunted. 

After the Mexican War of Independence in 1821, the Yaqui gt·adually moved n01thward into Alizona. 

The Yaqui village of Old Pascua was located on the outskiits of Tucson. The village ofNew Pascua, 

the seat of Yaqui tlibal gove1nment, was established after acquisition of rese1vationland in 1978 

(Pascua Yaqui 2005). 

The Tucson Presidio was established in 1775, and Tucson became pa1t of Mexico in 1821 (City of 

Tucson 2011). After the war between the U.S. and Mexico in 1846, most ofNew Mexico and 

Alizona was ceded to the U.S. Amelican Inilitruy fo1ts were established by the early 1860s to defend 

routes of travel through the region. Cattle ranching began after 1865, with American ranchers 

establishing extensive operations dming the 1880s. Most settlement occmTed after 1882 and the 

anival of the Southem Pacific Railroad. Ranching continued to be ilnp01tant into the 20th centmy. 

Tucson's aviation histo1y began with the establishment of the nation's first municipally owned 

airfield in 1919 on what is now the Tucson Rodeo Grmmds. Charles Lindbergh flew his Spirit of St. 

Louis to Tucson to dedicate Davis-Monthan Field in 1927 (Davis-Monthan AFB 2009b). The field 

was named for two World War I pilots killed in aviation accidents. Standard Airlines (now American 

AiJ.·lines) began air se1vice to Tucson in 1928. A year later the Almy began negotiations with the City 

of Tucson regarding the const111ction of an ail· base. After nearly 12 years and a selies of 

improvements to the facility, the Base was officially activated in 1941 (Davis-Monthan AFB 2009b). 

Dming World War II, Davis-Monthan AFB served as a u·aining location for medium and heavy 

bomber operations. Because of its ruid cliinate, after World Wru· II Davis-Monthan AFB became the 
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final resting place of decommissioned B-29 (Super Fortress) long-range heavy bombers and C-47 

(Gooney Bird) transp01t aircraft, among others. Today the facility contains more than 5,000 aircraft, 

providing a stockpile of rare pruts for airframes (Davis-Monthan AFB 2009b). Davis-Monthan Field 

was officially renamed Davis-Monthan AFB in 1948 sh01tly after it was placed under the jmisdiction 

of the Strategic Air Command. The Base was also used throughout the Cold War Petiod (1946-1989) 

for vatious supp01t ftmctions and still contains structures and facilities associated with the past uses. 

3.8.2 Identified Cultural Resources 

The only NRHP-listed property associated with Davis-Monthan AFB is the Titan II Museum, Missile 

Site 571-7, which is maintained by the Pima Air and Space Museum and is located south of Tucson 

off the Base in Green Valley, Alizona (Davis-Monthan AFB 2004). Once prut of a 54-missile 

network on constant alett throughout the Cold War Petiod, the missile site is the last remaining Titan 

facility. The propetty was included on the NRHP in 1992 and was listed as a National Historic 

Landmark in 1994 (Davis-Monthan AFB 2004). None of the project areas are located near the 

missile site. 

At·chaeological surveys at Davis-Monthan AFB began in the 1980s. A survey of 4,675 semi­

improved and unimproved acres at the Base took place in 1993 (Altschul and Lindsay 1993). The 

area surveyed represents approximately 45 percent of the total Base acreage and nearly 66 percent of 

its undeveloped areas. The results of the 1993 smvey indicated a low probability of discovering 

subsmface deposits in the westem p01tion of the Base or in previously developed areas. The eastem 

p01tion of the Base, which is less developed, has a higher potential to contain subsmface deposits, and 

all of this area was smveyed, resulting in recordation of eight archaeological sites and 139 isolated 

rutifacts. Only one of the recorded sites (AZ BB:l3:392) was detemrined to be eligible for listing in 

the NRHP; however, this site has been completely excavated since the smvey and is no longer 

eligible (Davis-Monthan AFB 2004). 

An invent01y of Base facilities in 2003 identified 474 facilities that were more than 50 yeru·s old 

(Davis-Monthan AFB 2004), but some of these facilities have been demolished since the invent01y. 

A more recent invent01y identified 328 facilities that ru·e cunently more than 50 yeru·s old (built in 

1961 or earlier) (Davis-Monthatl AFB 2011c). 

Three notewotthy facilities at the Base are associated with the Cold W ru· Era: a bomber/tanker alett 

facility (building 140, scheduled to be demolished as part of a sepru·ate action), a fighter alett facility 

(building 128), and a ground-launched cmise missile headquruters (building 70). In addition, 

building 8030, the Heritage Hangar, was built in 1932 and is the oldest histotic building on Davis­

Monthan AFB. These facilities were recommended for stewardship and potential NRHP listing 
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(Davis-Monthan AFB 2004). Facilities that have not been fmmally evaluated and are more than 50 

years old are treated as eligible for inclusion in the NRHP tmtil they aJe detetmined ineligible. 

Building 4100 in the dining facility project area and building 4101 in the Auman Leadership School 

project area were built in 1953, and both buildings have been renovated since theu· original 

constmction to provide more current facilities and mailltain their ftmctions. Although these buildings 

are more than 50 years old and have not been fmmally evaluated for eligibility, past renovations have 

substantially altered the miginal buildings and have likely made the buildings il1eligible for listing on 

the NRHP. None of the buildings in other project areas are more than 50 years old. 

No traditional cultural propetties or other traditional resources have been identified at Davis­

Monthan AFB (Altschul and Lindsay 1993, Davis-Monthan AFB 2004). The Base maintains contact 

with the nearby Tohono O'odham Nation and the Pascua Yaqui Ttibe, and only fmmally consults 

with the tribes on proposed actions if requested by the ttibes. 

3.9 SAFETY 

The grmmd and explosives safety sections below consider issues involving day-to-day operations and 

maintenance activities ofpers01mel at Davis-Monthan AFB. 

3.9.1 Ground Safety 

Day-to-day operations and maintenance activities conducted by the 355 FW are petfmmed in 

accordance with applicable Ail· Force safety regulations, published Ail· Force Technical Orders, and 

standards presctibed by Ail· Force Occupational Safety and Health requii·ements. The DoD stipulates 

cettain safety restlictions on land uses in the ilnmediate vicinity of aviation operations armmd 

militruy ailfields. Davis-Monthan AFB has established clear zones and APZs to control development 

and restlict land uses armmd the aii·field and nmway. The clear zones at Davis-Monthan AFB are 

within Base boundruies; however, APZs I and II extend outside of the Base (Figure 3-5). Despite the 

restlictions, 24 stluctures are present in the restt·icted zones. Three of the stl11ctures have the requii·ed 

waivers, nine are authotized deviations to aii·field critetia, and five ru·e exempt ft·om waivers. 

None of the project ru·eas are in a clear zone or APZ, although some road and pru·king area 

improvements may take place within one or more of these zones. 
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3.9.2 Explosives Safety 

Explosives include ammunition, propellants (solid and liquid), pyroteclmics, explosives, warheads, 

explosive devices, chemical agents, and associated components presenting real or potential hazards to 

life, property, or the environment. Siting requirements for munitions and ammunition storage and 

handling facilities are based on safety and secmity ctitetia. Air Force Manual91-201, Explosives 

Safety Standards, requires defmed distances be maintained between munitions storage areas and a 

vatiety of other types of facilities. These distances, called QD arcs, are detennined by the type and 

net explosive weight of explosive material to be stored. No inhabited facilities are allowed within the 

QD arcs. Each explosive matetial storage or handling facility has QD arcs extending outward from 

its sides and comers for a presctibed distance. Within these QD arcs, development is either restricted 

or prohibited altogether in order to ensure safety of persom1el and to minitnize potential for damage to 

other facilities in the event of an accident. In addition, explosive material storage and handling 

facilities must be located in areas where secmity of the munitions can be maintained at all times. 

Identification of the QD arcs dming plam1ing ensures that construction does not occm within these 

areas. 

Facilities or areas with QD arcs at Davis-Monthan AFB include the munitions storage area, the 

explosive ordnance disposal area, the alett hangar and apron, combat aircraft parking areas, hot cargo 

pad, aircraft explosives cargo area, the ann/deatm aprons on the airfield, the AMARG explosive 

ordnance disposal area, and the AMARG ammunition shipping/inspection/storage facilities (Davis­

Monthan 2006). The locations of QD arcs at Davis-Monthan AFB are depicted on Figme 3-5. One 

of the project areas (the existing HAMS yard) is in a QD arc, but this QD arc is associated with the 

HAMS yard, which has been relocated, and is no longer applicable. None of the building or 

renovation project areas are in a QD arc. Some road or parking area improvements may be in QD 

arcs. 

3.10 SOLID AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE 

The tetms "hazardous materials" and "hazardous waste" refer to substances defmed as hazardous by 

CERCLA and the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended by the Resomce Conservation and Recovety 

Act. In general, hazardous matetials include substances that, because of their quantity, concentration, 

or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may present substantial dangers to public health or 

the environment when released into the environment. Hazardous wastes that are regulated lmder the 

Resomce Conservation and Recovety Act are defmed as any solid, liquid, contained gaseous, or 

setnisolid waste, or any combination ofwastes that either exhibit one or more of the hazardous 

characteristics of ignitability, conosivity, toxicity, or reactivity, or are listed as a hazardous waste 

under 40 CFR Patt 261. Petroleum products include peu·olemn-based fuels, oils, and their wastes. 
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The ERP is an Air Force program that identifies, characterizes, and remediates environmental 

contamination fi:om past activities at Air Force installations. Solid waste includes non-hazardous 

waste or materials, such as household waste, const:mction debris, or other waste that does not have the 

chemical properties or other charact.eristics to make it a hazardous substance. 

Issues associated with hazardous matetial and waste typically center around waste streams; 

tmdergrmmd storage tanks (USTs); aboveground storage tanks (ASTs); and the storage, transp01t, 

use, and disposal of pesticides, fuels, lubticants, and other industtial substances. When such matetials 

are improperly used in any way, they can threaten the health and well being of wildlife species, 

habitats, and soil and water systems, as well as humans. 

3.10.1 Solid Waste Management 

Solid waste generated by residential sources and mission activities on Davis-Monthan AFB is 

removed by a licensed contt·actor or the City of Tucson and taken to the Los Reales Landfill, which is 

operated by the City of Tucson (Davis-Monthan AFB 2005b). The Los Reales Landfill is being 

expanded to provide disposal service for the city through 2067 (City of Tucson 2006). In calendar 

year 2006, Davis-Monthan AFB generated 4,381 tons of solid waste and 17 tons of constl11ction and 

demolition debtis and divetted 2,694 tons for recycling (Davis-Monthan AFB 2005b). Recyclables 

are picked up by the Arizona Training Program at 139 buildings across the Base. The proper 

management and recycling or disposal of constt11ction and demolition debtis is the responsibility of 

constl11ction contractors. 

3.10.2 Hazardous Materials and Waste 

Aircraft flight operations and maintenance and installation maintenance require the storage and use of 

many types of hazardous matetials. These materials include flammable and combustible liquids, 

conosives, caustics, glycols, compressed gases, aerosols, batteries, hydraulic fluids, pesticides, 

herbicides, lubticants, alcohols, and sealants. 

Hazardous wastes are generated from a vatiety of fimctions, including aircraft, vehicle, weapons, 

equipment, and facility maintenance. Davis-Monthan AFB is regulated under the Resource 

Consetvation and Recovety Act as a large quantity generator of hazardous waste because it generates 

more than 2,200 pounds of hazardous waste per month. Davis-Monthan AFB typically generates 

80,000 pmmds of regulated waste annually (personal commtmication, Shore 2011) . Hazardous 

wastes are managed in accordance with the Davis-Monthan AFB Hazardous Waste Management Plan 

(May 2010). Wastes include sealants, paints, solvents, blasting media~ wastewater and sludge, 

pett·oleum products (oil, grease, gasoline, diesel, JP-8, etc.), antifreeze, batteties, fluorescent lamps, 

polychlorinated biphenyls, asbestos, and various other chemical process wastes. 
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Wastes are stored at approximately 100 locations where the waste is initially generated (Hazardous 

Waste Satellite Accumulations Areas), then transfened to the HAZMART (building 5227) for storage 

up to 90 days prior to shipment to off-site EPA-pennitted facilities for recycling, treatment, or 

disposal. Many types of petroleum products, solvents, antifi:eeze, fluorescent lamps, batteiies, and 

dental amalgam are recycled instead of disposed. Davis-Monthan AFB operates an industrial 

wastewater pre-treatment plant that removes oils and heavy metals from select wastewater streams 

piior to discharge to the sanitruy sewer for treatment by the Pima County wastewater treatment plant. 

Daily operations in and neru· the project areas involve the use of various hazardous mateiials and 

waste typical of Base operations. 

3.10.3 Storage Tanks 

Davis-Monthan AFB has 94 ASTs, with storage capacities ranging from 125 to 2.7 million gallons. 

These tanks are used for refueling as well as storage of fuels and used oil. The Base also has 75 

rep01ted USTs, with capacities ranging fi:om 3,000 to 50,000 gallons, 25 of which are regulated by 

ADEQ (personal c01mmmication Machado 2011). All storage tanks at Davis-Monthan AFB are 

inspected and maintained by Civil Engineeiing Power Production and the Liquid Fuels Section, and 

the integrity and condition of the associated piping is verified by the users. None of the USTs are 

associated with buildings in the project areas. Two fuel tanks are located just south of the 214 RG 

headquruters facility project area. 

3.10.4 Asbestos 

Asbestos-containing mateiials (ACMs) ru·e mateiials that contain gr·eater than 1 percent asbestos. 

Friable, fmely divided, and powdered wastes containing greater than 1 percent asbestos ru·e subject to 

regulation. A "friable" waste is one that can be reduced to a powder or dust under hand pressure 

when dJ.y. Non-fiiable ACMs, such as floor tiles, ru·e considered to be non-hazardous, except dming 

removal or renovation, and ru·e not subject to regulation. 

An asbestos management plan provides guidance for the identification of ACMs and the management 

of asbestos wastes (Davis-Monthan AFB 2009a). An asbestos facility register is maintained by 

Davis-Monthan Civil Engineeting. The design of building alteration projects and requests for self­

help projects are reviewed to detennine if ACMs ru·e present in the proposed work ru·ea. ACM wastes 

are removed by licensed contractors and disposed of in accordance with state and federal regulations. 

An asbestos survey of facilities on the Base identified ACM in building 4100 in the dining facility 

project ru·ea and building 4101 in the Aitman Leadership School project ru·ea (Davis-Monthan AFB 

2010a). No ACM was identified in building 103 in the HAMS yard project ru·ea, and wall surfaces 
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and adhesives sampled in building 3509 in the donnitmy renovation project area tested negative for 

ACM. Activities in buildings that contain ACM would need to comply with the asbestos 

management plan for the Base. 

3.10.5 Environmental Restoration Program 

The DoD developed the ERP to identify, investigate, and remediate potentially hazardous matelial 

disposal sites that existed on DoD property plior to 1984. Fifty-three ERP sites and three Areas of 

Concem have been identified at Davis-Monthan AFB and are regulated tmder CERCLA. Three of 

the ERP sites remain in remedial action-operation. The remaining sites are expected to be converted 

to closed stants by the end of2012 (Davis-Monthan AFB 2010b). The Davis-Monthan AFB 

Environmental Restoration Program Site Status Summaries (Davis-Monthan AFB 2005a) presents a 

comprehensive strategy for implementing actions necessaty to protect human health and the 

environment. This strategy integrates activities tmder the ERP and the associated environmental 

compliance programs that suppmt fhll restoration of the Base. 

ACC policy requires that a constmction waiver be obtained through the Davis-Monthan ERP 

Manager for any proposed project on or near a Davis-Monthan AFB ERP site. Aside from road and 

parking area improvements and chiller lines, none of the project areas encompass an ERP site (Figure 

3-6). ERP site AOC-53 is located just south of the Allman Leadership School project area, at the 

intersection ofKachina Street and Sixth Street. 

3.10.6 Military Munitions Response Program 

In recent years, the management of militaty mtmitions and militaty ranges has come tmder increased 

regulatmy and public scmtiny as evidenced by new regulations, increased enforcement and public 

involvement, litigation, and range use restlictions and closures. In an effort to manage these ranges, 

DoD installations have begun to inventory closed, transfetTed, and transfening ranges to facilitate 

planning and implementation of associated regulations as patt of their MMRP. 
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Davis-Monthan AFB has four active ranges and 11 :MMRP sites. Seven of the sites have been 

reconunended for No Defense Action Indicated, which would clear the sites for mrrest.Iicted use, and 

are awaiting concunence from ADEQ and approval fi:om the DoD Explosives Safety Board, which is 

expected by March 2012. The remaining four sites are in the process of being evaluated, and 

fieldwork and papetwork are expected to be completed by 2014. The active ranges and :MMRP sites 

include: 

• Training Areas 1 and 2. Training Area 1 (151 acres) and Training Area 2 (186 acres) are 

both located south of the nmway (Davis-Monthan AFB 2001). These areas were historically 

used in conjunction with helicopter tmining exercises involving militaty munitions. These 

areas were classified as closed ranges due to the established inhabited building distance of 

1,250 feet and are expected to be cleared for unrest.Iicted use by March 2012. A landfill 

associated with Training Area 1 is also expected to be cleared by March 2012. 

• Poorman Ranges. The Pootman Ranges include an active explosive ordnance disposal range, 

transfening range, an active small anns range complex, a closed area, and two off-Base 

t.I·ansfened ranges (Davis-Monthan AFB 2001). The active Pootman Ranges Area was 

reduced by 2,145 acres to close several former range buffers and filing fans. A small closed 

area and buffer area are being evaluated, and a non-munitions and explosives of concern area 

is one of the seven sites that should be cleared by March 2012. 

• Wilmot National Guard Target Range. The Wilmot National Guard Target Range includes a 

formerly used defense site and a closed pot1ion that encompasses 1,278 acres at the 

southeastern end of the mnway (Davis-Monthan AFB 2001). Two small areas of the target 

range are being evaluated, and a non-mlmitions and explosives of concern area is one of the 

seven sites that should be cleared by March 2012. 

• Open Air Test Range. The Open Air Test Range is cmTently active and is located in the 

eastern pot1ion of the Base near the Pootman Ranges (Davis-Monthan AFB 2001). 

• Air Base Ground Defense Area. The Air Base Grotmd Defense Area is cmTently active and is 

located in the ext.I·eme southeast pot1ion of the Base near the Pootman Small Alms Range 

Complex (Davis-Monthan AFB 2001). 

• Former Areas. A fotmer mlmitions storage area and fotmer skeet range are located not1h of 

the Wilmot National Guard Target Range, not1heast of the nmway. These areas are expected 

to be cleared for unrest1icted use by March 2012. 

All former range areas have potential to contain ordnance and explosive contamination. Until these 

areas are fotmally cleared, any proposed activities in them should be coordinated through the Civil 
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Engineeiing Squadron/Envi.rornnental Restoration Element point of contact. Training or a waiver for 

constmction may be reqlrired. Only the HAMS yard project area is located in an MMRP site (the 

fmmer Wilmot National Guard Target Range), and some road or parking area improvements may be 

located in MMRP sites. 

3.11 INFRASTRUCTURE 

The infrastructure elements at Davis-Monthan AFB include transpmtation and utility systems, which 

service all areas of the Base. Transportation refers to roadway and street systems as well as parking 

areas. Utilities include potable water supply, wastewater collection and treatment, a stotm drainage 

system, an electrical system, heating and cooling systems, and liquid fhels. 

3.11.1 Transportation 

Davis-Monthan AFB is located near Interstate 10 (I-10) and Interstate 19 (I-19), two major interstate 

highways in Arizona. I-10 provides east-west access between Phoenix, Alizona, and El Paso, Texas, 

while I-19 connects Tucson with the Mexican border. Access to the Base is via four gates with enny 

points, including the Main Gate Access on Craycraft Road and secondaq gates off Swan, Wilmot, 

and hvington roads (see Figure 2-1). The Main Gate Access is the piimaty access to the Base, and 

the Swan and Wilmot gates provide altemate access. The hvington gate is restricted to people with 

higher secmity clearances. Valencia Road borders the south side ofDavis-Monthan AFB from 

Alvemon Way to South Houghton Road. Between Alvemon Way and Kolb Road, Valencia Road is a 

four-lane divided road. After Kolb Road, Valencia Road becomes a two-lane road. East Golf Links 

Road is a divided six-lane road that is located along the nmth and nmthwest bmmdruy ofDavis­

Monthan AFB. 

Four major primruy roads provide access within Davis-Monthan AFB: 

3-52 

• Craycraft Road mns generally nmthlsouth through the main part of the Base and serves as the 

main access route onto the Base. The Craycraft Gate is on the north side of the Base, just 

south of the intersection of Craycraft Road and East Golf Links Road. 

• Wilmot Road is a shott ruterial that enters the Base at the Wilmot Gate at the east end of the 

Base and provides access to the hospital and AMARG. 

• The intersection of Sunglow Road, Fifth Sn·eet, and Yuma Sn·eet begins at Swan Gate on the 

nmthwest side of the Base just south of the intersection of Swan Road and East Golf Links 

Road. Slmglow Road nuns into Fifth Street and nms nmthlsouth tlu·ough the Base. The 

Yuma Street extension of these combined ruteties intersects with Craycraft Road and Picacho 

Sn·eet. 
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• Picacho Street nms east/west and connects with the Yuma Street extension and with Wilmot 

Road. 

The major secondruy collector roads in the main pottion of the Base ru·e Quijota Road, Alizola Street, 

Comanche Street, Granite Street, Ironwood Street, First Street, and Third Street. The AMARG area 

is served by hvington Road, the Wilmot Road extension, Coolidge Street, and Wickenberg Street. 

hvington Road enters the Base on the east side at the hvington Gate. 

Inbotmd and outbotmd traffic at the fom entry gates was estimated in 2009 as prut of an engineering 

assessment for the entry control facilities (Gannett Fleming 2010) . Most n·affic passed through the 

Craycraft Gate, which had an estimated inbmmd total of 6,909 vehicles over a 24-hour period and an 

estimated outbound total of8,212 vehicles over a 24-hom pedod (Table 3-11) . Less n·affic passed 

through the Swan and Wilmot gates, which had about 3,000 in- and outbound trips over a 24-hour 

pedod. The hvington Gate expedenced substrultially less n·affic, with about 600 in- and outbound 

trips over a 24-hom petiod. Congestion has been an issue at each of the gates dming peak a.m. and 

p.m. hams, and n·affic at Swan Gate expedences increased congestion dming fhel t111ck inspections. 

a e -T bl 3 11 P kH ea our ra rca n . on ro ac es T ffi t E tr C t I F iliti 
Craycro{l Gate Swan Gate Wilmot Gate Irvinf{ton Gate 
In Out In Out In Out In Out 

AM Peak Hour 772 304 797 167 683 152 342 15 
Midday Peak Hom 599 724 301 251 290 279 32 47 
PM Peak Hour 372 986 209 502 107 712 7 331 
24-Hour Vohune 6,909 4,422 3,701 2,808 2,936 3,019 596 659 
Source: Gammett Fleming 2010 

The City of Tucson does not provide mass n·ansit or rail connection to Davis-Monthan AFB, although 

nearby bus stops provide setvice to the main gate (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). Several officially 

designated bike paths provide bicycle access throughout the Base, and two major pedestrian routes on 

Kachina and Sixth streets serve the dormitmy area. Additional pedestrian paths ru·e platmed for the 

residential areas. 

Tucson Intemational Airport provides air passenger setvice to the Tucson men·opolitan area. The 

airport is located approximately 10 miles from the Craycraft Gate and can be reached in 

approximately 15 minutes by em· or by airport shuttle bus. Military passengers and military cargo ru·e 

served by the Militruy Air Passenger Terminal Building (building 4819) and the Air Cat·go Terminal 

(building 4822) at the Base. Additionally, east of the Air Cargo Tetminal is a cru·go marshalling ru·ea 

for cargo handling (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006) . 

Generally, parking is adequate on Davis-Monthan AFB. However, as is the case with many 

installations, parking at high-use customer-oriented locations can be problematic. The Base 
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Comrnissruy parking lot expe1iences parking problems dming peak use, especially from 1030 to 1500 

daily. On milita1y paydays and holidays, the pru·king situation is more problematic. An additional 

465 spaces are required to address this situation and the expansion of Comrnissruy retail space. The 

Base is exploring altematives to address the parking sintation. Another ru·ea of concem is the 

Blanchard Golf Comse. The current pru·king ru·ea is not adequate to handle the golfing patrons as 

well as those who visit the Eagle's Nest Restamant for breakfast and hmch (Davis-Monthan AFB 

2006). 

Each of the project ru·eas is readily accessible from existing streets, and parking is available in or neru· 

the project areas. Table 3-12 identifies the primmy access routes and pru·king areas for each project 

area. 

a e -T bl 3 12 Access an dP ki ~ R epresentative ar n2 or CIPP . ro1ects 
Project Area Access 

Kachina or Madera Street from 

1. New Dormitory Craycroft Road or Fifth Street~ 
Seventh or Eighth Street from 
Kachina or Madera Street 

2. Dining Facility Ironwood or Kachina Street from 
Cra.ycroft Road or Fifth Street~ 
Fifth or Sixth Street from 
Ironwood or Kachina Street 

3. Chiller System Ka.china Street from Fifth Street or 
Craycroft Road; Sixth Street and 
Jeddito Street as altemate route 

4. Ahman Leadership Same as dining facility project 
School ru·ea 
5, Hush House Limited access from YUllla. Street 

via the ah'field smface 

6. 214 RG Restricted access; Gafford Way 
Headquarters Facility from Sunglow Road 

7. HAMS Yard South Ramsgate Road via Yuma. 
Street, Cra.ycroft Road, and others 

8. Do1mitory Kachina Street from Craycroft 
Renovation Road; Eighth Street from Kachina 

Street 
9. Pavement Plan All roads throughout Base 
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Parking Area 
Two pru'king ru·eas between Kachina and 
Madera streets and Seventh and Eighth 
streets 

One parking area at Ironwood and Fifth 
Streets in project area; others neru·by 

Large parking lot at Fifth Street a11d 
Kachina Street in and adjacent to project 
area 
Same as dinh1g facility project m·ea 

No designated parking ru·ea nearby; pru·king 
available in disturbed areas off the ahileld 
swface 
Parking ru·eas on south side of Gafford Way 
east of project area and on north side of 
Gafford Way west ofproiect m·ea 
Parking area h1 project area 

One parking area between Kachina and 
Ironwood streets and Eighth Street and 
Cravcroft Road 
All parking areas throughout Base 
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3.11.2 Utilities 

Potable Water. Potable water is obtained from eight groundwater wells at Davis-Monthan AFB to 

serve the vatious uses at the Base. The eight wells have capacity to supply 5.8 million gallons per 

day (MGD). The Base also has three non-operational wells and six wells that have insufficient flow 

to support production. Average daily demand from 2001 to 2003 ranged from 0.6 MGD to 1.78 

MGD, with an average daily demand of 1.1 MGD (URS Group, Inc. 2004). Demand tends to be 

highest in summer and early fall and can increase to as much as 2.37 MGD. 

The Base has two separate disttibution systems. The Upper Water Supply System supplies water to 

the AMARG area, the hospital, Palo Verde Village, the 41st and 43rd Squadron areas, and the 

munitions storage area. The Lower Water Supply System supplies the remaining areas. Water is 

chlotinated at the well heads and pumped into storage tanks. The tanks include fom elevated storage 

tanks and two grmmd storage tanks with an approximate capacity of 1.5 million gallons. The Base 

also has two 500,000-gallon raw water cut-and-cover storage tanks, which are below-grmmd steel 

tanks that are covered by soil to resemble reservoirs (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006, URS Group, Inc. 

2004). The small rums range and horse stables are sepru·ately supplied by a well and a 2,000-gallon 

storage tank. The Base does not have any interconnection with the City of Tucson or other water 

supply somce (URS Group, Inc. 2004). 

Water supply pipelines generally follow the roads on the Base and provide water to all buildings and 

facilities that house or provide office or administrative space for people. Water supply lines are 

located in or neru· all project areas. Wells and storage tanks are not located in any of the project areas. 

Wastewater. The Base discharges approximately 1 MGD of wastewater into the Pima Cmmty 

sanitaty sewer system. The Pima Cmmty wastewater treatment plant ftmctions as the sole treatment 

facility for all wastewater generated by the city of Tucson, including most ofDavis-Monthan AFB. 

Some m·eas on the Base are not cunently connected to the sewer system and ru·e served by septic 

systems. 

The total system capacity is approximately 85 MGD, and it treats approximately 70 MGD. The 

sanitaty sewer collection line exits the Base in the extreme northwest comer, where it crosses Golf 

Links Road. The Base has five lift stations, two in the AMARG area and three along the flightline. 

No capacity issues with the lift stations have been identified (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006); however, 

none of the lift stations provide redundancy, and the entire sewer line is down if one station fails. The 

system is in need of upgrading to meet Air Force regulations to provide at least double redundancy. 
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Like the water supply pipelines, wastewater collection pipelines generally follow roads and provide 

service to most buildings and facilities on the Base. Wastewater pipelines cross through or near all of 

the project areas, with the exception of the hush house project area. 

Storm Drainage System. Stmm water nmoff on Davis-Monthan AFB is managed through a storm 

drainage system consisting of a combination of swales, culverts, and pipes with adequate capacity to 

handle most flows. The Base has three large undergrmmd collector pipes: one along Fifth Street, one 

for the mnway and apron areas, and the other beneath the northern airfield apron. The system has one 

retention pond on the edge of the AMARG area just south of the golf course. Generally, nmoff flows 

toward the nmthwest (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). 

The stmm drainage system is generally adequate for the arid climate. However, during the rainy 

season fi:om July through September, stotiDS can lead to flooding in pmtions of the Base. Excessive 

stonn water flows have degraded the security grates at outfall locations where the flow exits the Base 

(Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). 

Electrical System. Tucson Electric Power provides electrical service to the Base through two 46 

kilovolt (kV) lines. A substation, with the capacity to handle loads of 25 megavolt-amperes, steps the 

power down to 13.8 kV and distributes it to eight circuits. Transfmmers that feed facilities step down 

13.8 kV to 480 volts before reducing the load to 120/208 volts. Separate power lines enter the Base 

from the southwest to supply the control tower, building 8030, and Navigation Aids west of the 

airfield (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). Davis-Monthan AFB consumes approximately 100,000 

megawatt hours on an annual basis. 

Heating and Cooling Systems. Natural gas is used primarily for heating facilities, space heating, hot 

water for the main Base and multi-family housing, and comfmt heating in multi-family housing. 

Southwest Gas Company provides natmal gas via a commercial line entering the nmthwest corner of 

the Base. The AMARG and hospital areas are supplied separately fi:om a line enteling the Base from 

the south. These two separate supply systems are linked at the F AM Camp area and have a delivety 

capacity of3.4 million cubic feet per day. Maximum consumption between 1995 and 2005 was 2.5 

million cubic feet per day or approximately 74 percent of the delivety capacity (Davis-Monthan AFB 

2006). 

Davis-Monthan AFB does not have a central heating and cooling system for the Base. Two mini­

systems supply chilled or heated and chilled air to some facilities (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). 

Chilled air is provided to the ailmen's dmmitolies and some other facilities by a chiller facility 

(building 5101). This facility is capable of producing about 1,200 tons of chilled ail·. Heated and 

chilled ail· is provided to the hospital by a second system (building 401). 
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The chiller facility in building 5101 has two natural gas-fired engines coupled to centrifugal 

compressors. It connects to two main loops that cunently supply chilled air to 11 facilities, including 

three donnitolies. The nmthem loop is also tied to the Fitness Center heating loop. The Fitness 

Center has five water-to-water heat pmnps capable of producing 100 tons of chilled water for the 

nmthem chilled water loop. On the heating side, it provides hot water year-rotmd for the domestic 

hot water and pool water systems at the Fitness Center. 

Liquid Fuels System. Davis-Monthan AFB ftmctions as a distribution center in the DoD Fuels 

System for all militaty installations in the region. It receives fuel within the Defense Fuels Region -

South and distributes it to other consumers, including Ft. Huachuca (Almy), Alizona National Guard, 

Yuma Proving Grounds, Sky Harbor Airport (Phoenix), and Tucson ANG at Tucson Intemational 

Airpmt, as a Defense Fuels Suppmt Point (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). 

Davis-Monthan AFB suppmts a large number of flying operations, and most of its ft1el handling 

consists of JP-8 aviation fuel. The Base receives JP-8 via cOimnercial pipeline and highway tanker 

tmck. The Base receives, stores, and distlibutes a variety of ft1els, including JP-8, DL-2 diesel fuel, 

BDI bio-diesel, Mogas unleaded regular, and two kinds of ctyogenics fuel: liquid oxygen and liquid 

nitrogen (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). 

The Kinder-Morgan Pipeline routinely delivers JP-8 to one of three 60,000-barrel storage tanks. This 

6-inch pipeline has the capability to deliver 579,600 gallons per 24-hour period. In the event of 

pipeline failure, the storage tanks can receive 3,456,000 gallons per day via tanker tmck. JP-8 can be 

dispensed to flightline fuel hydrants at a rate of 1,100 gallons per minute using the pumps or 450 

gallons per minute using gravity flow in the event of pump failure (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). 

The flightline uses four locations as hot reft1eling pits; two of these are serviced by Pump House J-4 

and two are setviced by Pump House J-3. Pump Houses J-1 and J-2 are not cmTently active. These 

four pump houses are connected by an underground pipeline. In addition, on the West Ramp, Pump 

House A-2 can dispense ft1el; however, it is resupplied by tanker tluck. On the West Ramp, Pump 

House A-1 is inactive (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). 

Other featmes of the JP-8 fueling system include mobile units to increase the number of 

simultaneously ft1eled aircraft dming surge operations, betms and a dedicated fire system for the tank 

fatm, and a seties oflmderground tanks at each pump house (Davis-Monthan AFB 2006). 

The hush house project area is near the reft1eling pit locations and several fuel tanks, and the 214 RG 

headquruters facility project area is neru· a couple of ft1el tanks. None of the liquid ft1el tanks ru·e in 

the project areas, but pipelines between pit locations may be under roads that are prut of the pavement 

plan. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This section of the EA assesses the potential environmental consequences associated with the 

proposed action and the no-action altemative. The analysis of environmental consequences includes 

a discussion of typical impacts associated with the various types of CIP projects that may be 

implemented at Davis-Monthan AFB and a more project-specific discussion of impacts associated 

with the nine representative projects described in Chapter 2. The potential impacts are discussed in 

the context of the affected environment described in Chapter 3. For some resomce topics (e.g., air 

quality, noise), impacts are quantified, but most impacts are discussed qualitatively. Mitigation 

measmes are identified where necessaty to reduce the intensity of an impact. 

4.1 EARTH RESOURCES 

4.1.1 Proposed Action 

Overview of Impacts 
Constmction activities associated with CIP projects at Davis-Monthan AFB could affect soils, expose 

people or stmctures to geologic or soil hazards, and modify topography. Grmmd distmbing activities, 

such as grading, trenching, and vegetation removal, would expose soil smfaces and spoil piles to 

water and wind erosion, which could result in increased fugitive dust, soil erosion, and sediment in 

mnoff. Additionally, the operation of constmction vehicles on undeveloped smfaces would distmb 

soils and cause indirect impacts from fugitive dust and soil erosion. 

Generally, the wind and water erosion hazards of Base soils are slight to very slight (e.g., Cave soils, 

Urban Land, Pinaleno-Stagecoach complex, Sahuarita soils, and Tubac gravelly loam). Other soils 

have a slight water erosion potential with moderate to moderately high wind erosion potential (e.g., 

Hantz loam, Mohave soils, and Yaqui fine sandy loam). Because the soils in the eastem p01tion of 

the Base are rated as having a slight potential for wind and water erosion, activities on these soils 

have a lower potential for erosion-related impacts. Projects located in Mohave soils would have a 

moderate wind erosion potential, which could result in impacts on water and air quality due to soil 

erosion. Best management practices should be employed to reduce the potential for soil erosion and 

indirect impacts associated with erosion caused by eatth moving activities. 

Geologic and soil hazards (e.g., shrink/swell potential of Mohave soils) could limit constmction on 

some soils on the Base. To minimize the potential for stmctural damage from geologic or soil 

hazards, projects should be designed in compliance with the Universal Building Code and results of 

geotechnical investigations or other site-specific soil evaluations. CIP projects located on developed 

lands have a lower potential of being affected by soil hazards because the soils have ah·eady been 

modified to acconnnodate stmctures, parking areas, and roads. 
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Project Impacts 
Constmction and demolition activities associated with the nine representative CIP projects would 

disturb soils and could expose people or stmctmes to geologic or soil hazards. None of the projects 

would modify the topography of the project areas. Most of the projects would be in areas that are 

cunently developed with existing buildings and paved areas (new dmmitmy, dining facility, chiller 

system, Allman Leadership School, HAMS yard, dmmitoty renovation, and pavement plan), and two 

of the projects (214 RG headquruters facility and hush house) would be located on compacted and 

disturbed soils. The do1mit01y renovation project and renovations to the Allman Leadership School 

would prilnru·ily involve activities inside existing buildings, which would not disturb soils in the 

project ru·eas. The renovations would not increase the potential for damage from soil or geologic 

hazru·ds. 

The new dotmitoiy, dining facility, chiller system storage, hush house, and 214 RG headquruters 

facility projects would require consnuction of new buildings or stmctures in developed and 

lmdeveloped areas of the Base. The new do1mito1y, dining facility, and chiller system storage would 

involve removal of existing pavement and stmctures and soil disturbance for 3-foot-deep trenches 

lmder the footp1ints of the facilities. The hush house and 214 RG headquruters facility would be 

located in previously distmbed (graded and leveled) soils in undeveloped ru·eas. Soils in the project 

areas would be temporarily exposed to wind and water erosion, which could result in indii·ect effects 

on ail· and water quality durii1g high winds or rain events. Pipeline trenching for underground utilities 

and chiller lines would involve disn1rbance to the top 3 feet of soils under the facility footp1ints and 

along existing roads. Trenching could also result in spoils that would require disposal and that may 

be temporru·ily stockpiled in the project areas. If disnrrbed soils, including spoil piles, are left 

lmattended, wind and water soil erosion could result. Implementation of BMPs, such as proper 

grading; use of silt fences, straw bales, and other sto1m water filter devices; and watering const111ction 

sites, and compliance with the Base's SWPPP for const111ction activities would minilnize the potential 

for wind and water erosion of exposed, disturbed soils. Constmction-related ilnpacts on soils would 

be insignificant. 

The hush house and 214 RG headqua11:ers facility projects would be constmcted in undeveloped areas 

on soils that exhibit shrink/swell potential (Mohave soils), which may limit then· ability to support 

new const111ction. These facilities would be designed with consideration for this soil hazru·d to 

prevent damage to the new facilities. 

Demolition of the existing dining facility, a po1tion of the Allman Leadership School, and the HAMS 

yru·d would disturb soil as pavement and bmied stmctures are excavated for removal. The 

demolished ru·eas would be landscaped or seeded with grasses to control dust and soil erosion over the 

long te1m. Soil and geologic hazru·ds are not a concem for the demolition activities because no new 
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stmctures would be built. Dming demolition activities, BMPs would be implemented to minimize 

soil erosion. 

The pavement plan would involve disturbance to existing pavement, but some soil disnu·bance may 

occur along the shoulders of the roads and the petimeter of pru:king areas. BMPs to minimize soil 

erosion would be implemented for road and parking area improvements. Road improvements in the 

areas affected by other projects would be completed after the installation of pipelines and other 

utilities to minimize disnu·bance. 

Longer term operational impacts of the projects would be consistent with ongoing Base operations 

and would not increase activities that would affect soil, geologic, and topographical conditions. 

4.1.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the no-action altemative, none of the representative CIP projects would be implemented, and 

soils in the project areas would not be affected by the constmction and/or demolition activities. 

Geologic and soil conditions would remain as desclibed in Section 3 .1. 

4.2 WATER RESOURCES 

4.2.1 Proposed Action 

Overview of Impacts 

Constmction activities associated with CIP projects at Davis-Monthan AFB could convert pervious 

ground to impervious smfaces, which could affect groundwater recharge and the storm drainage 

system capacity, and could affect water quality through discharge of sediment or other pollutants into 

smface waters. CIP projects that increase impervious smfaces could increase smface water nmoff 

into the storm drainage system and decrease grmmdwater recharge on the Base. CIP projects in 

developed areas of the Base typically include building renovations or new constluction in place of 

previously demolished buildings or parking lots. These types of activities are not likely to increase 

impervious surfaces. Projects in the lmdeveloped pmtions of the Base would increase impetvious 

smfaces that would collect water that would otherwise percolate into the grmmd and divert it to the 

storm drainage system. Increased flow in the storm drainage system could result in insufficient 

capacity and localized flooding if the system backs up. Modifications to the storm drainage system 

(i.e. , culverts and additional storm water drains) may be necessary to accommodate the additional 

nmoff. 

Water quality impacts could result from soil erosion or discharge of pollutants into surface waters or 

the storm drainage system on the Base. As discussed in Section 4.1 , Earth Resources, disturbed soils 

could be exposed to water erosion, which could n·ansport sediment into nearby surface waters or the 
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stonn drainage system. Additionally, petrolemn-based fluids or other chemicals used for vehicles, 

equipment, or constmction activities could spill or leak during refueling or other applications. To 

prevent impacts on water quality, CIP projects should comply with the Base's SWPPP for 

constmction activities and implement BMPs for erosion prevention and spill containment to prevent 

sediment and pollutants in nmoff. These measures may include stockpiling matelials and staging 

equipment more than 50 feet fi:om drainage features and using absorbent matelials to contain 

potential spills or leaks. Landscaping, which may be required armmd areas disturbed by CIP projects 

or on lands reclaimed by demolition projects, could also be used to minimize impacts on water 

quality. Landscaping provides a vegetation cover that could control dust by reducing the amount of 

exposed soil and could filter pollutant discharge from developed areas. The Design and 

Compatibility Standards> Davis-Monthan AFB (Davis-Monthan AFB 1998) provides design clitelia 

for xeric landscaping and water budgeting on the Base. 

To avoid flood damage, CIP projects should be located outside the floodplain of the Atterbury Wash. 

If stmctures are necessruy in the Atterbmy Wash ru·ea, they should be elevated above the floodplain 

or be capable of conveying st01m water based on the 100-yeru· flood event along the wash. 

Increased water use from CIP projects would increase the volmne of groundwater withdrawn from 

Base wells. Although the wells have capacity to supply additional water, grmmdwater depletion is 

ctmently a concern in the region due to a decline in water levels because of the high level of 

extraction combined with low rechru·ge rates. Grmmdwater depletion is expected to continue for the 

foreseeable fhture due to increased urban development armmd the Tucson ru·ea. 

Project Impacts 
Some of the representative CIP projects would result in an increase in impervious smfaces on the 

Base, while the demolition projects (HAMS yard and pru1 of Airman Leadership School) would 

remove impervious surfaces. The hush house and 214 RG headquru1ers facility projects would 

increase impervious surfaces on the Base by about 0.35 acre. The new d01mit01y, dining facility, 

chiller system storage, and pavement plan would result in little to no changes to impervious surfaces 

because these facilities or improvements would be located in ru·eas that ah·eady have in1pervious 

surfaces (e.g., existing roads, parking ru·eas, or f01mer building sites). Demolition of the HAMS yard 

and pru1 of the Airman Leadership School would reduce impervious surfaces on the Base by about 1.4 

acres. The renovations to the dormit01y and the remaining por1ion of the Airman Leadership School 

would not affect impervious smfaces or storm water mnoff. The net decrease in impervious surfaces 

would result in a slight decrease in storm water mnoff from the project areas, pai1icularly where the 

f01mer HAMS yard is removed. Rtmoffwould continue to be managed in accordance with the Base's 

NPDES General Permit and SWPPP. Based on the small ru·ea of disturbance and net change ir1 

impervious smfaces, impacts on the storm drainage system would be insignificant. 
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Construction activities in the project areas would disnrrb soils and involve the use of hazardous 

materials, which could result in the discharge of sediment or other pollutants (e.g., from petroleum or 

chemical spills) into nearby surface water feantres or the stmm drainage system. Such water quality 

impacts would be most noticeable dming the rainy seasons (July through mid-September and 

December through mid-March) when sto1m water can convey the pollutants into downstream 

drainages, such as the Tucson Diversion Channel. BMPs would be implemented dming constluction 

to prevent pollutants in nmoffin accordance with the Base's SWPPP for const111ction activities. 

Spills would be quickly contained and properly cleaned up. With implementation of const111ction 

measures, impacts on water quality would be insignificant. 

None of the representative projects would affect the floodplain of Atterbmy Wash or modify nanu·al 

smface water feanu·es. The projects would result in a slight increase in water use, but the increased 

groundwater withdrawal would be within the capacity of the Base's water supply system and would 

have an insignificant effect on the grmmdwater aquifer in the region. 

4.2.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the no-action altemative, none of the representative CIP projects would be implemented, and 

no changes to impervious smfaces or impacts on water quality would occur. Water resources 

conditions would remain as desc1ibed in Section 3.2. 

4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

4.3.1 Proposed Action 

Overview of Impacts 

Constluction activities associated with CIP projects at Davis-Monthan AFB would involve activities 

that could remove vegetation and disnub wildlife, which could affect special-stants plants and 

wildlife. Projects in the lmdeveloped pmtion of the Base, primarily in the eastem pmtion where 

native vegetation commmlities are present, have the highest potential to affect special-statt1s plant and 

wildlife species and could result in a net loss of native vegetation communities. Projects in developed 

areas are less likely to require removal of native vegetation and have a lower potential to affect 

special-status plant and wildlife species. Ground disturbance can also increase the potential for 

invasive plants to spread into disnu·bed areas if they are present nearby or if seeds are canied into the 

project area by equipment. Activities in waters of the U.S. , such as Atterbmy Wash, could require a 

CW A Section 404 pe1mit if the placement of dredged or fill material is anticipated. 

For CIP projects, vegetation removal would generally be mirumized to comply with the Base's 

Wildlife Management Goal of limiting the loss and fragmentation of nantral dese1t vegetation areas 

(Davis-Monthan AFB 2008). Ground-disturbing activities, particularly in native vegetation 
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commmrities, could result in the direct loss of special-stattls plants (e.g. , Pima pineapple cacttls, 

saguaro cactus) by cmshing or damaging individuals or result in the direct loss of fe1tile eggs or 

nestlings/hatchlings of resident special-staniS wildlife, including grmmd-dwelling species (e.g., 

bunowing owl, desert tortoise, Tucson shovel-nosed snake), those that nest in saguaro cacttls (e.g., 

cacniS fenuginous pygmy-owl), and those that nest in shmbs and trees (e.g., loggerhead sluike). 

Grmmd disturbing activities could also demolish bunows essential to bunowing owl and dese1t 

to1toise. Activities in or near native commlmities could disturb wildlife nesting and foraging, 

including ae1ially foraging species (e.g., lesser long-nosed bat, cave my otis, and Ameli can peregrine 

falcon). Noise generated by large constiuction equipment and demolition activities could result in 

nest abandonment and the subsequent loss of young if nesting birds are present. 

Pre-constiuction smveys for special-stattls plant and wildlife species in suitable habitat would be 

liSeful to identify the potential for impacts fi:om CIP projects and to determine the need for species­

specific measures to avoid or reduce impacts. Avoidance and minimization measures (e.g., project 

design, project timing, nestlbmTOw buffers, and relocation) would be consistent with management 

goals provided in the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (Davis-Monthan AFB 2008). 

As a general practice, post-constiuction activities include restoration and landscaping of disnrrbed 

areas where appropiiate, with native grass seed mixes and native plants used as appropriate. Invasive 

plant conn·ol measures should also be implemented as desciibed in the Base's Pest Management Plan. 

Project Impacts 
Constiuction impacts associated with the nine representative CIP projects could affect plant or 

wildlife species dming grading activities and vegetation removal and from noise generated by 

constll.Iction activities. The nine project areas are in developed and previously distmbed areas where 

special-stan1s species have a low potential to occur due to the lack of suitable breeding and foraging 

habitat. None of the projects would require removal of vegetation in native vegetation communities, 

and any vegetation removal would be liinited to landscaped vegetation and grasses. 

Common wildlife in or near the project areas could be distmbed dming const11.1ction or demolition 

activities, but these species would be expected to relocate to nearby suitable habitat and would not be 

adversely affected. Renovation activities that take place entirely inside buildings, such as the 

do1mitmy renovation project, would not be expected to affect plants or wildlife, although staging 

activities outside the building could temporarily disnrrb wildlife in the vicinity. Projects in more 

developed areas (i.e., new donnito1y, dining facility, chiller system, Aiiman Leadership School, and 

donnitmy renovation) are less likely to distilrb wildlife because of the existing ongoing disturbances 

associated with Base operations in the developed ar·ea; impacts fi:om these projects on wildlife would 

be insignificant. Projects ii1less developed ar·eas (i.e., hush house, 214 RG headquarters facility, 

HAMS yard, and some road and par·king area improvements) could disturb wildlife in or near· the 
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project areas, including bunowing owl and/or loggerhead sluike, but conservation measures should 

be implemented to minimize or avoid adverse impacts. Table 4-1 summatizes the potential impacts 

of each of the projects on special-status species, and a discussion of potential impacts and 

recommended conservation measures for bunowing owl and loggerhead sluike is presented after 

Table 4-1. 

Longer tetm impacts associated with operation of the projects would be consistent with ongoing Base 

operations and would not increase activities that would affect plants or wildlife. Daily disturbances 

would continue to influence wildlife present in the developed areas of the Base. 

T bl 4 a e -1. S . I S s ;peCia - tatus species I f mpacts rom R epresenta ti CIP P ve rotects 
Project Area Habitat Present Potential Construction Species PotentiaUy 

Impacts Affected 
I. New Dmmitmy Developed: actively used Minimal vegetation removal Protected cacti, no 

buildings with secondaly (landscaped), wildlife 
landscaping and mowed ground disturbance, 
areas; mowed area has a constmctionnoise, staging 
saguaro cactus on dnt lot 

2. Dining Facility Developed: buildings, Buildi11g demolition, Protected cacti, no 
paved areas, secondaty minimal vegetation removal wildlife 
landscaping. (landscaped), grmmd 

disnu·bance, constmction 
noise, stagi11g in parking 
area 

3. Chiller System Developed: paved lot, No vegetation removal, None 
small buildi11g grmmd disnu·bance, 

constmctionnoise, staging 
likely i11 previously 
disnu·bed and compacted 
areas 

4. Auman Developed: buildings, Pattial buildi11g demolition, None 
Leadership School paved areas, secondaty no vegetation removal, 

landscaping. lllnited constmctionnoise 
due to inside renovations, 
staging in parking area 

5. Hush House Undeveloped, heavily Minimal vegetation removal Btmowing owl 
disnu·bed: c.ompacted and (grasses), grotmd 
actively disnubed area. disnu·bance, constmcti on 
Ruderal, open areas are noise, staging in previously 
adjacent. disnu·bed and compacted 

areas 
6. 214RG Undeveloped, heavily Minimal vegetation removal Btmowing owl and 
Headquarters disnu·bed: open, grassland (grasses), grotmd loggerhead shrike 
Facility area with some shmbs and disnu·bance, constmction 

n·ees adjacent. noise, staging in previously 
disnu·bed and compacted 
areas 
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Project Area Habitat Present Potential Construction Species Potentially 
Impacts A_ffected 

7.HAMS Yard Developed: pavement Building demolition, no BmTowing owl 
with ruderal, open areas vegetation removal, native (nearby) 
adjacent. vegetation restoration, 

construction noise, staging 
in previously disturbed and 
compacted areas 

8. Donnitmy Developed: buildings, Inside renovations None 
Renovation paved areas, secondruy 

landscaping. 
9. Pavement Plan Developed: paved parking Resealing and pavement Bunowing owl 

lots and roads with improvements would be in (nearby) 
adjacent open areas and/or same footprint as existing 
scrublands possible. roads and parking areas, 

staging in previously 
distmbed and compacted 
areas 

Protected Cacti. Protected cacti may require removal for constmction of the new donnitmy and 

dining facility, but the affected cacti are prut of the existing landscaping and would be replaced as 

pa1t of the landscaping plan ru·ound the constmcted facility. 

Western Burrowing Owl. Ruderal ru·eas and open grasslands, which may have bmTows suitable for 

owl occupation, ru·e present in and adjacent to the hush house, 214 RG headqua1ters facility, HAMS 

yru·d, and pavement plan project ru·eas. Grading and vegetation removal and constmction-related 

noise could result in the direct loss of individuals, disturbance to nesting activity, or destmction of 

bmTows, if present. These impacts can be avoided or minimized with implementation of AZGF 

measures for protecting bmTOwing owls. A pre-construction swvey should be conducted in and 

within 100 feet of these project areas to locate active owl bunows in accordance with the swvey 

protocol in Burrowing Owl Project Clearance Guidance for Land Owners (Arizona Bunowing Owl 

Working Group 2009). If owls are present, they should be relocated or avoided dming constmction 

in coordination with AZGF. With implementation of these measmes, impacts on bunowing owls 

would be insignificant. 

Loggerhead Shrike. Suitable nesting and foraging habitat for loggerhead slnike occms in shrubs and 

trees adjacent to the 214 RG headqumters facility project area. No trees or shmbs would be removed 

for constmction of the 214 RG headquruters facility project; however, constmction disturbance and 

noise could lead to nest abandonment and result in the loss of eggs or nestlings if active nests m·e 

located neru· the project ru·ea. Loggerhead slnikes nest between Aplil and July, and constmction of 

the 214 RG headquruters facility dwing these months could result in adverse impacts on the slnike. 

A pre-constmction swvey should be conducted dwing the nesting peliod in and within 100 feet of the 

214 RG headquruters facility project area to locate active loggerhead sln·ike nests. If an active nest is 
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located, activities within 100 feet of the nest should be avoided until the nestlings have fledged. The 

355CES/CEVA office should be contacted to notify them of the nest and identify additional 

approptiate measures to implement. With implementation of these measures, impacts on loggerhead 

shlike would be insignificant. 

4.3.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the no-action altemative, none of the representative CIP projects would be implemented. No 

constmction disturbance would take place, and the developed vegetation communities, bunowing 

owls, and loggerhead shlikes would not be affected. Biological resources would remain as desclibed 

in Section 3.3. 

4.4 AIR QUALITY 

4.4.1 Proposed Action 

Overview of Impacts 

Constmction and demolition activities associated with CIP projects at Davis-Monthan AFB would 

emit air pollutants, such as CO, NOx, and fugitive dust, and could contribute to regional air quality 

impacts. Equipment and vehicle use during these activities would emit pollutants into the air (CO, 

NOx, SOx); grmmd disturbance would result in fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5); and demolition 

activities would also result in fugitive dust and could release hazardous matelials or chemicals into 

the air. Fmthennore, these activities could result in temporruy emissions of GHG from construction 

equipment and could contribute to regional GHG emissions. 

Most construction and vehicle emissions would be confined to the project areas and remain on the 

Base, but some pollutants could be transp01ted off the Base dming high winds and contribute to air 

quality impacts in the Tucson metr·opolitrul ru·ea, which has existing violations of CO standards. 

Because of the maintenance stahls of the Tucson area for CO, the Base must evaluate each project's 

estimated emissions against the de minimis threshold for CO (100 tons per yeru') ru1d conduct a 

confonnity detennination if the threshold would be exceeded. Although some pollutants may be 

transpotted off the Base, the ernissions from CIP projects are not expected to result in an appreciable 

detelioration of air quality or impaired visibility in nearby PSD Class I areas (e.g., the Saguru·o 

National Pru·k West about 4 miles east of the Base). Constmction measures should be implemented to 

minimize constmction-related emissions and fugitive dust and reduce the potential for regional air 

quality impacts. 

Operational emissions from daily energy use, vehicle use, and routine activities at the Base would be 

comparable to cunent conditions. Some emissions may decrease as old facilities and buildings ru·e 

renovated to operate more efficiently, while other emissions may increase if activities at the Base 
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increase or more people use the Base. Some activities, such as the installation or modification of 

gasoline stations, boilers and heaters, or emergency generators, could require modification of the 

Base's synthetic minor operating permit and require a pennit fi:om PDEQ, depending on the resulting 

operational emissions. 

Project Impacts 

Construction emissions for the nine representative CIP projects were estimated using emission factors 

and f01mulas published in the CEQA Air Quality Handbook prepared by the South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (1993). Emission factors for VOC (f01merly ROC), CO, NOx, and PM10 

emissions from constmction of vruious types of facilities, demolition activities, general grading 

activities, asbestos disturbance, and vehicle travel were used to estimate project emissions (Appendix 

C). The constr11ction emission factors account for on-site constr11ction equipment as well as worker 

tr·avel to the site. The demolition factor applies only to fugitive dust emissions. The applicable 

factors were used to calculate annual emissions for each project activity, and the resulting emissions 

are identified in Table 4-2. The estimate is conservative, and actual emissions would likely be lower 

than the totals presented because of the use of construction measures, such as frequent spraying of 

water on exposed soil, proper soil stockpiling methods, and prompt replacement of ground cover or 

pavement, to reduce pollutants and the sh01t time pe1iod (less than 1 year) for most of the projects. 

a e -T bl 4 2 . s rna e IDISSIOUS E ti tdE .. fi R or 
Activity Assumption 

42,600 sf, 1 yr constmction, 
Build donnitoty govemment office 

Demolish ramada 415 sf, 1 mo demolition 
20,580 sf, 0.5 yr constmction, 

Build dining facility govemment office 

Demolish dining facility 239,250 cf, 1 mo demolition 
2,000 sf, 0.5 yr constr11ction, 

Build storage facility industlial 
18,900 sf, 1 yr constmction, 

Install pipelines industrial 
12,080 sf, 0.5 yr conshuction, 

Renovate school govemment office 

Demolish school (prut) 432,000 cf, 1 mo demolition 
12,225 sf, 0.5 yr constmction, 

Build hush house indusu·ial 
Build 214 RG headquruters 2,200 sf, 1 yr constmction, 
facility govellllllent office 

Demolish HAMS vru·d 682,500 cf, 1 mo demolition 
26,500 sf, 0.5 yr const111ction, 

Renovate donnitoty govemment office 
300 acres, 5 yrs constluction, 

Pave roads/parking general grading 

4-10 
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Emissions (tons/yr) 

voc co NO" PM1o 

1.18 3.77 17.35 1.23 

- - - 0.04 

1.14 3.65 16.77 1.19 

- - - 1.53 

0.07 0.21 0.96 0.07 

0.31 0.99 4.55 0.32 

0.67 2.14 9.84 0.70 

- - - 2.76 

0.40 1.28 5.89 0.42 

0.06 0.19 0.90 0.06 

- - - 4.36 

1.47 4.70 21.59 1.53 

- - - 1.65 
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Activity Assumption Emissions (tonslyr) 

voc co NOx PMzo 
Asbestos removal 671,250 cf of demolition 
(demolition) 0.60 - - -
Notes: sf= square feet, cf= cubic feet, Yl. =year, mo =month 

Projects requiring less than 1 year to construct would emit less pollutants, in proportion to the time needed to 
COnStr11Ct. 

Emission factors are as follows: 

Government Office - 55.44 (VOC), 177.17 (CO), 814.72 (NOx), 57.85 (PM25110) in potmds per 1,000 sf per 
year 

Industrial- 32.79 (VOC), 104.79 (CO), 481.88 (NOx), 104.79 (PM2.stto) in potmds per 1,000 sf per year 
Demolition- 0.00042 (PM10) potmds per cubic foot per day 

Grading- 55 potmds per day per acre distrrrbed per day 

Asbestos - 0.00006 pounds per cubic foot per day 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District 1993 

Constmction and demolition activities would take place over several years, and not all projects would 

be expected to be completed simultaneously. Emissions would, therefore, be spread out over several 

years, which would further reduce actual emissions at any one time. Even if all nine projects were 

implemented at the same time, the combined total CO emissions (less than 17 tons per year) would 

not exceed the de minimis threshold of 100 tons per year, and a confonnity detennination is not 

needed for the representative CIP projects. The total emissions of other pollutants (5 tons per year for 

VOC, 78 tons per year for NOx, and 16 tons per year for PM10) would also be comparable to existing 

etnissions generated by Base activities and ongoing operations. 

Activities associated with the individual projects would temporatily increase air pollutants in the 

vicinity of the project areas and could affect sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity. 

Construction activities would result in temporaty emissions of GHGs from constr11ction equipment, 

but the emissions would contribute minimally to regional GHG emissions. Emissions would be 

expected to dissipate within several hundred feet of the somce and are not likely to be transp01ted off 

the Base. Construction measmes would be implemented to minimize fugitive dust and control 

equipment emissions in compliance with federal, state, and local laws and applicable permits, 

including a fugitive dust activity pennit from PDEQ. Example measmes include frequent spraying of 

water on exposed soil dming construction, proper soil stockpiling methods, prompt replacement of 

ground cover or pavement, using efficient practices for equipment operation, avoiding mnning 

engines at idle for long periods, and encomaging carpooling for workers. The Base will obtain an 

activity permit from PDEQ, Air Quality Division pursuant to Title 17 of the Pima Cmmty Code ptior 

to any constr11ction or demolition activities. In addition, the Base will notify ADEQ and PDEQ ptior 

to demolition projects and obtain any necessaty pennits for asbestos removal. Constmction-related 

etnissions associated with each of the projects would result in insignificant impacts on air quality. 
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Longer te1m operational emissions after construction is completed would be similar to cunent 

conditions because none of the projects are intended to increase use of the Base. The renovation and 

new build projects are intended to modemize existing facilities in order to better suppmt cunent 

mission requirements, and the new facilities would be more efficient and have lower emissions than 

the existing facilities, particularly from energy use. Operational emissions, including GHG 

emissions, are not expected to increase from implementation of the nine representative CIP projects. 

4.4.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the no-action altemative, none of the representative CIP projects would be implemented, and 

air quality in the project areas and on the Base would not be affected by the constmction and/or 

demolition activities. Air quality conditions would remain as desclibed in Section 3.4. 

4.5 NOISE 

4.5.1 Proposed Action 

Overview of Impacts 

Constmction and demolition activities associated with CIP projects at Davis-Monthan AFB would 

result in temporaty increases in noise levels in the vicinity of the project areas and could have adverse 

effects on nearby sensitive receptors. Equipment and vehicle use during these activities would 

generate the primruy noise. Typical noise levels generated by heavy equipment used for constmction 

and demolition range from 75 to 89 dBA at 50 feet from the source (Table 4-3). Noise levels 

attenuate (decrease in intensity) the fmther they ru·e from the source, and a decrease of 6 dB for each 

doubling of distance is typical in an ru·ea without stmctures that reflect smmd. 

4-12 

T bl 3 a e 4- . H E N " L eavy ;qmpment r 01se eves at 50 F eet 
Equipment Type Generated Noise Levels, Lp (dBA) 

Bulldozer 88 

Backhoe (mbber tire) 80 

Front Loader (mbber tire) 80 

Dump Truck 75 

Concrete Tmck 75 

Concrete Finisher 80 

Crane 75 

Flat-bed Tmck (18 Wheel) 75 

Scraper 89 

Trenching Machine 85 

Source: American Industrial Hygiene Association 1986 
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Construction noise would be intemlittent and shott-tenn. Noise from CIP projects is not expected to 

affect off-Base sensitive receptors (e.g., residences in nearby communities) because of the distance 

and intetvening topography and stmctures bet\.veen the Base and nearby residences. On-Base 

receptors may notice constmction noise, pruticularly for projects near residential ru·eas. Existing 

noise levels fi:om aircraft operations on the Base, however, are much louder than most noise 

generated from construction atld demolition activities. Construction measures should be implemented 

to minimize constmction-related noise and reduce the potential for noise impacts on nearby sensitive 

receptors. 

Operational noise from vehicle use and routine activities at the Base would be compru·able to cunent 

conditions. The CIP projects would not be expected to affect aircraft operations or substantially 

increase noise levels because they are intended to suppott cunent missions and improve operations, 

not necessru·ily increase use of the Base. 

Project Impacts 

Constmction noise from the nine representative CIP projects would be typical of periodic 

constmction activities at the Base. Noise from the construction and demolition activities would be 

localized around the project areas and would generally blend in with existing noise levels in the more 

developed areas of the Base. Outlying projects, such as the 214 RG headquarters facility and some 

road improvements, would be in less developed ru·eas where existing noise levels ru·e generally lower, 

but fewer receptors are near these project ru·eas. Table 4-4 identifies the existing noise levels at each 

project ru·ea based on the mnway noise contours (see Figure 3-3) and the sensitive receptors that 

could be affected by each project. 

T bl a e 4-4. s ensitive R eceptors M~ t db R ec .e 'Y epresentative CI P P rojects 
Project Area Existing Noise Potentially Affected Sensitive 

Level Receptors 
1. New Donnitoxy 65-70 dB Donnitory residents, workers in 

office buildings, libraty users 
2. Duling Facility 65-70 dB Donnitoxy residents, workers in 

office buildmgs/training center 
3. Chiller System 65-75 dB Workers ii1 nearby buildings 
4. Ainnan Leadership School 65-70 dB Donnitoty residents, workers in 

traiiling center and neru·by buildmgs 
5. Hush House 70-75 dB None 
6. 214 RG Headquruters 60-65 dB Workers ill nearby buildings 
Facility 
7. HAMS Yard 75-80 dB None 
8. Donnitoxy Renovation 65-70 dB Donnitoxy residents 
9. Pavement Plan 55-80 dB Vmious receptors across the Base 
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Constmction activities would be scheduled between 7:00a.m. and 5:00p.m. and would be temponuy, 

lasting between 1 month for demolition of the HAMS yard and 1.5 years for constmction of the 

chiller system. The pavement plan would be implemented over a 5-year peliod, with paving activities 

taking place peliodically across the Base. Constmction and demolition activities would take place 

over several years, and not all projects would be completed simultaneously. The activities would also 

be spread out across the Base, with a few projects concentrated in the developed aJea. Construction­

related noise would be expected to be spread out over several years, which would ftuther reduce 

acn1al noise levels at any one time. Based on the typical equipment expected to be used, noise levels 

dming constmction would range from 75 to about 90 dBA at 50 feet from the project area. In the less 

developed areas, these noise levels would likely attenuate to less than 65 dBA before reaching the 

nearest sensitive receptors. In developed areas, nearby sensitive receptors would notice the noise and 

may experience minor annoyances, but the high noise levels would be temporruy and typical of 

constmction activities. Existing buildings and stmctures in the developed areas would also help mask 

noise levels in smTotmding areas, which would reduce the distance the constmction noise travels and 

reduce the munber of affected sensitive receptors. Construction-related noise associated with each of 

the projects would result in insignificant impacts on noise levels around each project area. 

Peliodic groundbome vibrations may also be felt dming milling or demolition in the immediate 

vicinity of the project areas. The vibrations, however, would be expected to be minor based on the 

nanu·e of the activities and would not cause strucnual drunage to neru·by facilities or pose safety 

concems for people in the vicinity. 

Operational noise would be similar to cmTent conditions in and near most of the project ru·eas because 

the projects would improve operations and are not intended to increase use of the Base. They would 

not modify aircraft operations, which ru·e a dominant somce of noise on the Base. Activities 

associated with jet engine testing in the hush house would generate less ambient noise in areas ru·mmd 

the hush house than cmTent activities, which require outside testing and generate noise that can travel 

off the Base. The hush house is designed to reduce exterior noise levels during testing and would 

reduce noise effects on sensitive receptors that ctmently experience peliodic noise from engine 

testing. The resulting noise from the hush house would be less discemible for on- and off-Base 

receptors. However, periodic grotmdbome vibrations would still be felt from engine testing activities 

and may be more intense. The insulation of the hush house would help absorb noise, but it would 

also conve1t that noise energy into vibrations that would travel tlu·ough the ground from the hush 

house to neru·by areas, possibly up to 2,000 feet away. No sensitive receptors are located within 2,000 

feet of the hush house project ru·ea, and noise or vibration-related impacts on sensitive receptors ru·e 

not expected from hush house operations. Operational noise would be sinlilar to cmTent conditions 

arotmd most project areas and would be less near the hush house; therefore, project-related impacts 

would be insignificant. 
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4.5.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the no-action altemative, none of the representative CIP projects would be implemented, and 

noise levels in the project areas and on the Base would not be affected by the constmction and/or 

demolition activities. Noise levels would remain as described in Section 3.5. 

4.6 LAND USE AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

4.6.1 Proposed Action 

Overview of Impacts 

CIP projects at Davis-Monthan AFB are intended to improve Base operations and ftmctions and 

would be consistent with the uses described in the Davis-Monthan AFB General Plan (Davis­

Monthan AFB 2006). The selection ofCIP projects involves a comprehensive planning process and 

coordination between the different groups at the Base to ensure new projects are designed and located 

based on allowed uses. Facilities are designed based on architectural and engineeling principles 

provided in the Base's Design Compatibility Standards (Davis-Monthan AFB 1998), which seek to 

create a military installation that is architecturally compatible with design features that create visual 

hatmony. These standards include landscaping to enhance the visual setting of the Base and using 

extetior coverings that are eruth tones and consistent with the existing landscaping and natural 

environment in the area. To prevent incompatible uses, new facilities would be located based on 

designated land uses, existing near·by uses, noise and safety critelia, and the type of facility proposed. 

Renovations would be consistent with the existing uses of the facility and are intended to improve the 

conditions of the facility and extend its life. Demolitions may take place to remove existing facilities 

that ru·e inconsistent or incompatible with existing land uses. These types of activities would not be 

expected to change land uses or degrade the visual setting of the Base, and some activities would 

conect existing minor land use issues and improve the ftmctionality and architecnu·al compatibility of 

the Base. 

Project Impacts 

Constmction and/or demolition activities associated with the nine representative CIP projects would 

temporar·ily create land use conflicts (e.g., through noise and other disntrbances) and degrade visual 

quality in the project ar·eas. Constmction disturbances, such as loud noises and traffic detours, would 

create temporaty conflicts with uses in and neru· the project areas, as discussed in other sections of 

this EA, but these conflicts would be insignificant. Temporruy changes to the visual setting would 

take place while stmcnu·es ar·e demolished, the ground is disntrbed, and constmction equipment 

works in each project area, but these activities are typical of constmction activities on the Base. 

Fencing may be used ar·ound the project ru·eas, pruticular·ly in developed ar·eas, to mask views of the 

activities and restlict access to the ar·eas for safety reasons. The visual setting of the Base in the 
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project areas would be restored once the constmction petiod is over, and temporaty changes to the 

visual setting would be insignificant. 

Renovations in the existing domlit01y would require residents to be relocated dming the activities, but 

the Base would coordinate their tempormy relocation to ensure minimal hardships on the residents. 

The Auman Leadership School building would remain in use while the renovations are completed, 

but necessaty precautions would be taken to ensme minimal safety hazards and disruptions to the 

uses. The renovations would take approximately 6 months for each building, which would cause 

tempormy impacts on the existing uses, but once the renovations m·e complete, operations would be 

improved and benefit the uses over the long te1m. The other projects would temporarily restrict 

access to and use of the project m·eas dming constmction, which would primalily affect pm·king in 

some of the project areas . Parking is available in nearby lots, so tllis use would not be adversely 

affected. 

Each of the projects will be designed based on the needs of the Base and applicable standards and 

guidelines to ensme the new or modified use is consistent witl1 Base missions, the General Plan, and 

existing uses. Each project would be consistent with the designated uses of the project areas, as 

summarized in Table 4-5. The hush house would reduce land use conflicts and compatibility issues 

associated with jet engine testing by enclosing testing activities in a building. The hush house would 

allow the Base to conduct testing and do repairs in a more efficient manner by removing obstacles, 

such as harsh weather, and maintaining a schedule for the activities. No long-te1m land use conflicts 

or compatibility issues are anticipated with implementation of the projects. 

a e -T bl 4 5 . an se L dU Ch anges or epresen .atlve ~ R t . CIP P rojects 
Project Area Designated and Existing Use 

1. New Donnitory 
Unaccompanied Housil1g with 
parkillg area 

2. Dilling Facility Unaccompanied Housing with 
parkil1g area 

3. Chiller System Industrial witl1 parkillg area 
(chiller facility); chiller lines 
would follow roads with sholt 
c01mections through various uses 
to connect to buildings 

4. Ailman Leadership Unaccompanied Housil1g with one 
School building used for ctment 

leadership school 
5. Hush House Industlial with pa1t of a concrete 

pad 
6. 214 RG Ail·craft Operations and 
Headqumters Facility Mamtenance with no existmg 

buildil1gs 

4-16 

Proposed Use 
New donnit01y to provide Ullaccompanied 
housing, consistent witl1 designated use 
New dil1il1g facility to supp01t operations, 
particularly dmmg for tmaccompanied 
housing, and replace existmg dilling facility, 
consistent witl1 designated use 
New storage facility for chiller system, 
consistent witl1 designated use 

Same buildmg and use as cunent, consistent 
witl1 designated use 

New building for existmg use, no change in 
use, consistent with designated use 
New buildil1g for operations, consistent witll 
designated use 
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Project Area Designated and Existing Use Proposed Use 
7. HAMS Yard Industrial and Open Space with Remove facility/yard for furure use, but no 

parking area and explosive facility change in use fi:om cmrent; consistent with 
designated use 

8. Domlitoty Unaccompanied Housing with one Same building and use as cuuent, consistent 
Renovation domtitoty with designated use 
9. Pavement Plan Roads have no designated uses, No change from cuuent use (roads and 

and parking areas vruy by adjacent parking areas) 
uses 

New facilities, including the donnitoty, dining facility, storage facility for the chiller system, hush 

house, and 214 RG headqua1ters facility, would be painted consistent with the Design Compatibility 

Standards and would have exteriors siinilar to the facilities in nearby areas of the Base. Landscaping 

around the facilities would help improve the visual setting and ensme consistency with nearby 

facilities. Chlller system pipelines would be underground and would not affect the visual setting 

other than temporarily dming constmction. Renovations to the in ted or of the donnitory and Auman 

Leadershlp School would also not affect the visual setting. The demolition of pa1t of the Ailman 

Leadershlp School building and of the HAMS yard would modify the visual setting in these project 

areas by removing the existing stmctmes, but revegetation and landscaping of these areas as pmt of 

the projects would create a consistent visual setting with the smTOunding m·eas. The pavement plan 

would improve the quality of roads and pm·king areas and would result in a sinlilar appearance as the 

existing pavement. Overall, the visual setting of the Base would be sinlilar to cunent conditions with 

implementation of the representative CIP projects, and visual impacts would be insignificant. 

4.6.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the no-action alternative, Davis-Monthan AFB would maintain its existing facilities and would 

not implement the rune representative CIP projects. Continued use and maintenance of the existing 

degraded and inefficient facilities and infrastmctme would require the 355 FW to continue to operate 

lmder unnecessarily inefficient conditions. 

4.7 SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

4.7.1 Proposed Action 

Overview of Impacts 

Implementation of CIP projects at Davis-Monthan AFB would result in fiscal impacts associated with 

the costs of the projects, but long-te1m operations would be improved as a result of the projects and 

could result in lower operational costs as facilities become more efficient. Minor temporaty benefits 

to the sunounding commullity may occur from employment of workers, equipment rentals, and 

matelial pmchases from the smTOunding area. The CIP projects m·e not intended to increase use of 
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the Base, and the population of the Base is, therefore, not expected to increase with implementation of 

these types of projects. 

Minority and low-income populations on the Base would benefit from improved facilities, as will all 

workers and residents on the Base. Some CIP projects may be located in or near areas where 

daycares, schools, or other concentrations of children are located, but the projects would be designed 

consistent with adjacent uses to minimize adverse effects on children and other sensitive people. No 

disprop01tionate effects would be expected from implementation of CIP projects. 

Project Impacts 

Implementation of the trine representative CIP projects would require initial expenditures for 

constmction and demolition activities, as well as longer te1m operational costs for new facilities. The 

rune projects would require approximately $3 5 million of expenditures through the end of the 

constmction peliod, which would be spread out over about 3 years for the new and renovated 

facilities and demolition activities and about 5 years for the pavement plan. The project budgets 

would be approved as prut of the Base budget for the appropriate fiscal year and ru·e typical of past 

CIP expenditures, which are spread out over several years. The new and renovated facilities would 

also incorporate energy efficient measures and other improvements that would result in lower 

operating costs, which would benefit Base operations. The use of construction contractors from the 

sunounding commumty for some of the projects would provide an econoxmc benefit to the 

community, as would the purchasing of supplies and matelials and renting of equipment. Economic 

impacts associated with the representative projects would be plimruily beneficial and insignificant. 

Most of the projects would not affect on-Base residential populations, but the d01mit01y renovation 

project would require the temporruy relocation of up to 78 people, depending on the exact munber of 

people residing in the do1mit01y at the time of the renovations. The Base would coordinate temporaty 

housing for the residents dming the 6-month renovation peliod. Some of the relocated individuals 

may include minotity or low-income persons, but the project would not disproportionately affect 

these individuals because all residents would be required to temporarily relocate. The other projects 

would also not dispropoltionately affect minority or low-income persons or frunilies. 

Most of the project ru·eas are in the main operations ru·ea of the Base or in less developed ru·eas, where 

no children's schools are located. Some road and parking area improvements may be in or near areas 

with children, but these activities would be conducted entirely in the existing paved ru·ea and would 

not cause health or safety concetns for children in nearby buildings. For safety reasons, the 

constmction aTeas would be restricted, either by fencing or another means, to effectively bar any 

person, including children, fi·om unautholized access. None of the representative CIP projects would 

pose health or safety concetns to children on the Base. 
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4.7.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the no-action altemative, the 355 FW would maintain the existing facilities on the Base 

without renovations, constmction of new facilities, or demolition ofmmecessa1y or degraded 

facilities. Without implementation of the nine CIP projects, the Base would not need to expend the 

estimated $35 million and would it generate constmction-related employment or other beneficial 

economic effects. Base operations would also not be improved through more efficient facilities, and 

socioeconomic conditions would remain as described in Section 4.7. 

4.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

4.8.1 Proposed Action 

Overview of Impacts 

Constmction and demolition activities associated with CIP projects at Davis-Monthan AFB could 

affect cultmal resources on the Base, depending on the proximity of the projects to known 

archaeological and architectmal resources and potential for previously lmdiscovered resomces in each 

project area. CIP projects are not expected to affect traditional cultural prope1ties or other traditional 

resources because none have been identified at the Base. 

No adverse effects on known archaeological resources would be expected because the eight 

documented archaeological sites are not eligible for listing in the NRHP (Davis-Monthan AFB 2004). 

Tiu·ee of the previously inventoried Cold War Pe1iod stmctmes and facilities (two ale1t facilities and 

one missile complex) and an old hangar building (the Heritage Hangar) were determined to be 

eligible for listing in the NRHP (Davis-Monthan AFB 2004), and adverse effects on these histolic 

resomces could occur if the stmcnrres or facilities are affected by CIP projects. Many of the 

buildings on the Base are more than 50 years old and may be eligible for listing in the NRHP, 

pending fo1mal evaluations. For CIP projects that could affect histolic buildings that have potential 

to be eligible for listing in the NRHP, the Base will need to fo1mally evaluate the building(s) and 

assess impacts based on its eligibility staniS in compliance with Section I 06 of the NHP A. 

The Base would comply with Section 106 of the NHPA and consult with the SHPO, as necessary, for 

each CIP project. In the event of inadve1tent discovelies of culn1ral resources dming constmction or 

demolition of any CIP project, all activities at that location would be halted until the find is evaluated 

by a qualified professional archaeologist in compliance with the Davis-Monthan AFB Integrated 

Culrural Resources Management Plan (Davis-Monthan AFB 2004) and federal regulation. 
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Project Impacts 
Constmction and/or demolition activities associated with the nine representative CIP projects would 

not affect known cultural resources at the Base, and the potential for inadvertent discovelies in each 

of the project areas is considered to be low. Three of the projects (dining facility, Auman Leadership 

School, and HAMS yard) involve demolition activities that would remove or modify existing 

buildings and stmctures; however, none of the existing buildings or stmctures are anticipated to be 

eligible for listing in the NRHP. Removal of building 4100 (cunent dining facility) and building 103 

(fmmer storage for HAMS yard) and prutial demolition of building 4101 (Auman Leadership School) 

would not result in adverse effects on histmic resources. In addition, renovation of building 3509 

(existing dmmitmy) would not affect historic resources because this building is less than 50 yeru·s old 

and not anticipated to be eligible for listing in the NRHP. The Base would comply with Section 106 

of the NHPA and consult with the SHPO, as necessaty, for each CIP project. 

The potential for inadvertent discoveries is considered low in the project areas because of the existing 

development, previous disntrbances, and lack of previously recorded resources. During ground 

disturbing activities, the constmction contractor or Base workers would comply with Base policies for 

inadvettent discoveries of culntral resources ru1d would notify the Base point of contact if ru1y 

potential culnu·al resomces are discovered. 

4.8.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the no-action altemative, the representative CIP projects would not be implemented. Culnrral 

reso:mces would continue to be managed in compliance with federal law, Air Force regulation, and 

the Davis-Monthan AFB Integrated Culnu·al Resources Management Plan. 

4.9 SAFETY 

4.9.1 Proposed Action 

Overview of Impacts 
Construction and demolition activities associated with CIP projects at Davis-Monthan AFB could 

expose workers to health and safety Iisks. All activities must comply with Occupational Safety and 

Health Administr·ation standat·ds to protect workers, and all constmction contractors would need to 

coordinate with the Base prior to any activities. Contr·actors may be requu·ed to prepare Safety Plans 

that detail safety protocols for all aspects of work, identify safe practices on construction sites, and 

describe required occupational protective gear, emergency procedures, and constr11ction tr·affic routes. 

Following Base practices, fencing would be erected ru·ound construction sites to rest1ict access. 

The U.S. Depa1tment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics maintains data analyzing fatal and nonfatal 

occupational injuries for va1ious occupations. For workers in the Construction Trade (Standard 
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I.ndustdal Codes 15, 16, and 17), the probability of a fatal injury is statistically predicted to be from 

1.2 to 3.1 out of 10,000 (U.S. Deprutment of Labor 2005). Although DoD guidelines for assessing 

risk hazards would categmize the hazru·d categmy as .. catastrophic" (because a fatality would be 

involved), the expected frequency of the occmTence would be considered "remote" (DoD 1993). 

While a fatality would be 1mdesirable, the relative risk for typical CIP projects is low. Strict 

adherence to all applicable occupational safety requirements would ftuther minimize the relatively 

low lisk. 

CIP projects would improve Base operations and mode1nize facilities, which would improve overall 

safety conditions at the Base. Projects that include measmes to enhance secmity and comply with 

ATIFP requirements as prut of the facility designs would conect deficiencies identified at the Base. 

Properly sited and designed facilities with adequate space and modernized supporting infrastmcture 

would generally enhance safety dming routine training, maintenance, and suppmt procedmes; 

secmity ftmctions; and other daily operations conducted by the Base. 

Project Impacts 
Implementation of the nine representative CIP projects would involve safety 1isks associated with 

constmction and demolition activities, but none of the projects would conflict with safety zones 

identified at the Base. Construction and demolition activities would have a low lisk of worker 

fatalities or other injmies because all activities would comply with Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration standards and Air Force occupational safety requirements. No explosives would be 

used or handled during construction activities. Safety 1isks dming construction and demolition 

activities would be insignificant for all representative projects. 

Some road and parking ru·ea improvements would be located in cleru· zones, APZs, or QD ru·cs, but 

the improvements would not place new stmcnu·es in these zones or conflict with the zone 

requirements. They would not create llllSafe conditions or hazards for persons or mission activities on 

the nmway or airfield, such as ponding water, trash, 1musuallight sources, or release of substance into 

the air. Safety requirements would be adhered to during all work in these zones to minimize the 

potential for worker accidents. Demolition of the HAMS yru·d would take place in a QD ru·c 

associated with the fmmer yru·d use, but this arc is no longer applicable, and the activities would not 

conflict with the arc requirements. None of the other projects would be implemented in these zones. 

4.9.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the no-action alternative, the representative CIP projects would not be implemented, and 

potential safety 1isks associated with constmction and demolition activities would not occm. 

Management of safety programs and safety zones would continue under existing Davis-Monthan 

AFB programs and guidance. 
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4.10 SOLID AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE 

4.10.1 Proposed Action 

Overview of Impacts 

Implementation of CIP projects at Davis-Monthan AFB would require compliance with vatious solid 

and hazardous matelials and waste regulations and policies to minimize exposme of people and the 

envirorunent to hazardous conditions. Construction and demolition activities would generate waste, 

including potentially hazaTdous waste or ACMs, that would need to be properly disposed of by the 

constmction contTactors or Base workers; the volmne and type of waste would depend on the specific 

project. Matelials should be recycled to the maximum extent possible to reduce the volmne of waste 

disposed in landfills. 

Some activities may involve hazardous matelials that would require compliance with stringent 

federal, state, and local envirorunentallaws and Base requirements (e.g., Hazardous Matelials 

Phrumacy procedmes) and may require handling and disposal pe1mits. ACMs are a pruticulru· 

concem for demolition projects because of potential exposme of workers to hazardous fibers released 

into the air. Buildings to be demolished or renovated should be evaluated for the presence of ACMs 

or other hazru·dous substances (e.g., lead-based paints), if they have not already been surveyed and 

tested by the Base. If ACMs or other hazru·dous substances are found in or neru· a project area, the 

following federal and state regulations must be followed: 

• Asbestos Removal and Disposal. Upon classification as friable or non-fiiable, all waste 

ACM would be disposed of in accordance with the Alizona Solid Waste Management 

Regulations (CAA of 1970, Title 40 National Emission Standru·ds for Hazardous Air 

Pollutants Regulation) and transpo1ted in accordance with EPA regulations that govem 

tTanspoitation ofhazru·dous matelials (EPA 530-F-96-032 et seq.). All waste ACM will be 

transpo1ted to an appropriate disposal facility in Pima County. 

• Lead-Based Paint Removal and Disposal. Activities would comply with the Occupational 

Safety and Health AdministTation regulations and the EPA regulations addressing Lead 

Management and Disposal of Lead-Based Paint Debris (40 CFR Pa1t 257, 258, and 745). 

Handling, use, and disposal of hazardous materials and waste increases the potential for an accidental 

spill to contruninate the envirorunent and pose human health Iisks. In the event of an accidental spill 

dming constmction, the constmction workers would be responsible for having sufficient spill supplies 

readily available and for containing, cleaning, and disposing of the contaminated soil or other 

materials. In the event of a contTactor-related spill, the contractor would call 911, immediately notify 
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the 355 CES Programs Flight, and take approptiate actions to conect its cause and prevent future 

occunences. 

CIP projects may take place in or near known ASTs, USTs, ERP sites, MMRP sites, or other 

designated hazardous sites on the Base. A thorough evaluation of each project area will identify the 

proximity of the area to known sites and allow proper project design to be consistent with Base 

requirements for the sites and implementation of appropriate safety procedures dming constmction 

and/or demolition activities. 

Project Impacts 
Solid and Hazardous Wastes. Construction and demolition activities for the nine representative CIP 

projects would involve the use of hazardous matelials (e.g. , fuel, oil) and would generate solid and 

possibly hazardous waste. Solid wastes generated by these activities would include concrete, btick, 

wood, stmcttlral steel, glass, and miscellaneous metal building components; hazardous wastes could 

include ACM, fluorescent lamps, and lamp ballasts. The estimated total waste generated by each of 

the representative projects is presented in Table 4-6. Waste estimates are based on waste generation 

rates of 155 pounds per square foot of facility demolished and 3.89 pounds per square foot of facility 

constmcted, which are from the EPA's 1998 document titled "Charactelization of Building-Related 

Constmction and Demolition Debtis in the United States." The estimated total ammmt of waste 

generated by all nine projects (approximately 6,200 tons) is conservative, and some of the matelials 

would be recycled, if practicable, to reduce the ammmt of waste disposed in the landfill. The Los 

Reales Landfill would have capacity to receive the estimated amount of solid waste, and impacts 

would be insignificant. 

T bl 4 6 a e - . Et s .imate dS lid W aste 0 G ti R eneration or epresentative CIPP rojects 

Project Area Construction/Demolition Activities Estimated Waste 

1. New Donnitmy 
Building: 42,610 square feet 85 tons 
Demolition: none 

2. Dining Facility Building: 12,830 square feet 1,260 tons 
Demolition: 15,946 square feet 

3. Chiller System Building: 2,000 square feet (storage yard) 4 tons 
Demolition: none 

4. Allman Leadership Building: 12,000 square feet (renovation) 1,145 tons 
School Demolition: 14,461 square feet 
5. Hush House Building: 12,225 square feet 25 tons 

Demolition: none 
6. 214 RG Headquatters Building: 2,200 square feet 4 tons 
Facility Demolition: none 
7. HAMS Yard Building: none 3,620 tons 

Demolition: 46,705 square feet 
8. Donnitory Building: 26,510 squru·e feet 50 tons 
Renovation Demolition: none 
9. Pavement Plan Pavement: 13 tnillion square feet nla 
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The dining facility and Auman Leadership School projects would involve removal of ACM dming 

demolition activities, which could expose workers and other people in the vicinity to hazardous fibers 

:fi:om the asbestos. Building 103 in the HAMS yard project area and building 3509 in the dotmitory 

renovation project area are not expected to contain ACM based on previous evaluations, and 

demolition and renovation activities associated with these projects are not expected to expose people 

to asbestos. Buildings subject to demolition or renovation may also contain lead-based paints. 

Precautions would be taken dming all demolition activities to properly remove, handle, and dispose 

of solid and hazardous waste in accordance with the Base's asbestos and hazardous waste 

management plans. Asbestos removal pe1mits would be obtained plior to demolition or removal of 

ACM. 

Hazardous Sites. None of the projects would affect ASTs or USTs on the Base. The new donnitory, 

dining facility, chiller system storage, hush house, 214 RG headquruters facility, and dotmit01y 

renovation projects would not be located near ERP or MMRP sites or in active ranges, and no fmther 

action with regru·d to these hazardous sites is needed for these projects. 

Demolition and renovation activities for the Auman Leadership School project would be 

implemented near ERP site AOC-53, and chiller lines and road and parking area improvements may 

occur neru· ERP sites. The Base ERP office would request an ACC waiver to implement projects neru· 

active ERP sites. A waiver is not expected to be needed for the Auman Leadership School project 

(AOC-53 is not active), but may be needed for some road and parking area improvements and chiller 

line construction. Any soil suspected of contamination dming constmction activities would be tested, 

and, if fmmd to be contaminated, would either be remediated or disposed of in accordance with 

ADEQ regulations. 

The HAMS yard demolition project would take place in the former Wilmot National Guard Target 

Range, which is a closed range, and some road and parking area improvements may take place in 

closed or active ranges on the Base. Neither activity is expected to result in hazardous conditions for 

workers because both projects would take place in previously distmbed ru·eas, reducing the likelihood 

of ordnance and explosive contamination. In addition, a waiver would be requested for activities in 

the closed ranges through the 355 CES/CEVR office; the waiver would outline procedures to be taken 

to safeguru·d workers in the event that tmmitions are m1eruthed. 

4.10.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the no-action altemative, none of the representative CIP projects would be implemented, and 

potential environmental and human hazards would be the same as the current conditions desc1ibed in 

Section 3.10. Management of solid waste, hazardous wastes, or materials would continue lmder 

existing Davis-Monthan AFB programs. 
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4.11 INFRASTRUCTURE 

4.11.1 Proposed Action 

Overview of Impacts 

Implementation of CIP projects at Davis-Monthan AFB would result in temporary increases in traffic 

dming the constmction period, increases in the demand for various utilities, and potential increases in 

st01m water nmoff due to increased impervious smfaces. Some CIP projects may also involve 

improvements to or modifications of the liquid fhels system on the Base, which would be expected to 

benefit the system. 

Constmction traffic would involve both off-Base traffic fi:om construction contractors and materials 

and equipment transp01t to the Base, which would temporality increase traffic at the entrance gates, 

and from on-Base traffic from the gates to the project areas. Some road or lane closures may be 

necessaty during constmction of CIP projects, but traffic management measures, such as use of signs 

and flaggers, should be implemented to control and direct traffic to minimize impacts. Haul routes 

for CIP projects should be routed to avoid Base housing areas and other noise-sensitive areas as much 

as practicable. Increased nuck n·affic on the Base could lead to the degradation of road smfaces over 

extended periods of use, but regulm· improvements to the roads (i.e., through the Base's pavement 

plan) would maintain them over the long tenn. Operational traffic may increase in some m·eas of the 

Base, depending on locations of new facilities, but overall traffic to the Base is not expected to 

increase unless use of the Base increases as a result of a CIP project. 

Consti11ction and/or demolition activities for CIP projects may involve the use of water for dust 

conn·ol and could generate wastewater or mnoff. Some CIP projects may increase the demand for 

water supply, wastewater n·eatment, elecnicity, or other services, while other projects may improve 

the efficiency of existing facilities and decrease the demand for these services. Each CIP project is 

designed with consideration for the increased demand on utility providers and systems and the ability 

of the existing providers and systems to setve the new project. Applicable petmits and auth01izations 

would be obtained before implementation of a CIP project that increases demand for utilities. 

New facilities could increase the amount of impetvious surfaces on the Base, which could increase 

st01m water nmoff. Demolition projects may remove impetvious surfaces. Projects in previously 

developed areas, such as new buildings that replace existing facilities, would result in little to no 

change in the ammmt of impetvious surfaces in the project area. St01m water nmoff fi.·om CIP project 

m·eas would need to comply with the tetms of the Base's NPDES General Permit for Stormwater 

Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity from Non-Mining Facilities (AZMSG2010-002). 
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Project Impacts 
Transportation. Constmction and/or demolition activities associated with the nine representative 

CIP projects would temporarily increase traffic to the Base and on roads within the Base. Traffic 

management measures would be implemented armmd the project areas to ale1t dlivers to these 

activities and any lane closures or detours. Traffic to the Base would include constmction contractors 

and tlucks for hauling equipment and materials, which could increase congestion at the Main Gate 

Access on Craycraft Road or at the Swan and Wilmot Gates due to safety checks. The increased 

traffic is expected to be minimal, with few daily ti·ips expected based on the nature of the projects and 

because the projects would be expected to be implemented over different peliods of time. Not all 

projects would require the use of const111ction conti·actors or transportation of off-Base equipment to 

the Base (e.g. , renovations); off-Base const111ction ti·affic generated by these projects would be less 

than for the other projects and limited only to material transp01t. 

On-Base traffic during the const111ction petiods may increase congestion in localized areas armmd the 

project areas, pruticularly when lane or road closures ru·e necessaty for const111ction (e.g., road 

improvements). The projects in the developed areas would have the most noticeable effect on ti·affic, 

particularly if these projects are scheduled at the same time, because daily traffic in these areas tends 

to be higher and more people would be affected. Detours m·e readily available in the vicinity of each 

project area to maintain access to areas ru·ound the project ru·eas (see Table 3-12 for local access 

roads), and Ininimal dismptions to daily ti·affic would be expected. The hush house, 214 RG 

headquatters facility, and HAMS yru·d demolition projects would take place away from main roads 

and the ptimaty developed ru·eas and would not be expected to affect vehicle ti·affic. Because of the 

proximity of the hush house project area to the airfield, traffic management measures in this area 

would need to incorporate aircraft measures to avoid potential issues (e.g., delays, safety concems) 

with aircraft using the road adjacent to the project ru·ea. Constluction-related impacts on ti·affic would 

be insignificant. 

Operational ti·affic on the Base would be similar to cunent conditions, with some additional ti·affic 

expected in areas where new facilities ru·e const111cted (i.e., new d01mit01y, 214 RG headquruters 

facility, and hush house). These areas ru·e already accessed for silnilar uses, and the increase in local 

traffic would be insignificant. 

Some of the representative projects would remove parking m·eas to constluct new facilities (i.e., new 

d01mit01y, dining facility, chiller system storage), which would reduce the total available parking 

spaces on the Base. Several parking areas are cunently available in the vicinity of these project m·eas, 

and additional parking for the new facilities would be const111cted in the project ru·eas, as needed. The 

modification of parking areas may slightly increase the time people need to walk to their buildings, 

but pru·king is readily available in the developed areas. Impacts on parking would be insignificant. 
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The pavement plan would involve improvements to roads and parking areas on the Base, which 

would require temporaty road, lane, or parking area closures dming construction. Signs would be 

posted to notify people of the closures and direct them to detour routes or other available parking to 

ensure minimal dismptions to traffic and access. The purpose of the pavement plan is to provide 

long-tetm improvements to roads and parking areas on the Base and benefit operations. 

Utilities. Implementation of the representative CIP projects would increase the demand for utilities 

and could result in temporaty dismptions to setvice dming construction. The pavement plan would 

have no effect on utilities, other than for the use of water for dust control during constmction. The 

chiller system expansion would improve cooling operations at the Base and benefit uses in the 

additional buildings that would be connected to the system (see Section 2.1.3). None ofthe 

representative projects would affect the liquid fhels system on the Base. None of the projects would 

modify the stmm drainage system. 

The new donnitmy, dining facility, chiller system, hush house, and 214 RG headqumters facility 

would require new water supply, wastewater treatment, electricity, and telecommunications setvices, 

which would increase the annual demand for these setvices. The dmmitmy and Ainnan Leadership 

School renovation projects would improve efficiency of the buildings and may slightly reduce the 

utility demands for these uses. All projects would require water for dust control during construction 

and demolition activities, but this tempormy use of water would be minimal. The Base has available 

capacity from its existing water supply wells to meet the increased demands from the new facilities 

and the constmction activities. The Pima County treatment facilities and existing sewer system on 

the Base have capacity to setve the new facilities. The existing electrical and telecommunications 

systems on the Base would be capable of setving the new facilities using existing or expanded lines. 

Improved efficiency of Base operations would also be expected to reduce long-tenn energy 

generation and demand. Impacts on the Base's utility systelllS and providers would be insignificant. 

Installation of new pipelines and other setvice lines for the new facilities could result in a temponuy 

dismption of setvice in the immediate vicinity of the project areas. If any setvices need to be tumed 

off dming constmction, the Base would notify all affected patties and attempt to schedule the 

activities dming off-peak times. The chiller system lines would be installed and connected dming the 

winter when the system is not needed to avoid disruptions to the system. Few, if any, dismptions to 

existing setvices are anticipated, and impacts would be insignificant. 

4.11.2 No-Action Alternative 

Under the no-action altemative, none of the representative CIP projects would be implemented, and 

traffic conditions and utility demands would be the same as the cunent conditions desclibed in 

Section 3 .11. Operational deficiencies would continue; Iniss ion requirements would not be met. 
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5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND 
IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE 
COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

5.1 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative impacts to environmental resources result fi:om incremental effects of proposed actions 

when combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. Cumulative 

impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively major actions undertaken over a period of 

time by various agencies (federal, state, and local) or individuals. In accordance with NEPA, a 

discussion of cumulative impacts is required in an EA or EIS. 

5.1.1 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 

Davis-Monthan AFB is an active milita.Iy installation that undergoes continuous changes in mission 

and training requirements in response to U.S. defense policy that requires the Air Force be ready to 

respond to threats to American interests throughout the world. The Base, like any other major 

militaty installation, also requires occasional new constmction, facility improvements, and 

infrastmcture upgrades. As such, Davis-Monthan AFB updates facilities on a continual basis. While 

it is not practical to catalog all projects that could occm over the sh01t-tenn, the BCAMP identifies 

priority projects to implement in response to key issues of concem at the Base. The latest BCAMP, 

approved on November 2, 2011, lists vatious facility improvements, housing needs, and infrastmcture 

upgrades. These types of projects are typical of ongoing Base improvements, and other projects, such 

as a solar power system that was evaluated in a 2009 EA (Davis-Monthan AFB 2009c), are 

periodically implemented to improve Base operations. This analysis of cumulative impacts considers 

typical project types that may be implemented over the next 3 to 5 years at the Base and could 

contlibute to cumulative impacts in combination with the proposed action. 

5.1.2 Analysis of Cumulative Impacts 

Earth Resources. The nine representative CIP projects and other projects at the Base would result in 

smface distmbance and expose soils to wind and water erosion. Most projects would be implemented 

in previously disturbed areas, which would not substantially alter existing soil conditions at the Base. 

In addition, as standard practice, BMPs would be used to limit soil movement, stabilize nmoff, and 

conn·ol sedimentation. The CIP projects would not modify topography of the Base, and other projects 

would be expected to cause minimal changes to topography. All projects would be designed to 

minimize potential damage or hazards associated with hazardous soil or geologic conditions. 

Cumulative impacts to eatth resomces would be minimal. 
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Water Resources. The nine representative CIP projects would result in a net decrease in impervious 

smface area at the Base, and other projects may increase or decrease the impervious smface area, 

depending on the specific activities (i.e., demolition versus construction). Overall, impervious 

surfaces would be expected to be similar to cunent conditions, with increases or decreases in areas 

where projects take place, and smface nmoff would increase in areas where impervious smfaces are 

increased. The stmm drainage system would be expected to have capacity to accommodate any 

increase in mnoff, or it could be modified to accommodate the nmoff in accordance with the Base 's 

General Pe1mit for Stmmwater Discharges. The representative projects and other projects at the Base 

would also increase the potential for water quality impacts, but standard practices require 

implementation ofBMPs to minimize pollutant discharge in mnoff. All projects would comply with 

the Base's SWPPPs and NPDES General Pe1mits. Projects in or near the floodplain of Atterbmy 

Wash would be designed to accommodate flood flow to minimize flood hazards. Cumulative impacts 

to smface water resources would be minimal. Cumulative increases in groundwater withdrawals 

would continue to affect the grom1dwater aquifer. 

Biological Resources. The nine representative CIP projects would not affect native habitats and 

would have minimal effects on special-status species. Most other projects at the Base would be 

expected to have minimal impacts on native habitats and special-status species because most would 

be implemented in previously developed or disturbed areas. Projects in undeveloped areas could 

affect native habitats and special-status species, such as bmTOwing owl, loggerhead sluike, other 

birds, and bats, but the Base would coordinate with AZGF, as appropliate, and implement measures 

to avoid or minimize adverse effects. The cumulative loss of native habitat and impacts on special­

status species would be minimal. 

Air Quality. The nine representative CIP projects and other projects at the Base would generate 

tempormy emissions dming constmction and demolition activities and longer te1m emissions dming 

operation. Few projects would be implemented at the same time, and cumulative emissions would be 

spread out over several years. Operational impacts would be similar to cunent conditions, with 

potential cumulative increases as activities on the Base increase. Facility improvements would be 

expected to improve efficiencies and reduce operational emissions over the long te1m. Each project's 

effects on air quality would be minimal with implementation ofBMPs, such as fugitive dust control, 

and cumulative impacts to regional air quality would also be minimal. 

Noise. The nine representative CIP projects and other projects at the Base would generate tempora1y 

noise dming constmction and demolition activities. Constmctionnoise would be limited to the 

immediate vicinity of the project m·eas and would not be expected to affect sensitive receptors off­

Base. Localized noise may affect sensitive receptors, such as residents, at the Base, but as standard 

Base practice, activities would be scheduled during daytime hours, to the extent feasible, to avoid 
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nighttime noise impacts. Operational noise would be similar to cunent conditions because major 

changes in operations would not be anticipated as a result of CIP or other Base projects. Cumulative 

impacts from noise would be minimal. 

Land UseNisual Resources. The nine representative CIP projects and other projects at the Base 

would result in temponuy land use disruptions and visual changes during constmction and demolition 

activities, but long-tetm land use conflicts or visual effects would not be expected. Tempormy 

dismptions would be minimized through standard constmction practices and compliance with Base 

policies and applicable pennits. New facilities would be designed to appear similar to existing 

facilities and incorporate landscaping around the facilities, and demolition areas would be restored to 

native grasses or convetted to another use, consistent with sunmmding uses. O.nnulative impacts to 

land use and visual resomces would be minimal. 

Socioeconomics/Environmental Justice. The nine representative CIP projects and other projects at 

the Base would require initial expenditmes for construction and demolition activities, but long-term 

expenditmes would be similar to cmTent conditions. Dmmitory and residential projects at the Base 

would generally be intended to improve existing facilities and accommodate the existing demand and 

would not be expected to increase the Base population. Some temporaty relocations may be 

necessary as improvements are completed. None of the projects is expected to result in 

dispropmtionate adverse impacts on lninority, low-income, or youth populations. Ctnnulative 

impacts associated with socioeconolnics and environmental justice would be minimal. 

Cultural Resources. The nine representative CIP projects are not expected to adversely affect 

cultural resources, including known historic propetties and previously tmdiscovered bmied resomces. 

Other projects at the Base in tmdeveloped m·eas with moderate to high potential to contain culnn·al 

resomces could affect bmied resources, and some projects may involve modifications to histolic 

buildings or other eligible culnn·al resomces at the Base. All activities would comply with the Base 's 

Integrated O.llttn·al Resomces Management Plan and applicable laws and regulations, and appropliate 

measmes would be implemented to avoid adverse effects on eligible culnu·al resomces. Cumulative 

impacts on cultmal resomces would be lninimal. 

Safety. The nine representative CIP projects and other projects at the Base would involve safety risks 

during constmction and demolition activities, and some activities would take place in designated 

safety zones on the Base. Strict adherence to applicable occupational safety requirements would 

miniinize the relatively low tisk associated with these activities, and compliance with Base policies 

and measmes in safety zones would minilnize potential risks in these zones. Many of the projects 

would include measmes to enhance and conect AT/FP shmtfalls as prut of the facility designs. 

Cumulative impacts related to safety would be lninimal. 
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Solid and Hazardous Materials and Waste. The nine representative CIP projects and other projects 

at the Base would generate constmction and demolition waste, including solid and potentially 

hazardous waste that would be recycled or properly disposed of at local landfills. Hazardous 

materials and wastes would be handled, stored, and disposed of in accordance with applicable 

regulations and pennits, specifically ACM, lead-based paints, and contaminated soils associated with 

ERP sites. Some projects may be implemented near ERP sites or in closed ranges and would require 

waivers and safety measures to minimize hazards. Cumulative impacts relating to solid and 

hazardous matelials and waste would be minimal 

Infrastructure. The nine representative CIP projects and other projects at the Base would result in 

tempora1y increase in traffic dming constmction and demolition activities and could result in 

temporaty dismptions to utility services. Standard Base practices would minimize temporaty impacts 

associated with each project on traffic and utilities. Some of the projects would also increase the 

demand for utility services, but the cumulative increase would be within the capacity of existing 

service providers and facilities. Improvement projects would include infrastmctme upgrades to 

improve operational efficiencies. Cumulative impacts on infi·astmcture would be minimal. 

5.2 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF 
RESOURCES 

NEP A CEQ regulations require environmental analyses to identify " ... any ineversible and 

inenievable comminnents of resources that would be involved in the proposal should it be 

implemented" (40 CFR Section 1502.16). Ineversible and inen·ievable resomce commitments are 

related to the use of nomenewable resources and the resulting effects on fttnrre generations. 

Ineversible effects plimmily result from the use or destmction of a specific resource (e.g. , energy, 

lninerals) that cannot be replaced within a reasonable timefi·ame. Inetlievable resource cornminnents 

involve the loss in value of an affected resource that cannot be restored as a result of the action (e.g., 

extinction of a threatened or endangered species or the distmbance of a cultural site). 

The proposed action would not have ineversible impacts on the land because the affected pm·cels 

could be used for other activities in the future. The vast majority ofDavis-Monthan AFB is 

lmdeveloped, and the proposed action would only lead to a slight increase in the amount of newly 

developed land. Funu·e uses may include restoring native habitat or developing other facilities. 

The plimaty inetlievable impact of the proposed action is from the use of energy, labor, matelials, 

and funds for the CIP projects. Inetlievable impacts would result fi·om the use of fuel for 

construction equipment; energy and other nomenewable resources for facility operation; and fuel, 

energy, and other nomenewable resources for maintenance activities. Direct losses of biological 

productivity and the use of nantral resources for the CIP projects would be inconsequential. 
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U of A Planning 

P.O. Box 210300 
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James B. Barker, P.E. 

SAMPLE LETTER 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
355TH CIVIL ENGINEER SQUADRON (ACC) 

DAVIS-MONTHAN AIR FORCE BASE, ARIZONA 

Deputy Base Civil Engineer 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707-3012 

Amanda Stone 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality Southern Regional Office 
400 W Congress, Suite 433 
Tucson, AZ 8570 1 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

. SEP 0 7 2011 

The United States Air Force is in the process of preparing an Environmental Assessment 
(EA) to analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with implementing its three-year 

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for Davis-Monthan Air Force Base (DMAFB), Arizona. 
The. EA will evaluate the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative and is being prepared in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and the Council on 
Environmental Quality guidelines. 

The Proposed Action consists of nine construction, renovation, and demolition projects 
deemed necessary to fully support the DMAFB mission in FY12-14. Attachment 1 is a map 
showing the locations of eight of the project areas; the ninth project is road improvements that 
would be implemented across the base. Attachment 2 provides a project summary table. 

We request your assistance in identifying potential issues and areas of environmental impact 
to be addressed in the EA. If you have any specific input on the EA, we would like to hear from 
you by October 6, 2011. Please forward written comments to our consultant, North State 

Resources, attention: Ms. Leslie Wagner, 1321 20th Street, Sacramento, CA 95811 , or 
wagner@nsrnet.com. Thank you for your assistance. 

es B. Barker, P.E., GS-14 

Attachments: 

1. Draft CIP EA Projects Map 
2. Draft CIP EA Projects Summary Table 

Global Power for America 



1 New Dormitory (144PN) DMP-2 

2 Airman Dining Facility 

al Storage/Expand Central Chiller 

6 214 HQ Rescue Group facility 

7 Demo Hams Yard 

8 Renovate dorm (bldg 3509) 

9 F1ve-Year Pavements Plan• 

• - Project locations not shown on map 

2011-13 Capital 
Improvement 
Program (CIP) 
Environmental 
Assessment (EA) -
DRAFT Project Map 

Project Area -· .. l,- ,J inslallation Boundary 

~-- , 
• J" \. I 

l '-,J 



Draft Capotallmprovements Program Environmental Assessment ProjectS Summary Table 

Count Project Unit Details 
New 144-Person 

Dormrtory - Dormitory 355th Mission 
Master Plan (DMP) Support Group (355 

1 Phase2 MSGl Construct new 144-oerson dormitory, consistent with DMP. 
~vonstruct 1,192 ~M split-lace 01ock tacility will house an A1rman Dining t-acility. The structure will nave a 
single story with a reinforced concrete foundation, floor slab, masonry walls, structural steel frame and metal 
roof system. Included are all utilities, site work, eqUipment, fire protection, and other support as required. 

2 Airman Dinir~gFacility 355 MSG Work includes demolition of Building 4100. 
Ice Storage/Expand Construct 1.918 LM of new chilled water distribution lines Construct thermal storage facility with 1,300 ton 

3 Central Ch11ler 355 MSG capacity. 
Airman Leadership 

School Consolidation 
4 (Bldg 4101) 355MSG Repair Airman Leadership School (ALS). including new roofing system. 

Aerospace 
Marntenanoe & 

Regeneration Center 
5 T-10 Enaine Test Cell {AMARG) Construct 4,000 SM power check pad_(foundation and slab). and install T-10 Hush House. 

214th Reconnaissance Construct 206 SM group headquarters facility to accommodate Group Commander and Deputy, two 
Group Headquarters executive officers, Group Superintendent. and Group Shirt. Facility will also include Stan Eval work area 

6 Facili!Y Air National Guard which will include a common area. 
Demo Holding Area Demolish existing 20 SM facility and corresponding munitions holding yard to include all pavement (4,209 

7 Munitions Storage Yard 355 MSG SMl. rencina, and exterior lighting, Selective asbestos removal may also be required. 
Repair and modernize dormitory. This project will sustain dorm 3509 by updating the dorm rooms. 
Demolish carpet, tile, light fixtures. wall lockers. vanity, and smk. Repaint dorm rooms, bathrooms, railings, 

8 Reoair Dorm !Blclo 35091 355MSG and doors. Replace door signs. Install new carpet. tile. light fixtures. vanitv. and sink. 
Construct new roads, parking lots and sidewalks at multiple locat1ons to improve vehicle and pedestnan 

Pavements circulation, consistent with 5-Year Pavements Plan Repair, reseal and restripe existing pavements at 
9 (Roads/Parking) 355 MSG multiple locations. 

Attachment 2 



PIMA COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Ursula Kramer, P.E. 
Director 

September 13, 2011 

North State Resources 
Attn: Ms. Leslie Wagner 
1321 20th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95811 

Dear Ms. Wagner, 

33 l'ol'th Stone Avenue, Suite 700 
Tucson, Al'izona 85701-1429 

www.deq.pima.gov 
(520) 243-7400 

FAX (520) 838-7432 

Sent Via Email 
wagner@nsmet.com 

In response to your letter dated October 4, 2010 requesting the identification of any issues or 
concems regarding the proposed btidge scour and retrofit project along Interstate 19, Pima 
County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) is providing the following infonnation. 

Fugitive Dust Activity Permits 

Title 17 of the Pin1a County Code, Section 17 .12.470.A states in part, "No person shall conduct, 
cause, suffer, allow land stripping, earthmoving, blasting, trenching or road constntction 
without first obtaining an activity permitfrom the Control Officer. " Section 17.12.470.B states 
that a single activity petmit is required for land stripping and/or eatthmoving activities totaling 
more than one acre in size, trenching activities totaling more than 300 feet in length, and road 
constmction activities totaling more than 50 feet in length. Details on obtaining a fugitive dust 
activity pe1mit may be found at the PDEQ website: 
http://www.deq.pima.gov/air/FugitiveDustProgram.htm 

Storm Water Permits for Construction Sites 

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) regulates stonn water discharges 
from constmction sites, including clearing, grading and excavation activities. Construction 
activities may include road building, construction of residential houses, office buildings, or 
industrial buildings; and demolition activity. If a construction activity is undettaken at an 
industrial facility that already holds a permit for industrial storm water discharges, a separate 
petmit must be obtained for the constr11ction activity. 



The Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES) General Pennit for Discharges 
from Construction Activities requires the submittal of a Notice of Intent (NO I) at least two days 
before the start of constmction. The construction site operator must also prepare and maintain a 
Stmm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. After completion of a constr11ction project, site 
operator(s) must submit a Notice of Tetmination (NOT) to ADEQ. The NOT certifies that 
specific activities in the SWPPP have ended and that one of the following conditions is true: 

• Final stabilization is complete, and temporruy erosion and sediment contr·ols have been 
removed. 

• All dischru·ges from the constmction area have been eliminated. 
• The operator has changed, and the new operator is responsible for compliance. The new 

operator is responsible for subrnitting an NOI if activities continue. 

The ADEQ website provides more infmmation on constr11ction stmm water petmitting: 
http://www.azdeg.gov/environlwater/pennits/stmm water.html#const. 

Asbestos NESHAP Regulations 

40 CFR, Pmt 61 - National Emission Standru·ds for Hazru·dous Air Pollutants, Subpa1t M - National 
Emission Standat·d for Asbestos§ 61.145(a) requires that the owner or operator thoroughly inspect 
a facility for the presence of asbestos prior to renovation or demolition activity. Fmthetmore, a 
NESHAP activity pennit may be required from PDEQ and finther standards may apply based on 
the fmdings of the asbestos inspection. Additional infmmation about the asbestos NESHAP 
regulations may be found at the PDEQ website: 
http :1 /www. deq .pima. gov /air/asbestos/ AsbestosProgram.htm 

I hope that this infmmation is helpful as you move fmward with tllis project. Please call our 
depattment at (520) 243-7400 if you have any questions regarding this conespondence. 

Sincerely, 

~-;a_ 
Anna Ma1tin 
Air Compliance Inspector 

cc: PDEQ Air Agency Response Letters - DMAFB 



From: 
To: 
cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Ms. Wagner, 

Wendy S. LeStarge 

Leslie Wagner: 

Linda C. Taunt: 
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base Capital Improvement Program 
Tuesday, September 27, 201112:05:53 PM 

On behalf of Linda Taunt, Deputy Division Director of the Arizona 
Department of Environmental Quality, Water Quality Division, we do not 
have any comments at this time related to water quality but we would like to 
receive a copy of the future Environmental Assessment. 

Thank you. 

Wendy LeStarge 
Environmental Rules Specialist 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
Water Quality Division 
(602) 771-4836 



janice K. Brewer 
Governor 

September 28, 2011 

Ms. Leslie Wagner 
North State Resources 
1321 201

h Street 
Sacramento, CA 95811 

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT 
OF 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
1110 West Washington Street • Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

(602) 771-2300 • www.azdeq.gov 
Henry R. Darwin 

Director 

RE: Pima County: Scoping Letter for the Davis-Monthan Air Force Base Nine Projects 
Environmental Assessment ' 

Dear Ms. Wagner: 

The ADEQ Air Quality Division has reviewed your letter, dated September 7, 201 1, concerning 
the Scoping Letter for the Davis-Monthan Air Force Base Nine Projects. Your projects are 
located in a maintenance area for carbon monoxide (CO). As described, they may have a de 
minimis impact on air quality. Disturbance of particulate matter and possible asbestos is 
anticipated during construction. Considering prevailing winds, to comply with other applicable 
air pollution control requirements and minimize adverse impacts on public health and welfare, 
the following information is provided for consideration: 

PREVENT RELEASE OF REGULA TED ASBESTOS FIBERS 

Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations§ 61.145 contains requirements to survey for the presence 
of asbestos at each demolition or renovation activity prior to demolition or renovation (Asbestos 
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants. A 10-business days advance 
notification of demolition is required for every demolition project (unless at an exempt facility) 
and for any renovation project that would disturb at least 260 linear feet, on pipes, at least 160 
square feet on other components, or at least 35 cubic feet where length or area cannot be 
measured. A permit may be required. To determine applicability of asbestos survey and work 
practice standards, please contact the Environmental Program Specialist, Air Quality Division 
Compliance Section at (602) 771-2333. 

REDUCE DISTURBANCE of PARTICULATE MATTER during CONSTRUCTION 

This action, plan or activity may temporality increase ambient particulate matter (dust) levels. 
Particulate matter I 0 microns in size and smaller can penetrate the lungs of human beings and 
animals and is subject to a National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) to protect public 
health and welfare. Particulate matter 2.5 microns in size and smaller is difficult for lungs to 
expel and has been. linked to increases in death rates; heart attacks by disturbing heart rhythms 

Northern Regional Office 
1801 W. Route 66 • Suite 11 7 • Flagstaff, AZ 86001 

(928) 779-03 1 3 

Southern Regional Office 
400 West Congress Street • Suite 433 • Tucson, AZ 85701 

(520) 628- 6733 

Printed on recycled paper 



Ms. Leslie Wagner 
September 28, 2011 
Page 2 of2 

and increasing plaque and clotting; respi ratory infections; asthma attacks and cardiopulmonary 
obstructive disease (COPD) aggravation. It is also subject to a NAAQS. 

The following measures are recommended to reduce disturbance of pruticulate matter, including 
emissions caused by strong winds as well as machinery and trucks tracking soil off the 
construction site: 

I. Site Preparation and Construction 
A. Minimize land disturbance; 
B. Suppress dust on traveled paths which are not paved through wetting, use of 

watering trucks, chemical dust suppressants, or other reasonable precautions to 
prevent dust entering ambient air; 

C. Cover trucks when hauling soil; 
D. Minimize soil track-out by washing or cleaning truck wheels before leaving 

construction site; 
E. Stabilize the surface of soil piles; and 
F. Create windbreaks. 

II. Site Restoration 
A. Revegetate any disturbed land not used; 
B. Remove unused material; and 
C. Remove soil piles via covered trucks. 

The following rules applicable to reducing dust during construction, demolition and earth 
moving activities are enclosed: 

o Arizona Administrative Code Rl8-2-604 through -607 
o Arizona Administrative Code Rl8-2-804 

Should you have further questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (602) 771-2375, or Lhamo 
LeMoine at (602) 771-2373. 

Very truly yoms, 

Diane L. Arnst, Manager 
Air Quality Planning Section 

Enclosures (2) 

cc: Bret Parke, EV Administrative Counsel 
Lhamo LeMoine, Administrative Secretary 
Fi le No. 267554 
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R18·Z..60S.."Roadways and Streett 
A. No person shall cause, suff~, allow or permit tlte use, repair, construction or reconstruction of a roadway. or alley without taking 

reasoJ?able ptecautio11s to prevent eJtcessive amounts. of particulate matter from becomillg aiibom.e. Oust anti other particulates shall 
be kep.t to a minimum by employing tempo,rary paving, dust suppressants, wetting down, detouring·or by other reasonable mew~ . 

B. No P.ers~n sbal-I ,caus~ ~llffer, allow or parmit transportation of matllrials likely' to give rise to airborne dust without taJdng reasonable 
prllD~lJtions, such as wetting, app!ying dust suppressants, or co\•ering the load, to prevent particulate matter from becoming airborne. 

· . Earth or other material that is deposited by trockiDg or earth moving equipment shall be ;removed from' paved streets by the perso~ 
respoDsible:for sue~ deposits. · 

, . . mstorical Note . . 
Adopted effective May 14. 1979 (Supp. 7~·1). Former Seotio1;1 R9-3-605 rel}ufub~~ without change as Section R~&-2-605 (Supp . 

. 87-3). Amended effective September 26; 1990 (Supp. 90-3). Former Section lUS-2-605 renumbered tp R18-2-805, new Seotion 
Rl &.-2-605 reaumbered from RIB-2-405 effective Nov~ber 15, 1993 (~pp. ~3-4). · 

RlB-~606.1\fa:terlaJ Handling . ·· 
No person shall cause, suffer, allow or permit crushing, screening, handling, transP?rting or conve~g of materials or oth.er Op!JfatioDS 
likely to result in sig'nificant amounis of airborne dust without taldng reasonable precautions, such as the 'USe of spray bars, wetting agents, 
dust suppressants; covering the load, and hoods !0 prevent excessive amo:u»ts of partiaulats matter, from becoming aiibome. 

. . matolical Note 
Section RI8-2.fi06 reuumbere.d from Rl8~2-406 effective Novem~er 15, 1993 (Supp. 93-4). 

R18.:Z..607. Storage Piles · . 
A. No per~ on ~~.cause, suffer, allow, or permit organio or i.oorgania dust producing material to be st!mked, piled, or otherwise stored 

without ~g· reasonable precautions such as chemical stabilization, wetting, •or covering to prevent excessive emoUllts·of particulate 
matter from becoming airborne. · . · . · 

B. Stac~g and reclaiming machinery utllized a.t storege piles shall be operated at all times with a m~imum fall of material and in such 
manner, or V{i~ ~e use of spray bam and· wetting agents, as to prevent excessive amounts of particulate matter from becoming 
~~ . . . 

Historical Note . 
'S~on RlB-2-607 renumbered from R1~-2~07 ef;t'ective November 15, 1993 (Supp. 93-4). 

R18-z.6'08.Mineral Tailings . 
No person shall cause, suffer, allow, or permit construction of· mineral tailing piles without taking reasonable precmtions to ,prevent . 
excessive amoUllts of particulate matter from becoming airbome. Reasonable precautions shall mean wetting, chemical stabilization, 
revegetation or such other measures~ are approved by the Dir!:Ctor. 

. . W~torlcal Note· . . 
. SectionRlS-2-608 te~umbeied from Rl&-2-408, new Section RI8:2-408 adopteel effeotiveNov~ber 15, 1993 (Supp. ~3-4). 

R18 .. z.609. Agriculturaf Practices . 
A person s1Jall not canse, suffer, allow, or permit th~ p!ll'(oxma.Iice of agricu1~ ptaetices, outside the Pbuenix and Yuma p~g areas, 
oi$. defined in 40 CFR 81303, which is iDCOiporated by reference in Rl&-2-210,- mcluding tilling .of land and lfpplication of fertilizers 
without fai?ngreaSonabl7 precautions to prevent 'excessive amounts of particulate matter from bepoming airborne. 

. Historical Note . 
Section RIB-2-609 renumbered from RlB-2-409 effective November 15, 1993 (Supp. 93-4). Amended by pnal mlema.king ~ 6 

A.A.R. 2009; effective May 12, 2000 (Supp. 00-2). Amended bY. finalmlemaking at 11 A:.A.R. 2210, effective July 18,2005 
. . (Supp: 05-2). 

Rl8-Z..610. Definition~ £or Rls-2:611 
The definitions in Article 1 of tlrls Chapter and th~ following definitions apply to RlB'-2-611: . . 

1. "Access restriction" means restricting or elimfuating publio access to noncropland with s@.ls or physical. obstruction. 
2. "Aggregate cover" means gravel, concrete, recycled road base, calich.e, or other similar material applied tO noncropland. 

·. 

3. ".Axtiijoial wind batrier" means a physical bamer to the wind. . . . 
4. "}Jest m~g~ent practic~ means a 'technique verjfied by scientific research, that on. a 'case-by-case baSis is pxactical, 

ecoDQmioally t:~ible, and effectW~ in reducing PM·10 emissions frotn a regulated agricultural aoth~cy. · 
5. "Chemical inigation" means applying a fertilizer, pesticide, or other agricultural chemical to cropland through an iiiigation 

~m. . . . . . . . . . 

6. "Combinfu~ tractor operations" ~sans p~orming ~o or more tillage, cuitivation, planting, or harvesting operations with a single 
tractor or hazv~ster pass. · · . · · . 

7. "Commercial farm" means 10 or more contiguous .acres of land used for agricultural purpo~es within the boundary of the Maricopa 
PM 10 nonattaimnent area. . . 

8. "Commercial fimner" means 'an individual, entity, or joint operation in generel.control of a commercial fw:m. 
9. ucommittee" means the Governor's Agrlci:Jltural Best Management Prectic~ Co~ttee. . 
I 0. "Caver crop" means plants or a green man me crop grown for' seasonal soil protection or soil improvemcmt · 
11. "Critical area planting" means. using trees,' sbrubs,~es, gmsses, or other vegetative cover on noocropland. 
12. "CroplaDd" mean.s land on a commercial farm that 

a. Is within the time-frame of finlil harvest to plant emergence; . . 
b. Has. been tilled in a prior year and is !!Uitab1e for crop production, but is t:tmently fallow; or 
o. Is a tum-row. . · · · . · 
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o. If the bumiog would.occui- at a solid waste facility in vi~lation of 40 CFR,258 . .24 ond the Director has not.issued !l variance 
under A.R.S. § 49-763.01. . : . 

E. Op!=ll outdoor fires of dangerous material. A fire set'. for the disposal ot: a dangerous material is allowed by the provisions of tbls 
Section.. when the material is too dangerous to ~tore and franspoit, I)Jld the DirectQr bas issued a pe'iitrlt for the :fire. K. permit isS'IIed 
uoder'tbfs subsection shall cont.Wn all provisions in subsection (D)(3) except for sub'seotions (D)(3)(e) .and (D)(3)(t). The Director 
shall permit fires for the disposaJ of d~gerouS materials only Whl!ll no' safe alternative method of disposal exists, and buming the 
materials does not result in the· emission of hazardous or tox:io substances either directly or ~ a product of combustion in amounts 
that will endanger health or safetY. · · : · · . 

F. Open outdoor :fires of househoJd waste. An open outdoor fire for the 4isposal of household wasta is .altowed by provisions of this 
· SectiQD when penni~ed in writin~ by th6 Dixector or. a delegated authority. A permit issued ~der .this subsection shall aontain all 

.proVisions· in subsettiop. (D)(3) except for subsection~ (D)(3)(e) and {D)(3)(f).·The Permittee shall conduct open outd9or :fires 'of 
househ!)ld waste in an approved waste burner and shall either. . · · · . 
1. Bum household wasta generated on"site on farms ·or rllllches of 40 acres or more where no household waste coll~on or disposal 
· service is available•. or · · . · · · 
2. Bul:n'bouebboJd.waste g~erated on-site where no household waste collection and disposctl servjca is a\railable imd: \vbere tbe 

Dearest other dwelling unit is at least 500 feet away. . . . . . 
G. Pemrlfs issued by a deleglfteil authority. The Di{ector may delegate authority fOJ the issuance of open burning pmnits to a county, city, 

town, air pollution control district. or :fire district A delegated Bllthority,may not issue a~ for its own open buming activity. The 
Director shall not delegate autbqrity to issue. pertnits to blllll dangerous material UDdel' subsection (B). A C?OUDty, city, town, air 

· pollution controhiistrict, or fire district with delegated authbrity from the Director may assign tbat authority to on~ or more private . 
· fire protection se'tv,ice providers that perform :fire. protection services wtthin the county, city, town, air yollution control district, or 

fire district A private fire protection provider shall not directly or indirectly cqndition the issuance of open b~g permits on the 
applicant being a customer. Permits ~ssued under tlrls iuhsecQon shall comply' with the nqu'iremenlll in subsection. (D)(3) and be in a 
foDDatpi'escq"bed by the Dir~ctor. ~h delegated authority shall: .' 
1: .M'ainfain a copy of each pomiit issued for the previous five years-available for inspection by the D,ireetor; . . 
2. For each permit cmrently issued, have a means of coxrtacting the person authorized"by the pemrit to set an open fire if an order to 

extinguish open burning is issued; and 
3. ~ually submit to th~ Director by May IS a recOrd of iJaily·b~ activity1 excluding household waste bum. pemrlts, on a form 

prmrided by tlie Director for the previollll calendar year con1aining•the-information required in subsections (D)(3)(ej and (DX3) 
(f). . . . 

~.The Director shall bold an annual public meeting for interested parties to review operations of the open out4oor fire pro!i;ram aDd 
discuss emission reduction teolmiques. . · . ·. · . .' . . 

.L Nothing in this Section is intended to permit any practice that is a violation of any statute, orrlin.ance, rvJe;or regula tic~ : 

HisturicaJ Note 
.Adopted effective May 14, '1979 (Supp. 79-1). An:le.nded effective October 2, 197? (Supp. 79·5). Correction. subsection (C) repealed 

effective October 2, 1979, not shown (Supp. 80-1). Former.Section R9-3-602.r.CDUmbered without change as Section R1Br2-602 
(Supp. 87-3). ~l!llded effective Sept-ember 26, 1990 (Sl,lpp, 90-3-). FoDDer Section RlB-2-602 .renumbered to Rl&-2-802, new 
S~;otion RI&-2-602 renumbered from Rl&-2...401 6ffective No\!etqber 15, 1993 (SuJip. 93-4}. Amen.ded by iinalpllemaking·at 10 

A.A.ll388, effective March 1~, 2004 (Supp. 04-1). · 

RlB-2·603. Repealed 

. HJstorftaJ Note . .• 
Adopted effective May 14, ·1979 (Supp. 79-1 ). Former Section R9-B-603 renumbered ~ri~out ohaDge as Section RlB-2-603 (Supp. · 

87-3). Amended effective September 26, 1990 (Supp. 90-3). FoiiPer SeCtion Rl&-2-603 renumbered to R1 8-2;803, new Section 
R18.:1-603 ren'umbered from Rl&-2-403 effective November 15, 1993 {Supp. 93-4). Repealed effective October ~,1996 (Supp. 

96-4). 

Rl84-604. Open· Area11, Dry Washu, or Rh•erbeds . . 
A. No pezson shaU cause, suffer, allQw, or permit a building or its app~. or a b.ui!ding or subdivision site, or a driveway, or a 
· parlcing area, oc a vacant lot or sales lot. or an urban or I!Uburban open area to be constructed, 11Sed, llltered, repaired, demblished, 

cleared; or' ·leveled, or the earth to be moved or exca'(clted, withQut la1cing reasonable precantions to limit el(oessive amounts of 
· particulate matter from. becoming airborne. DUBt and other W~ of air c.ontamiDailts shall· be kept to .a minimum by good modem. 
prao~ces such !!B using an approved dust SllppRlSSant or adhesive soil stabilizer, paving, covering. landscaping, cont!Duotis wetting, 
detouring, ~arring acces&,·Qr other acceptable means: . . . . . . . . : 

B. Na person shall. ~use, suffer, allow, or pmnit.a vacaiJt lot. or an.urban or subur~an open area, to be driven over or used by motor 
· vehicles, trucks, cars, cycles, .bile~, or buggies, or by animals such as horses, wiiliout taking reaso~l~ precautions to limit excessive 

amounts of·particulates from becoming airborne. Dust shall be, kept .to a min.imum by using an approved dust suppressant, or 
adhesive soil stab~r, or by pavillg, or by barring access to the property, or by other acceptable means. · . 

C. No person shaD operate a motor vehicle for recreational purposes in a diy wash, riverbed or open area in such a. way as to cause or 
. contribute. to visible dust· emissi~ns which th~ cross proparty Unes into a residential. recreational, institutional, educational, retail 
sales, hotel· br business premises. For plirposes af tlrls sub&ection wmotor vehicles" shall incl!lde, but not be limited to t:rilcks, cl!I1l, 
cycles, biKes, buggies and 3-wheelers. Any person who violates the provisi~ns of this subsection s~all be. subject to prosecution 
under ARS:§ 49-463. . . 

• · · Historical Note · 
· .Adopted. effective May 14, 1979. (SuPP· 79·1). Former SecfionR9-3-604 ren~bered without change as Section Rl&-Z-604 (Supp. 

87~3). Amended effective September 26, 1990 (Supp. 90.3). Fom1er Section ru,g::z,..504 tenumbered to R18·2-804, new Section 
'R 1 R-?.-1\04 rem1mhered from RIB-2-404 and amended effective November 15, 1993 (Supp. 934). 

•,• 
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ARTICLE 8. EMISSION~ FROM MOBILE SOURCES (NEW AND EXISTING)· 

R18-2-801. Classification of l\(oblle Sources · 
A This Artie!~ is applicable to mobile sourqes wbioh !lither move while emitting air contaminants or are frequeotly moved duriDg the 

course of their uti!ization but are not classified as motor vehicles, agricultural vehicles, or agricultural equipment used in normal 
farm operations. . 

B. Unless_ otherwise specified, no mobile source shall emit smoke' or dust the opacity of which exceeds 40%. 

BlstoricaJ Note . 
Adopted effe'ctive February 26, 1988 (Supp. 88-J). Amended effecti,re Septelllber 26, 1990 (Supp; 90·3). Amended effective 

february 3, 1993 (Supp. 93·1 ). Former Sectio~ Rl8-Z-801 renumbered to Section Rl8-2-90 1, new Section Rl8-2-801 
renumbered froQl Rl8·2~0.1 effective November IS, 1993 (Sllpp. ~3-4). 

R18-2-802. Off-road 1\ltacbinery : · . · . · 
A .. No person shall cause, allow or permit to be emitted iDtn the atmosphere from !lilY off-road machinery, smoke for any period greatli!' 

. than 10 consecutive seconds, the opacity of wliicb exceeds 40%. Visible emissions when starting cold equipment shall be ex.empt 
from. this requirement for the first 10 mmutes. . 

B. Off-road machinecy shall'iDclude trucks, 'guders, scrapers, rollers, locomotives and other construction and mining machinery not 
normally driven on a: completed public roadway. · . · · 

· Historical Note 
Adopted effectiveFebntaJy 26, 1988 (Silpp. 88-l). Amended effective September 26, 1990 (Supp. 90-3). Former Section R18·2·802 

renumbered to Section Rl!~-2,902, new See.tion Rl8-2-802 renumbered from Rl8-2-602 eflectiveNovember 15, 1~93 (Supp. 
. . . 93-4}. . 

RIS-2-803: Beater-planer Units 
No peF6on sl!all.cause, allow or permit to oe emitted into the atmosphere from any heater-planer operated for the purpose oftt100nstruo):ing 
asphalt pavements smoke the opacity of which exceeds 20%. However three minutes' upset time i.n any one ·hour shall not constitute a 
viol~ on of this Section. · -, · 

Blstorical Note 
Adopted effective Febtuary 26, 1988 (Supp. 88-t). Amended effective September 26, 1·990 (Supp. 90~3}. Folliier Section RlB-2·893 

renumbmd toSectionRlB-2-9()3, new Se~on RIB-~803 renumbered from R18-2-603 effective'November 15, 1993 (Supp. 
93-4). \ 

RlS-2-804. Roadway and Site Cleaning MAthinuy · . . 
A. No person shall cause, allow or permit to be emitted into the a1mo&pbere from any roadway and !rite cleaning machinery smoke or dust 

for any period greater-than 10 consecutive seconds, the opacity of which. exceeds 40%. Visible emissions when sfartin.g cold 
equipm-ent shall be exempt from this r~quirement for the iirst 10 minutes. · . . 

B. In addition to complying witb S'Ubsection (A}, no person shall'ca'UBe, allow or :permit the cleaxring of any site; roadway, or alley without 
taking reasonable precautions to prevent particulate matter from becoming airbome. Reasonable precautions may iuclude applying 
dust suppressilllts. Earth or: other material shall be removed from paved streels ooto which earth or other material has been 
trai!sported by trucking or earth moving equipment, erosion by water or by other means. · .. 

. Historic&l Note 
. Adopted e1fectiveFebruaty26, 19gg (Supp. 88-1). Amended effective September 2~,1990 (Supp. 90·3). Am~ded.effeotlve 

February~. 1993 (SUpp. 93-l). Former Section Rl8-2-804renlliilo~ to Se~tion R18·2·904, new Section Rl~-2-804 
· · renumbered from R.lB-2-604 ~ective November 15, 1993 (Supp. 93-4} . 

. Rl8·l-80S. Asphalt or Tar Kettles . . 
A. No person shall cause, allow or peanit to be ~mitted into the atmosphere from aiJY asphalt or tar kettle smoke for any period greater 
. .than I 0 consetrutive sBilonds, the opacity of which exceeds 40%. · . · · . · . 
B. In addition to complying with subsection (A), no person sbaJI cause, allow or. permit the operation of an asphalt or tar kettle without 

minimizing a#' contaminant emissitms by utilizing all of the following control measures: · · 
1. The C?Ontrol of temperature recommended by the asphalt or tar manufa!=tmer; . 
2. The operation of the. kettle with' lid ·closed except wbeJl charging; 
3. The pumping of asphalt fro~ the lrettle or the dra~g of asphalt through cooks with no.. dipping; 
4. The dipping of tar in im approved manner; · · 
S. The maintaining of the kettle .in clean, properly adjusted, and good operatiDg condition; 
6. Th.e firjng of the kettle with liquid petroleum gas or other fuels acceptable' to the Director. 

· · · . IDstorlcai Note 
Adopted effective February 26,1988 (suPp. 88-1): Amended effective September26, l990(Supp. 90-3). Former Secitio.nR18·2·805 

nmumbered to Section RlB-2-905, new Section Rl8·2-805. renumbered from RlB-2-605 .effective Novemlier 15, 1993 (Supp. 
93-4}. 



October 6, 2011 

Ms. Leslie Wagner 
North State Resources 
1321 201

h Street 
Sacramento, CA 95811 

Re: Davis-Monthan Air Force Base Proposed Action 

Dear Ms. Wagner: 

Thank you for your letter giving Pima Association of Governments (PAG) the 
opportunity to review the Davis-Monthan Air Force Base Proposed Action planned for 
FY12-14. We have found the Proposed Action to be consistent with our 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). To our knowledge, this project does not conflict 
with any existing regiona l transportation projects. 

Pima Assodation of Governments 177 N. Church Ave, Suite 405, Tucson, AZ 85701 (520) 792-1093 (tel} (520) 620-6981 {fax} www.paqnet.org {web} 
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News from Davis-Monthan Air Force Base including stories and updates from Desert Lightning News published by Aerotech News and Revi... Page 1 of 1 
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Aerotech News Latest Headlines 

Scientists make first-ever observations of comet's 

demise deep inside solar atmosphere 

New Mexico land grant expands Air Force training 

Afghan air force learns to fly- and fix aircraft 

Cut those young Marines some slack 

Lockheed Martin receives green for going green 
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Notice of Availability 

U.S. Air Force Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for 
Infrastructure Improvements at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base 
(AFB), Arizona. 

The U.S. Air Force has prepared a Draft Environmental Assessment 
and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact analyzing the potential 
impacts of implementing the Capital Improvements Program for 
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base in fiscal years 2012-14. The CIP 
identifies construction and demolition projects proposed to improve 
facilities at Davis-Monthan AFB, to ensure that Davis-Monthan AFB 
has the upgrades necessary to support its mission to protect and 
preserve the national interests of the United States of America. 

A copy of the Draft EA and FONSI will be available January 19, 2012 
at the Joel D. Valdez Main Ubrary at 101 N Stone Avenue, Tucson, 
Ariz. An electronic copy of the document is also located on the Davis­
Monthan AFB www.dm.af.mil . Alternatively, you may request a 
copy of the document from Davis-Monthan AFB Public Affairs at 
(520) 228-3406. 

Please provide any comments on the Draft EA by February 21, 2012 
to the mailing or email address below: 

North State Resources 

1321 20th Street 

Sacramento, CA 95811 

Attn: Ms. Leslie Wagner or 

wagner@nsrnet.com 

Q SHARE 

Military and Government Rates 
$69 fer Stllils, $79 fer hlliJ S1ites Ill $99 for Euati~e S1ites 

Ontario/lA ·Yuma· Pt1oenbducson (2) · Albuquerque 

© 2012 Aerotech News and Review, all rights reserved 
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http://www.aerotechnews.com/davis-monthanafb/CommunityNews/Notice-of-Availability 
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Air Force 

Print News 
A11 Force news frorn around the world 

Capital improvements Program Draft Environmental Assessment available 
soon 

1/18/2012 - DAVIS-MONTHAN AIR FORCE BASE, Ariz.-- The U.S. Air Force has prepared a Draft 
Environmental Assessment and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact analyzing the potential impacts of 
implementing the Capital Improvements Program for Davis-Monthan Air Force Base in fiscal years 2012-14. The 
CIP identifies construction and demolition projects proposed to improve faci lities at Davis-Monthan AFB, to 
ensure that Davis-Monthan AFB has the upgrades necessary to support its mission to protect and preserve the 
national interests of the United States of America. 

A copy of the Draft EA will be available January 19, 2012 at the Joel D. Valdez Main Library at 101 N Stone 
Avenue, Tucson, Ariz. An electronic copy of the document is also located here. 

Please provide any comments on the Draft EA by February 21 , 2012 to the mailing or email address below: 

North State Resources 
1321 20th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
Attn: Ms. Leslie Wagner 

or: 

wagner@nsrnet.com 

http://www.dnuf.mil/news/story_print.asp?id=123286641 
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Arizona Department of Agriculture 

1688 WAdams 

Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Arizona Department of Water Resources -
Tucson Active Management Area (AMA) 

400 W Congress, Suite 518 

Tucson, AZ 85701 

Michaellngraldi 

Arizona Game and Fish Department 

2221 Greenway Road 

Phoenix, AZ 85023 

Ernie Duarte, Director 

City of Tucson Planning and Development 
Services Department 

201 N Stone Ave- 1st Floor 

Tucson, AZ 85701 

Cherie Campbell 

Pima Association of Governments 

177 N Church Avenue, Suite 405 

Tucson, AZ 85701 

James Garrison 

SHPO 

1300 W. Washington 

Phoenix, AZ 85007 

TVanHook 

Town of Marana- Community Development 

11555 West Civic Center Drive 

Marana, AZ 85653 

David Duffy 

U of A Planning 

P.O. Box 210300 

Tucson, AZ 85721 

Randy Chandler, Area Manager 

US Bureau of Reclamation - Phoenix Area 
Office 

6150 West Thunderbird Road 

Glendale, AZ 85306 

Librarian 

Pima County Public Library 

101 N. Stone Ave 

Tucson, AZ 85701 

Henry Darwin 

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 

1110 West Washington Street 

Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Rodney Held, Executive Director 

Arizona Department of Water Resources, 
Arizona Water Protection Fund 

3550 North Central Avenue 

Phoenix, AZ 85012 

Tim Snow (Non-Game Species and Bats) 

Arizona Game and Fish Department 

555 N Greasewood Road 

Tucson, AZ 85745 

Tom Horne 

Office of the Attorney General 

1275 W Washington Street 

Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Dan Signor 

Pima County Planning 

201 N Stone 

Tucson, AZ 85701 

The Honorable Jan Brewer 

State of Arizona 

1700 W Washington Street 

Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Bob Conant 

Town of Oro Valley Planning and Zoning 

11000 N La Canada Drive 

Oro Valley, AZ 85737 

United States Environmental Protection 
Agency - Region 9 

75 Hawthorne Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

Scott Richardson 

US Fish and Wildlife Service 

201 N Bonita Avenue, Suite 141 

Tucson, AZ 85745 

Anna Martin, Air Compliance Inspector 

Pima County Department of Environmental 
Quality 

33 N. Stone Avenue, Suite 700 

Tucson, AZ 85701 

Amanda Stone 

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
Southern Regional Office 

400 W Congress, Suite 433 

Tucson, AZ 85701 

Sandra A. Fabritz-Whitney, Director 

Arizona Department of Water Resources, 
Office of the Director 

3550 North Central Avenue 

Phoenix, AZ 85012 

Walker Smith 

City of South Tucson Planning 

1601 S Sixth Avenue 

Tucson, AZ 85713 

Pascua Yaqui Tribe 

7474 S Camino De Oeste 

Tucson, AZ 85746 

Ursula Kramer, P.E., Director 

Pima County Department of Environmental 
Quality 

150 W Congress Street 

Tucson, AZ 85701 

Tohono O'odham Nation 

P.O. Box837 

Sells, AZ 85634 

John Neunuebal 

Town of Sahuarita Planning 

725-1 West Via Rancho Sahuarita 

Sahuarita, AZ 85629 

Ms. Marjory Blaine 

US Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory 
Branch, Tucson Project Office 

5205 E Comanche Street 

Tucson, AZ 85707 

Ralph E. Ware 

USDA Natural Resources Conservation 
Service- Tucson Service Center 

2000 E. Al len Road, #320 

Tucson, AZ 85719 

Linda Taut, Deputy Director 

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
- Water Quality Division 

1110 West Washington Street 

Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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Diane Arnst, Manager 

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
- Air Quality Division 

1110 West Washington Street 

Phoenix, Arizona 85007 



SAMPLE LETTER 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
355TH CIVIL ENGINEER SQUADRON (ACC) 

DAVIS-MONTHAN AIR FORCE BASE, ARIZONA 

James B. Barker, P.E. 
Deputy Base Civil Engineer 
3791 South 3rd Street 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707-3012 

Arizona Department of Agriculture 
1688 W. Adams 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Dear Sir/Madam 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) that 
evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with implementing its three-year Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) for Davis-Monthan Air Force Base (AFB), Arizona (AZ). The 
environmental analysis for the Proposed Action and No Action alternative is being conducted in 
accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines pursuant to the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). 

The Proposed Action consists of nine representative construction, renovation, and demolition projects 
deemed necessary to fully support the Davis-Monthan AFB mission in FY12- 14. The nine projects 
evaluated in the EA include a new dormitory; new dining facility, including demolition of the existing 
facility; new chilled water distribution lines and thermal storage; upgrades to the Airman Leadership 
School; a T -10 hush house; a new headquarters facility for the 214th Reconnaissance Group; demolition 
of the former holding area munitions storage yard; dormitory upgrades; and paving of roads and parking 
areas. In addition to the Proposed Action, the No Action alternative has been analyzed in the EA. 

This letter has been sent to you in accordance with the public comment process required by the 
Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEP A and for the purpose of interagency 
and intergovernmental coordination and notification for environmental planning. The Air Force invites 
you to review the attached copy of the Draft EA and provide any comments and concerns you may have 
regarding this Proposed Action. 

If you have any specific items of interest about the EA, we would like to hear from you by February 
21, 2012. Please forward your written comments to our environmental consultant, Ms. Leslie Perry, North 
State Resources, 1321 20th Street, Sacramento, California, 95833. Thank you for your assistance. 

Attachment: 

ES B. BARKER, P.E., GS-13 
uty Base Civil Engineer 

1. Draft Environmental Assessment for 2012-14 Capital Improvements Program (CIP) Davis-Monthan AFB, 
Tucson, Arizona 

Global Power for America 





Janice K. Brewer 
Governor 

January 27,20 12 

Ms. Leslie Perry 
North State Resources 
132 J 20111 Street 
Sacramento, CA 95833 

ARIZO NA D EPARTMENT 
OF 

ENVIRO NMENTAL Q UALITY 

1110 West Washington Street • Phoen ix, Arizona 85007 
(602) 771-2300 • www.azdeq.gov Henry R. Darwin 

DirecLor 

RE: Pima County: Scoping Letter for the Davis-Monthan Air Force Base Capital Improvement 
Program, Environmental Assessment 

Dear Ms. Perry: 

The ADEQ Air Quality Division has reviewed your letter requesting a Scoping Letter for the 
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base Capital Improvement Program. Your project is located in a 
maintenance area for carbon monoxide. It is also within an area subject to pending litigation 
asking EPA to designate p01tions of Pima County to 10-micron particulate matter (PMlO) 
nonattainment. As described, it may have a de minimis impact on air quality. Disturbance of 
asbestos and particulate matter is anticipated during construction. Considering prevailing winds, 
to comply with other applicable air pollution control requirements and minimize adverse impacts 
on public health and welfare, the following information is provided for consideration: 

PREVENT RELEASE OF REGULA TED ASBESTOS FIBERS 

Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations § 61.145 contains requirements to survey for the presence 
of asbestos at each demolition or renovation activity prior to demolition or renovation (Asbestos 
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants. A 1 0-business days advance 
notification of demolition is required for every demolition project (unless at an exempt facility) 
and for any renovation project that would disturb at least 260 linear feet, on pipes, at least 160 
square feet on other components, or at least 35 cubic feet where length or area cannot be 
measured. A pennit may be required. To determine applicability of asbestos survey and work 
practice standards, please contact the Pima County Department of Environmental Quality, Air 
Program at air.permits@deg.pima.gov or by phone at 520-243-7400. 

REDUCE DISTURBANCE ofPARTICULATE MATIER dw·ing CONSTRUCTION 

This action, plan or activity may temporarily increase ambient pruticulate matter (dust) levels. 
Particulate matter 10 microns in size and smaller Ca.Jl penetrate the lungs of human beings and 
ru1irnals and is subject to a National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) to protect public 
health and welfare. Particulate matter 2.5 microns in size and smaller is difficult for lungs to 
expel and has been linked to increases in death rates; heart attacks by disturbing heart rhythms 

Northern Regional Office 
1801 w. Route 66 • Suite 117 • Flagstaff, AZ 86001 

(928) 779- 03 l 3 

Southern Regional Office 
400 West Congress Street • Suite 433 • Tucson, AZ 85701 

(520) 628- 6733 

Printed on recycled paper 



Ms. Leslie Perry 
January 27, 2012 
Page2 

and increasing plaque and clotting; respiratory infections; astluna attacks and cardiopulmonary 
obstructive disease (COPD) aggravation. It is also subject to a NAAQS. 

The following measures are recommended to reduce disturbance of particulate matter, including 
emissions caused by strong winds as well as machinery and trucks tracking soil off the 
construction site: 

I. Site Preparation and Construction 
A. Minimize land disturbance; 
B. Suppress dust on traveled paths which are not paved through wetting, use of 

watering trucks, chemical dust suppressants, or other reasonable precautions to 
prevent dust entering ambient air; 

C. Cover trucks when battling soil; 
D. Minimize soil track-out by washing or cleaning truck wheels before leaving 

construction site; 
E. Stabilize the surface of soil piles; and 
F. Create windbreaks. 

II. Site Restoration 
A. Revegetate any disturbed land not used; 
B. Remove unused material; and 
C. Remove soil piles via covered trucks. 

The following rules applicable to reducing dust from open areas, dry washes or riverbeds, 
roadways and streets are enclosed: 

o Arizona Administrative Code RIS-2-604 and RIS-2-605 
o Arizona Administrative Code RIS-2-804 

Should you have further questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (602) 771-2375, or Lhamo 
LeMoine at (602) 771-2373. 

Very truly yours, 

Diane L. Arnst, Manager 
Air Quality Planning Section 

Enclosures (2) 

cc: Bret Parke, EV Administrative Counsel 
Lhamo LeMoine, Administrative Secretary 
Files 277342 and 277442 
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c. If the burning would .occ:tfr at a solid waste facility in vi~lation of 40 CFR,25~.24 and the DirectOr h~ not issued ~ variance 
under A.R.S. § 49-763.01. . : . 

E. Op~ outdoor fires of dangerous material. A fire set'.for the disposal o:t: a dangerous material is allowed by the provisions of this 
Seation.. when the material is too dangerous to store and tran'spoit, ~d the DirectQr bas issued a pari¢t for the fire. );. permit issued 
uoder·this subseodon shall conwn all provisions in subsection (D)(3) f!Xcept for subsections (D)(3)(e).and (D)(3)(f). The Direotpr 
shall pemrlt fires for the disposal of dangerouS materials only when no safe alternative method of disposal exisfll, and b'llilling the 
materia1s does not result in the' emission of hazardous or toxic substances either direcfly or a,s a product of combustion in amOU!Its 
that will endanger healfu or safety'. · · : · · . 

F. Open outdoor fires of househo~d waste. An open outdoor ~ for the rpsposaJ of household waste is .allowed by provisions of tlrls 
· Secfiqn when permitted in wri~ by the Director ot a delegated authotity. A penn.it issued uqder .this sobsection shall ccmtain all 

pro'Visious· in subset:tio~ (D)(3) except for mbsectiim~ (D)(3Xe) and (D)(3)(f). ·The ~emrlttee shaJl condoot open outdpor fires 'of 
househ.9ld waste in an approved waste burner and shall eithet: · • · 
1. Bum household waste generated cin•site on farms ·or ranches of 40 acres or more where no household waste collt;Qtion or disposal 
· service is available•. or · · . · · · 
2. Bum"bouetlboJd.wasfe ge~erated on:-slte where DO household wasta collection and dispos!!l servjce is available and_ where the 

nearest other llvielling llllitis afleast 500 feet away. . . . . · · . 
G. Peanits issued by a delegated authority. The Ditector may delegate authority foF the ismance of open buming pennibl to a county, city, 

IOWD, air pollution control district, or fire disflict. A delegated authoritt.may not issue a Jl!mllit for i1s own open burning activity. The 
Di~ector sbalJ not delegate authQrity to issue.pertnits to bmn dangerous material under subsection (E). A ~ounty; city, town, air 
pollution control ·district, or fire district with delegated authOrity from the Director may assign tbat authority to on~ or more private . 

· fire p:rbfeoti~n stin?ce providers that perfbrm fire proteotion services w~thin the county, city, town, air pollution control district, or 
fire district A private fire protection provider shall not directly or indirectly CQndition the issuance of open ~~g permits on the 
applicant beiDg a customer. Permits issued under this silbseot;ion shall comply' with the reqUirements in subsection. (D)(3) and be in a 
foiiDat prescq'bed by the Director. Each delegated authority ehall: . · . 
1; M'airit.ain a copy of each pem!it issued for the previous five years-available for inspection by the DJrector, . . 
2. Ft~r each pemrlt currently isSl)ed, have a means of contacting the person authorlzed"by the pemrlt to set an open fire if an order to 

extinguish open buming is issued; and 
3. ~ually submit to tht: Director QY. May IS a record of pllily•bllpl activityf excluding household waste bum. permits, on a fonn 

provided by tlie Director for the previont calendar year oontaining:tha-infonnatioo required in subsections (D)(3)(ej and (D)(3) 
(f). . . . 

l;t, The Director. shall bold an annual public meeting for jnterested parties to rB\riew operations of ~e open outqoor fire proli;ram and 
discass emission reduction teclmiques. . · . ·. · . . . . 

J. No~g in this Section is intended to permit any practice that is a violation of any sl:at:ute, ordinance, n;!le;orregulati~ : 

. Historical Note 
.Adopted effective May 14, 1979 (Supp. 79·1). ADiended effective Octobc:r 2,1979 (Supp. 79-5). Correction, subsection (C) Il!pealed 

effective October 2, 1979, not shown (Supp. 80-1). Former.Section R9-3-602.t:enumbered witllout change as Section Rl8,.2-602 
{Supp. 87-3). ~ended effective September 26, 1990 (S1JPp, 90·3~. FoDDer Seclion RIS-2-602 .renumbered to RlB-2-802, new 
Sc;ctio1:1 Rl8-2·602tenumbered from RIB-2-401 effective Nov~ber 15. 1993, (Suw. 93-4). Amen'ded by final pllemaldng·at 10 

A.A.Il388, effeelive March 1~. 2004 (Supp. 04-1). · 

RlB-2-603. Repealed 

Historical Note _ 
Adopted effective May 14,'19'79 {Supp. 79-1). Fonner Section R9-B-603 renumbered ~ritbout change as Section RlS-2-603 (Suj>p: 

87-3). Amended effective Septeniber 26, 1990 (Supp. 90-3). Focper SeCtion Rl&-2-603 renumbexed toRI 8-2~803, n.ew Section 
RIS-'1--603 ren'umbered from RlB-2-403 effective November IS, 1993 (Supp. 93-4). Repealed effective October~. 1996 (Snpp. 

96-4). 

lU8-Z·604. Open Areas, Dry Washes, or Rl\'erbeds · · · · ·. · · · . · 
A. No pmon sbaU··oause, suffer, allow, or permit a bwlding or its appprtenances, or a b~ding or subdivision site, or a driveway, or a 

p!irldng, area, or a vacant lot or sales Jot, or an urban or suburban open area to be ccnsllucted, used, :illered, repaired, demolished, 
cleared; or ·leveled, or the earth to be moved or exca'l!ated, with1;1ut talciDg reasonable precBDtions to limit excessive ~ol1Il1s of 

· particuJate matter from. becoming airborne. Dust and other type.s of$ c.ontaminaflts sball·be kept to .a ~imum by good modem. 
. pracf$ces such '¥JUSing an app!ioVed dust ~sant or adhesive soil stabUizer, paving, co\'el'ing, landsc~ping, continuo~ wetting, 

detouring, baning access,. or other acceptable'means: . . • . . 
B, Na pt'd'SDD sliaU. ~use, suffer, allow, or permit.a vacant Jot, or an. urban or subur~an open area, to be driven over or used by· motor 
· vehicles, ~clcs, cars, cycles, .bike$, or b~ggies, or by mrlmals such as hortes, w.i~?ut taking re~n~l!} precautions to limit excessive 

amounts of·particulates from becoming airborne. Dust shall be. kept .to a m1llliDum by usmg an. approved dust mppressant, or 
adhesive soil· stabilb;er, or by paving, or by b8rring access to the propert)', or by other acceptable means. · · 

C. No person shalJ operate a motor vehicle for recreational pwposes in a dty wash, riverbed or open area in mch a vlay as to cause or 
. contriliute. to visible dust· emissicins wbich th!lll cross property Jines into a residential. :recreation~, institutional, edl.lcational, retail 
sales, hotel br business premises. For pwposes of this sub~ection "motor vehicles" shall incl?de, but not be limited to trUcks, cBIS, 
cycles, biltes, buggies and 3-wheelers. Any person who violates the provisiQns of this subsection shall be.subject to prosecution 
under ARS. ·§ 49-463. · .· . . . . 

• · · Historical Note · 
· .Adopted.e:ffective May 14, 1979 (SuPP· 79-1 ). Fonner Section R9-3·604 :ren~bered without change as Section R18-2'·604 (Supp. 

87l.3). Amended effective Sernember 26, 1990 (Supp. 90-3). Fonner Section Rt.S=-2-604 renumbered to Rl8-2-804, nev1 Section 
'R 1 R-?. (i04 rennmhered from Rl8·2·404 and amended effective November 15, 1993 (Supp. 93-4). 

·.· 
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Rl8-2-60S .. Roadways and Streets 
A. No person shall cause, suffer, allow or permit the use, repair, constrootion or reconstructiOll of a roadway-or alley without tak:illg 

reaso~ablo ptecautiona to prevent excessive amounts. of particulate matter from becoming attbome. ~ost anti other particulates sball 
be kep.tto a minimum by employing tempqmy paviDg, dust suppressants. wetting down, detouring·or by other reasonable m~ • 

B. No P.IIT&~ shall ~ans&s ~r, allow or permit transportation ofmateyials likely to give rlsa to airboma dust without taldng reasonable 
prtc~~ons, such es wetting, app)ying dust suppressmrts, or covering the laad, to prevent pSrtiaalate matter from becomiDg airborne. 

·. Earth or other material that is depotited by truclcing or earlh moving equipmont sball be 1emoved from'paved streals by tbe persoq 
responsibJe:for we~ deposits. · 

: . . Historlc:aJ Note . · . 
Adopted effective May 14. 1979 (Supp. 79-1). Former Seotfor;t R9-3-605 te~umbere~ witbout o~anga as Se~on Rl&-2-605 (Supp . 

. 87·3). Amended effective September .26; 1990 (Supp. 90-3). Fonner Section lUB-2-605 renumbered tp R18-2..g05, new Seotion 
R18·2~605 renumbered from Rl&-2-405 effective November 15, 1993 (Supp. ~3-4). · · 

lU8+606. Material Handling - ·· 
No person sba.J.I cause, suffer, allow or peratit crushiog, screening, handling, transp~uting or conve~g of materials or other op~rations 
likely tO ~tin significant amounts of airborne dust without taking reasonable precautions, suob as tbe use of spray bars, wetting agents, 
dust supprClSsants; covering the load, and hoods~ prevent excessive amo~ts ofpartioulate matter, from becoming aiiboma. • 

. . BlstoricaJ Note 
Section R18~2-606 renumbere.d from R18:2-406 effeothre Noveml!er ·JS, 1993 (Supp. 93-4). 

rug;.z.6'07. Storage .Plies . . 
A. No per~ou ~QD cause, suffer, allow, or penuit organio or inorganic dust produciog material to .be st;wked, piled, or otherwise stored 

without ~g' reasonable precautions-such as cbemical stabt1ization, wetting, ·or covering to prevllllt excessive amounts·ofpaiticulate 
matter from bet10ming airborne. · · . 

B. Stactpng and reclaiming machinery u'truzed c¢ stosge piles shall be operatf!d at aU times with a m~um M of ma.tedaJ and in such 
manDer, or Y{itl;l ~e use of spray bazs and wetting a.:"'8!1ts, as to prevent excessive amounts of particulate matter from becoming 
aixboma. . - . 

· · Htstmical Note . 
'S~ction RIS-2-607 renwibered from R18-2-407 effuctive November 15, 1993 (Supp. 9.3-4). . ·. . 

RJ.B.2..608.1\fiueraJ.Taillngs . 
No plll'son Bball cause, suffer, aDow, or permit construction ofmineral1ailing piles withOllt taking reasonable prc:cmtions to ,PI!l'/eut . 
excessive amounts of partiaulate matter fi:om becoming airbome. Reasonable precautions shall mean wetting, chemical sta'billzlltiou, . · 
rev~getalion or such other measures llli 8I8 approved bytheDirpetor. . . · . . 

. . Historital Note· . . 
SectionR.lB~-608 tenumbl!!ied from RI8·2-408, new Section RIS-2-408 adoptel:J effeotiveNovmnber 15, 1993 (Supp. ~3-4). . . . 

Rllf.-Z...609 • .Agricultural Practices . 
A person s'hall not cause, suffer, allow, or permit th!l pfltf.Oilllalice of agriC!U!tuJ'al pmalioes. outside tbo Phoenix and Yuma p~g areas, 
~ defined in 40 CPR 81.303, which is incorpOiclted by reference in RlB-2.-210,· mcluding tilling .of land and dpplioatlon of fertilizers 
without taJ?ng reaaonabl? precautions to prevent excessive amounts of particulate matter from bepoming airborne. 

. · · Historical Note . 
Section RlB-2-609 renumbered from Rl 8-2-409 effective November 15, 1993 (Supp. 93-4). Amended by pnal rolemaking ~t 6 

A.A.R. 20091 effective MB¥ 12. 2000 {Supp. OD-2). Amended by; final rulemakillg at 11 A:A.R. 2210, effective July 18, 2005 
. .. (Supp; 05-2.). 

R1S..Z...610. Deftnltfon5 for Rls-1:611 
The deiinitioDS in Article 1 of tb.fs Chapter and tb~ following definitions apply to Rl8•2-611: 

1. ".Access restrictioo" means restricting or eliminating public access to noncropland with si~s or phYsical.obstrnction. 
2. "Aggregate cover" means BJaveJ. concrete, re~cled road base, caliche, or other similar material applied to nnncropland. 

·. 

3. If ~oial wind bairierV means a physlcalllillrler fO the wind, ' • • , , 
4. "!Jest·mm,ge'lllcnt praotic~ means a 'technique vetified by &Cientifio research, that OD, a case-py•case basis is practical, 

Ele0091DicaD)'{e&.Sl'ble. and effecti~ in reducing PM'10 emissions ftom a regulated agrlcultural acth~. · 
5, "Chemical irrigation" means applying a fertilizer, pesticide, or otber agrioultoxal cbetnical to cropland through an iuigatian 

$fom. . . . ' . .· . . . 
6. "Combinin'g lra.ctor o,Parations" ~ pe,dhrming two or more tillage, cultivatioo, planting, or haxvesting operations witb a single 

tmctor or h~pass. · · . _ : · · · 
7. "Commercial fium" memis 10 or more contiguous .acres oflandused forf!griculturalpurpo!leS within the boundary of the Maricopa 

PM 10 nonattainment area. . . 
8. •comi:nercial farmer" means 'an individoal, entity, or joint operation in gene:ral.oontrol of a commercial fan:n. 
9. "Committee" means the Governor's Agricbltural Best Management Practice;s Co~ftfee. _ 
I 0. "Cover crop" means plants or a green manure crop grown for' seasonal soil prote.ction or soil improvement· 
11. "Critical area planting" means. using trees,' shrubs,"-'1irtes, pses, or other vegetative cover on noncropland. 
12. "Cropland" means land oli a commercial farm .that: 

a. Is within .the time-frame of finBI harvest to pllint emergence; . . 
b. FJas.been tiDed In a prior year and is suitab1e for crop production, but is tnnTently fallow; or 
c. tc; a tum-row. . · · · . · 
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ARTICLE 8. EMISSIONS FROM MOBILE SOURCES (NEW AND EXISTING)· 

Rl8·2·80L Classification of Mobile Sources · 
A. This Article is applicable to mobile sour<;es which ~ither move wbUe emitting air c'ontamfuants or are frequently Dloved during the 

course of ~eir uli!ization but are not classified as motor vehicles, agricultural vehicles, or agricultural equipment used in nonnal 
farm operations. . 

B. Unles~ otherwise specified, no mobile source shall emit smoke· or dust the opacity ofwhiah exceeds 40%. 

Historical Note . 
Adopted effl~ctive February 26, 1988 (Supp. 88-1 ). Amended effecti\!e September 26, 1990 (Supp: 90·3). Ameoded effective 

february 3, 1993 (Supp. 93-1). Fomter Section, Rl8-Z-801 renumbered to Section Rl8-2-901, new Section Rl8·2·801 
renumbered froi;D R18·2·6~1 effective November 15, 199~ (Stipp. 93-4). 

RIS-2-80.2. Off-road ~achiDery : · . · . · 
l·- No person sbaJI cause, allow or permit to be e~tterl iDto the atmosphere from any off-road macbinety, smoke for any period greatar 

. than 10 consecutive seconds, the ~city of wllicb exceeds 40%. Visible emissions when starting cold equipment shall be exempt 
from this requirement for the first 10 mmutes. . 

B. Off-road maohinecy shall'iDclude trucks, "graders, scrapers, rollers, locomotives and other construction and mining machinery not 
normally driven on 11' completed public roadway. · . · · 

· HJsttirical Note 
Adopted effective February 261 1988 (SUpp. 88·1). Amended effective September 26, 1990 (Supp. 90-3). Former Section Rl8-2·802 

renumbered to Section Rl8'-2~902, pew Sellfion RIS-2-802 renumbered from RlS-2-602 effec~veNovember 15, 1993 (Supp. 
. 93-4). 

RlB-2·803; Heater-planer Units . 
No pllr-son s}Jall.cause, apow or permit to tie emitted into the atmosphere from any heater~plaoer operated for the pmpose ofreconslruc#ng 
asphalt pavements smoke. the opacity of which exceeds 20%. However three minutes' upset time in any one "hour shall not constitute a 
viol~ on of this Section. -, 

Historical Note 
Adopted eff'eonve February 26, 1988 (Supp. 88-1). Ainended effective September 26, 1·990 (Supp. 9<}-<3). FoiJJler Section Rl8·2·893 

renumbered to Section R1S..2-903, new S~on RlB-~-803 renumbered from Rl8·2-~03 effective' November 15, 1993 (Supp. 
93-4). 

R18-2-804. Roadway and Site.CJeauing JVT.achiuery · . 
A. No person sball cause, allow or permit to be emitted into the lrtmosphere from any roadway and site cleaning machinery smoke or dust 

for any p6rlod greater· than 10 consecutive seconds, the opacity of which. exceeds 40%. Visible emissions when sfartiJ!g cold 
equipm'ent shall be exempt from this r~irement for the first 10 minutes. · , . 

B. In addition to complying ·with wbseclion (A), no person sball'cause, allow or t>emrlt tbe cleaning of any site; roadway, or alley without 
taking reasonable precautions to prevent particula!e matter from becoming airborne. Reasonable precautions may iDclude epplyin~r 
dust suppresSllllts. Earth or: other material shall be removed from paved stre.ets onto which earth or other material has beea. 
transported by trucking or earth moving equipment, erosion by wate:r or by other means. · 

· . Bistoricid Note 
. Adopted effectiveFebruazy 26, 19gg (Supp. 88-1). Amended eff'ective September 26, 1990 (Supp. 90-3). Ameoded.effectlve 

~ebruary 3,, 1993 (Supp. 93·1). Former Section RlB-2·804 renumbere~ to S~lion R18·2·904, new Section RlB-2·804 
· renumbered from R.lS-2..004 e~ective November 15, 1993 (Supp. 93-4) . 

. RlB-2·805. Asphalt or Tar Kettles . ' · · . 
A. No pexson shall cause, allow or peonit to be !mrltted into the atmosphere from BllY asphalt or tar kettle smoke for any period greater 

• than 10 consecutive seconds, 'the opacity ofwhiob exceeds 40%. · . · · . · . 
B. In addition to complying with subsection (A), no person shall cause, allow or. permit the operation of an asphalt or tar kettle without 

minimizing air contaminant emissibns by utilizing all of the following control measures: · · 
1. The control ot'temperatur~ recommended by the asphalt or tarmanufa!=bner; 
2. The operation ofth~ kettle with' lid -closed except when charging; 
3. The pumpiDg of asphalt fro~ the kettle or the dra~g of asphalt through coelcs with oo .. dipping; 
4. The dipping of tar in im approved manner; · · 
5. The maintaining of the kettle ,in cleaD, properly adjusted, and good operatiDg condition; 
6. The fixjng of the kettle with liquid petroleum gas or other fuels acceptable to the Director. 

Historical Note 
Adopted effective February 26, 1988 (Supp. 88-1 ): Amended effective September 26. 1990 (Supp. 90·3). Former Secitio.n RIB-2-805 

renumbered to Section RI8-2-905 new Section Rl8-2-805 renumbered from RlS-2·605 .effective November 15, 1993 (Supp. 
' . . 93-4). 



January 27, 2012 

Dear Mr. Barker, 

~ 
MARANA 
~/'' 

TOWN OF MARANA 
COMMUNITY DEVElOPMENT 

Thank you for your notification of public comment for the Capital Improvement Project (CIP) for 
Davis Monthan Air Force Base. Upon review, the Town of Marana and the Community 
Development office has no comments on the 2012-2014 Capital Improvements Program Draft 
Environmental Assessment. 

TVanHook 

Community Development Director 
Town of Marana 
11555 West Civic Center Drive 
Marana, AZ 85653-7006 

11555 W.CIVIC CENTER DRIVE • MARANA, ARIZONA 85653-7006 • PH: (520) 382-1900 • FAX: (520) 382-1902 • nY:382-3499 



PIMA COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Ursula Kramer, P.E. 
D irector 

February 8, 2012 

North State Resources 
Attn: Ms. Leslie Perry 
1321 201

h Street 
Sacramento, CA 95833 

Dear Ms. Perry, 

33 N: Stone Avenue, Suite 700 
Tucson, Arizona 85701-1429 

www.deq.pima.gov 
(520) 243-7400 

FAX (520) 838-7432 

In response to your letter received January 20, 2012, requesting the identification qf any issues or 
concerns regarding the proposed three-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for Davis­
Monthan Air Force Base (AFB) located in Tucson, Arizona, the Pima County Department of 
Environmental Quality (PDEQ) is providing the following information. 

F ugitive Dust Activity Permits 

Title 17 of the Pima County Code, Section l 7.12.470.A states in part, "No person shall conduct, 
cause, suffer, allow land stripping, earthmoving, blasting, trenching or road construction 
without first obtaining an activity permit from the Control Officer." Section 17.12.470.B states 
that a single activity permit is required for land stripping and/or earthmoving activities totaling 
more than one acre in size, trenching activities totaling more than 300 feet in length, and road 
construction activities totaling more than 50 feet in length. Details on obtaining a fugitive dust 
activity permit may be found at the PDEQ website: 
http://www.deq.pima.gov/air/FugitiveDustProgram.htm 

Storm Water Permits for Construction Sites 

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) regulates storm water discharges 
from construction sites, including clearing, grading and excavation activities. Construction 
activities may include road building, construction of residential houses, office buildings, or 
industrial buildings, and demolition activity. If a construction activity is undertaken at an 
industrial facility that already holds an industrial storm water permit, also known as a Multi­
Sector General Permit (MSGP 2010), a separate permit must be obtained for the construction 
activity. 



The ADEQ Storm water Construction General Permit requires the submittal of a Notice of Intent 
(NO I) at least two days before the start of construction. The construction site operator must also 
prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to submitting the NOI, and 
implement it before construction activities begin. After completion of a construction project, site 
operator(s) must submit a Notice of Termination (NOT) to ADEQ. The NOT certifies that 
specific activities in the SWPPP have ended and that one of the following conditions is true: 

• Final stabi lization is complete and the temporary erosion and sediment controls have 
been removed. 

• All discharges from the construction area have been eliminated. 
• The operator has changed, and the new operator is responsible for compliance. The new 

operator is responsible for submitting an NOI if activities continue. 

The ADEQ website provides more information on the new Construction General Permit: 
http://www.azdeq.gov/environ/water/permi~s/cgp.html 

Asbestos NESHAP Regulations 

40 CF~ Part 61 -National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, Subpart M- National 
Emission Standard for Asbestos§ 61.145(a) requires that the owner or operator thoroughly inspect 
a facility for the presence of asbestos prior to renovation or demolition activity. Furthermore, a 
NESHAP activity permit may be required from PDEQ and further standards may apply based on 
the findings of the asbestos inspection. Additional information about the asbestos NESHAP 
regulations may be found at the PDEQ website: 
http://www .deq. pima. gov /air/asbestos/ AsbestosProe-ram.htm 

I hope that this infotmation is helpful as you move forward with this project. Please call our 
department at (520) 243-7400 if you have any questions regarding this correspondence. 

Sincerely, 

{L~ 
Anna Martin 
Air CompJ iance Inspector 

cc: PDEQ Air Agency Response Letters- DMAFB 



Leslie Perrx 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Wendy S. LeStarge [LeStarge.Wendy@azdeq.gov] 
Monday, February 13, 2012 9:17AM 
Leslie Wagner 
Linda C. Taunt 
Draft Environmental Assessment for Capital Improvements Program at Davis-Monthan Air 
Force Base 

On behalf of Linda Taunt, Deputy Division Director of the Water Quality Division, Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Enviromnental Assessment for the 2012-2014 Capital 
Improvements Program at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base. The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, 
Water Quality Division (ADEQ) appreciates the opportunity to assist in the review. After reviewing the Draft 
Environmental Assessment, ADEQ does not see any impact related to water quality that was not addressed. 

If you need futther infotmation, please contact Wendy LeStarge of my staff at 602.771.4836 or via e-mail at 
wll@azdeq.gov, or myself at 602.771.4416 or via e-mail at lc1@azdeq.gov. 

Wendy LeStarge 
Environmental Rules Specialist 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
Water Quality Division 
(602) 771-4836 

NOTICE: This e-mail (and any attachments) may contain PRIVILEGED OR CONFIDENTIAL information and is intended only for the use of the 
specific individual(s) to whom it is addressed. I t may contain information that is privileged and confidential under state and federal law. This 
information may be used or disclosed only in accordance with law, and you may be subject to penalt ies under law for improper use or further 
disclosure of the information in this e-mail and its attachments. I f you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify the person 
named above by reply e-mail, and then delete the original e-mail. Thank you. 

1 



I t ·b_ DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
f' yJ . 355TH CIVIL ENGINEER SQUADRON (ACC) 

/"'' OAVIS-MONTHAN AIR FORCE BASE, ARIZONA 

James B. Barker, P.E. 
Deputy Base Civil Engineer 
379! South 3rd Street 
Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ 85707-3012 

James Garrison 
SHPO 
1300 W. Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Dear Mr. Garrison 

JAN 2 0 2012 
11!-1 
rr 

The United States Air Force (Air Force) has prepared a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) that 
evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with implementing its three-year Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) for Davis-Monthan Air Force Base (AFB), Arizona (AZ). The 
environmental analysis for the Proposed Action and No Action alternative is being conducted in 
accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines pursuant to the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). 

The Proposed Action consists of nine representative construction, renovation, and demolition projects 
deemed necessary to fully support the Davis-Monthan AFB mission in FY12- l4. The nine projects 
evaluated in the EA include a new dormitory; new dining facility, including demolition of the existing 
facility; new chilled water distribution lines and thermal storage; upgrades to the Airman Leadership 
School; a T-10 hush house; a new headquarters facility for the 214tb Reconnaissance Group; demolition 
of the former holding area munitions storage yard; dormitory upgrades; and paving of roads and parking 
areas. In addition to the Proposed Action, the No Action alternative has been analyzed in the EA. 

This letter has been sent to you in accordance with the public comment process required by the 
Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA and for the purpose of interagency 
and intergovernmental coordination and notification for environmental planning. The Air Force invites 
you to review the attached copy of the Draft EA and provide any comments and concerns you may have 
regarding this Proposed Action. 

If you have any specific items of interest about the EA, we would like to hear from you by February 
21, 20 12. Please forward your written comments to our environmental consultant, Ms. Leslie Perry, North 
State Resources, 1321 201

b Street, Sacramento, California, 95833. Thank you for your assistance. 

rA • Jl'mW·~t C'1CS not 
11utc' consultation und.;;r Sect101 

nf the National Hist Preservatior 
Ar.~ Provisions at 36 CFR Part 800 8 
mu.;t. be tollowed in order to· this 
OffiCf' o accept Nt:Pt\ doct.n1erta 'Ofl 

PS vl Cl'Aita chgfun•t:( '" ~• 1f"\rP -( 'i 1 1 

I. Draft Environmental Assessment for 20 I 2-14 Capital Improvements Program (CIP) Davis-Monthan AFB, 

Mi_cson Arizona rtf~ 

~IX_ /If: ;;~ P~wer fo'cArnedco 

~£.~. ~ ·~ d./Nlt.J-
1/JY AZS HfOo 



THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT 
5000 W. CAREFREE HIGHWAY 

PHOENIX, AZ 85086-5000 

(602} 942-3000 • WWW.AZGFD.GOV 

GOVERNOR 
JANICE K. BREWJ!R 

COMMISSIONERS 
CHAIRMAN, ROBERT R. WOOOHOUSE, ROLL 
NORJ>IAN W. FREE14AN. CHINO VALLEY 
JACK F. HUSTED. SPRINCERVILLE 
J.W. HARRIS. TUCSON 
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February 21, 2012 

Ms. Leslie Perry 
North State Resources 
1321 20Lh Street 
Sacramento, CA 95833 

Dear Ms. Perry: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Environmental Assessment for 2012-1 4 Capital 
Improvements Program (CIP) for Davis-Monthcm Air Force Base, Tucson, Arizona. We 
appreciate your taking into consideration appropriate pre-construction surveys for sensitive 
species, and your acknowledgement of possible disturbance to western burrowing owls and other 
potentially occuning species identified through the Heritage Data Management System (HDMS). 
Information presented in the EA appears to adequately address potential impacts to sensitive 
biological resources and avoidance measures to minimize such impacts. We have no concerns 
regarding this project upon. our review of the EA. 

Please address any future project review requests to: 

Arizona Game and Fish Depat1ment 
Region V Habitat Program 
555 N. Greasewood Road 
Tucson, Arizona 85745 

Respectfully, 

\ 

or 

-~ 
KJ·'stin Terpening, Region J!,..+l1ib'fiat Specialist 

/ 

Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Project Evaluation Program 
5000 W. Carefree Highway 
Phoenix, AZ 85086-5000 

( _ .. 
Ms. Laura Canaca, Project Evaluation Program Manager 
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Pima County 
COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS DESCRIPTION COUNTY ELEVATION HABITAT COMMENTS 

California Least Sterna antil/arum Endangered Smallest of the North Maricopa, < 2,000 It Open , bare or sparsely Breeding occasionally documented in 
Tem browni American terns. Body length Mohave, Pima vegetated sand, Arizona; migrants may occur more 

is 21-24 em (8-9 inches) with sandbars, gravel pits, or frequently. Feeds primarily on fish in 
a wingspan of 45-51 em (18- exposed flats along shallow waters and secondarily on 
20 inches). Has black crown shorelines of inland rivers, invertebrates. Nests in a simple scrape 
and lora! stripe on head, lakes, reservoirs, or on sandy or gravelly soil. 
snowy white forehead and drainage systems. 
underside, and gray 
upperparts. Outer two 
primaries black, yellow or 
orange bill with black tip, and 
orange legs. Males have a 
wider dark !oral stripe but 
sexes mostly distinguished 
by behavior. 

Chiricahua leopard Lithobates Threatened Cream colored tubercles Apache, Cochise, 3,300-8,900 It Streams, rivers, Requires permanent or nearly permanent 
frog chiricahuensis (spots) on a dark Coconino, Gila, backwaters, ponds, and water sources. On March 15, 2011 , 

background on the rear of Graham, stock tanks that are critical habitat was proposed in Apache, 
the thigh, dorsolateral folds Greenlee, Navajo, mostly free from Cochise, Gila, Graham, Greenlee, Pima, 
that are interrupted and Pima, Santa introduced fish, crayfish, Santa Cruz, and Yavapai counties in 
deflected medially, and a call Cruz, Yavapai and bullfrogs. Arizona; and Catron , Hidalgo, Grant, 
given out of water distinguish Sierra, and Socorro counties in New 
this spotted frog from other Mexico (76 FR 14125). 
leopard frogs. 

Desert pu pfish Cyprinodon Endangered Small (2 inches) smoothly Cochise, < 4,000 It Shallow springs, small Two subspecies are recognized: Desert 
macularius rounded body shape with Graham , streams, and marshes. Pupfish (C.m. macularis) and 

narrow vertical bars on the Maricopa, Pima, Tolerates saline and warm Ouitobaquito Pupfish (C.m . eremus) . 
sides. Breeding males blue Pinal, Santa water. Critical habitat includes Ouitobaquito 
on head and sides with Cruz, Yavapai Springs, Pima County, portions of San 
yellow on tail. Females and Felipe Creek, Carrizo Wash, and Fish 
juveniles tan to olive colored Creek Wash, Imperial County, California. 
back and silvery sides. 

Gila chub Gila intermedia Endangered Deep compressed body, flat Cochise, Gila, 2,000-5,500 ft Pools, springs, cienegas, Occurs on Federal, State, and private 
head. Dark olive-gray color Graham, and streams. lands, including the Nature Conservancy 
above, silver sides. Greenlee, Pima, and the Audubon Society. Also occurs in 
Endemic to Gila River Basin . Pinal, Santa Sonora, Mexico. Critical habitat includes 

Cruz, Yavapai Cochise, Gila, Graham, Greenlee, Pima, 
Pinal, Santa Cruz, and Yavapai counties 
(70 FA 66664). 
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COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS DESCRIPTION COUNTY ELEVATION HABITAT COMMENTS 

Gila topminnow Poeci/iopsis Endangered Small (2 inches), guppy-like, Cochise, Gila, < 4,500 ft Small streams, springs, Species historically also occurred in 
occidentalis live bearing, lacks dark spots Graham, and cienegas vegetated backwaters of large rivers but is currently 
occidentalis on its fins. Breeding males Maricopa, Pima, shallows. isolated to small streams and springs. 

are jet black with yellow fins. Santa Cruz, 
Yavapai 

Huachuca water Lilaeopsis Endangered Herbaceous, semi-aquatic Cochise, Pima, 3,500-6,500 It Cienegas, perennial low Species also occurs in adjacent Sonora, 
umbel schaffneriana ssp. perennial in the parsley Santa Cruz gradient streams, Mexico, west of the continental divide. 

recuNa family (Umbelliferae) with wetlands. Critical habitat includes Cochise and 
slender erect, hollow, leaves Santa Cruz counties (64 FR 37441). 
that grow from the nodes of 
creeping rhizomes. Flower: 
3 to 10 flowered umbels 
arise from root nodes. 

Jaguar Panthera ones Endangered Largest species of cat native Cochise, Pima, 1,600-9,000 It Found in Sonoran Also occurs in New Mexico. A jaguar 
to Southwest. Muscular, Santa Cruz desertscrub up through recovery team was formed in 2010 and is 
with relatively short, massive subalpine conifer forest. currently developing a recovery plan for 
limbs, and a deep-chested the species. 
body. Usually cinnamon-
buff in color with many black 
spots. Weights ranges from 
90-300 lbs. 

Kearney's blue star Arnsonia Endangered A herbaceous perennial Pima 3,600-3,800 ft West-facing drainages in Plants grow in stable, partially shaded, 
kearney ana about 2 feet tall in the the Baboquivari coarse alluvium along a dry wash in the 

dogbane family Mountains. Baboquivari Mountains. Range is 
(Apocynaceae). Thickened extremely limited. Protected by Arizona 
woody root and many Native Plant Law. 
pubescent (hairy) stems that 
rarely branch. Flowers: 
white terminal inflorescence 
in April and May. 

Lesser long-nosed Leptonycteris Endangered Elongated muzzle, small leaf Cochise, Gila, 1,600-11 ,500 ft Desert scrub habitat with Day roosts in caves and abandoned 
bat curasoae nose, and long tongue. Graham , agave and columnar cacti tunnels. Forages at night on nectar, 

yerbabuenae Yellowish brown or gray Greenlee, present as food plants. pollen, and fruit of paniculate agaves and 
above and cinnamon brown Maricopa, Pima, columnar cacti. This species is migratory 
below. Tail minute and Pinal, Santa and is present in Arizona usually from 
appears to be lacking. Cruz, Yuma April to September and south of the 
Easily disturbed. border the remainder of the year. 
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COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS DESCRIPTION COUNTY ELEVATION HABITAT COMMENTS 

Masked bobwhite Co/inus virginianus Endangered Males have a brick-red Pima 1,000-4,000 ft Desert grasslands with Species is closely associated with Prairie 
ridgewayi breast and black head and diversity of dense native acacia (Acacia angustissima). Formerly 

throat. Females are grasses, forbs, and brush. occurred in Altar and Santa Cruz valleys, 
generally nondescript but as well as Sonora, Mexico. Presently 
resemble other races such only known from reintroduced 
as the Texas bobwhite. populations on Buenos Aires NWR. 

Mexican spotted owl Strix occidentalis Threatened Medium sized with dark eyes Apache, Cochise, 4, 100·9,000 It Nests in canyons and Generally nest in older forests of mixed 
Iucida and no ear tufts. Brownish Coconino, Gila, dense forests with multi· conifer or ponderosa pine/gambel oak 

and heavily spotted with Graham, layered foliage structure. type, in canyons, and use variety of 
white or beige. Greenlee, habitats for foraging. Sites with cool 

Maricopa, microclimates appear to be of importance 
Mohave, Navajo, or are preferred. Critical habitat was 
Pima, Pinal, finalized on August 31 , 2004 (69 FR 
Santa Cruz, 53182) in Arizona in Apache, Cochise, 
Yavapai Coconino, Gila, Graham, Greenlee, 

Maricopa, Navajo, Pima, Pinal, Santa 
Cruz, and Yavapai counties. 

Nichol Turk's head Echinocactus Endangered Blue-green to yellowish· Pima, Pinal 2,400-4,100 ft Sonoran desertscrub. Found in unshaded microsites in Sonoran 
cactus horizonthalonius green , columnar, 18 inches desertscrub on dissected alluvial fans at 

var. nicholii tall, 8 inches in diameter. the foot of limestone mountains and on 
Spine clusters have 5 radial inclined terraces and saddles on 
and 3 central spines; one limestone mountain sides. 
curves downward and is 
short; 2 spines curve upward 
and are red or pale gray. 
Flowers: pink; fruit: woolly 
white. 

Ocelot Leopardus pardalis Endangered Medium-sized spotted cat Cochise ,Gila, < 8,000 It Desert scrub in Arizona. Little is known about ocelot habitat use in 
that is yellowish with black Graham, Pima, Humid tropical and sub· Arizona; hov.oever, ocelots are typically 
streaks and stripes running Pinal, Santa Cruz tropical forests, and associated with areas of dense cover. 
from front to back. Tail is savannahs in areas south Four confirmed reports of ocelots have 
spotted and about 1/2 the of the U.S. been received from Gila (one) and 
length of head and body. Cochise (three) counties since 2009. 
Face is less heavily streaked Based on photographic evidence, t'Ml of 
than the back and sides. the reports from Cochise County were 

most likely of the same ocelot. 
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Pima pineapple 
cactus 

Coryphantha 
scheeri var. 
robustispina 

Endangered Hemispherical stems 4-7 
inches tall 3-4 inches 
diameter. Central spine 1 
inch long straw colored 
hooked surrounded by 6-15 
radial spines. Flower: 
yellow, salmon , or rarely 
white narrow floral tube. 

Pima, Santa Cruz 2,300-5,000 ft Sonoran desertscrub or 

Sonoran pronghorn Antilocapra 
americana 
sonoriensis 

Southwestern Empidonax traillii 
willow flycatcher extimus 

Acuna cactus Echinomastus 
erectocentrus var. 
acunensis 

Monday, August 22, 2011 

Endangered Upperparts tan; underparts, 
rump, and two bands across 
the neck are white. Male has 
two black cheek pouches. 
Hoofed with slightly curved 
black horns having a single 
prong . Smallest and palest 
of the pronghorn subspecies. 

Endangered Small passerine {about 6 
inches) grayish-green back 
and wings, whitish throat, 
light olive-gray breast and 
pale yellowish belly. Two 
wingbars visible. Eye-ring 
faint or absent. 

Maricopa, Pima, 
Yuma 

Apache, Cochise, 
Coconino, Gila, 
Graham, 
Greenlee, La Paz, 
Maricopa, 
Mohave, Navajo, 
Pima, Pinal, 
Santa Cruz, 
Yavapai, Yuma 

Candidate Less than 12 inches tall; Pima, Pinal 
spine clusters bome on 
tubercles, each with a 
groove on the upper 
surface. 2-3 central spines 
and 12 radial spines. Radial 
spines are dirty white with 
maroon tips. Flowers pink to 
purple. 

Pima County 

semi-desert grassland 
commun~ies . 

2,000-4,000 ft Broad intermountain 
alluvial valleys with 
creosote-bursage and 
palo verde-mixed cacti 
associations. 

< 8,500 ft Cottonwood/willow and 
tamarisk vegetation 
commun~ies along rivers 
and streams. 

1,300-2,000 It Well drained knolls and 
gravel ridges in Sonoran 
desertscrub. 

COMMENTS 

Occurs in alluvial valleys or on hillsides in 
rocky to sandy or silty soils. This species 
can be confused w~h juvenile barrel 
cactus (Ferocactus). However, the 
spines of the later are flattened, in 
contrast with the round cross-section of 
the Coryphanta spines. About 80-90% of 
individuals occur on state or private land. 

Typically, bajadas are used as fawning 
areas and sandy dune areas provide food 
seasonally. Cacti (jumping cholla) 
appears to make up substantial part of 
diet. This subspecies also occurs in 
Mexico. 

Riparian-obligate bird that occupies 
migratory/breeding habitat from late April­
Sept. Cr~ical haMal was finalized on 
October 19, 2005 in Apache, Cochise, 
Gila, Graham, Greenlee, Maricopa, 
Mohave, Pima, Pinal, and Yavapai 
counties (70 FR 60886) . Revised critical 
hab~at was proposed August 15, 2011 
{76 FR 50542) and includes river 
segments in counties currently 
designated plus those in La Paz, Santa 
Cruz, and Yuma counties. The 2005 
critical habitat designation remains in 
effect until the current proposal is 
finalized. Training seminar/perm~s 
required for those conducting call 
playback surveys. 

Immature plants distinctly different from 
mature plants. lmmatures are disc­
shaped or spherical and have no central 
spines until they are about 1.5 inches. 
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Desert tortoise, Gopherus agassizii Candidate Large herbivorous reptile Cochise, Gila, < 7,800 ft Primarily rocky (often Desert tortoises that occur east and 
Sonoran population with domed shell and round Graham, La Paz, steep) hillsides and south of the Colorado River in Arizona 

stumpy hind legs. The Maricopa, bajadas of Mohave and are referred to as the Sonoran 
carapace is a dull brown or Mohave, Pima, Sonoran desertscub but population. Individuals are found 
grey color and the plastron is Pinal, Santa may encroach into desert throughout their historic range; but 
unhinged, often pale yellow Cruz, Yavapai, grassland, juniper populations are becoming increasingly 
in coloration. Sonoran desert Yuma woodland, interior fragmented due to threats to their habitat 
tortoises generally have a chaparral habitats, and in valley bottoms, which are used for 
flatter carapace than even pine communities. dispersal and exchange of genetic 
tortoises in the Mohave Washes and valley material. 
population . Active in spring bottoms may be used in 
and during the monsoon; dispersal. 
dormant in winter and mid-
summer months. 

Northern Mexican Thamnophis eques Candidate Background color ranges Apache, Cochise, 130-8,500 ft Cienegas, stock tanks, Core population areas in the U.S. include 
Gartersnake megalops from olive, olive-brown, to Coconino, Gila, large-river riparian mid/upper Verde River drainage, 

olive-gray. Body has three Graham , Navajo, woodlands and forests, mid/lower Tonto Creek, and the San 
yellow or light colored stripes Pima, Pinal, streamside gallery forests. Rafael Valley and surrounding area. 
running down the length of Santa Cruz, Status on tribal lands unknown. 
the body, darker towards tail. Yavapai Distributed south into Mexico along the 
Species distinguished from Sierra Madre Occidental and Mexican 
other native gartersnakes by Plateau. Strongly associated with the 
the lateral stripes reaching presence of a native prey base including 
the 3rd and 4th scale rows. leopard frogs and native fish. 
Paired black spots extend 
along dorsolateral fields. 

Rosemont talussnail Sonorella Candidate Terrestrial snail with shell Pima - 5,500 It Inhabits talus slopes The species is vulnerable to any 
rosemontensis height of 0.5 inches, comprised of volcanic disturbance that would remove talus, 

diameter of 0.85 inches, and rock and limestone. increase interstitial sedimentation, or 
has about 4.5 whorls. The change moisture conditions. The entire 
shell is polished, moderately range of the species is located on lands 
solid, pale brown, fading designated for the purpose of hard rock 
around the umbilicus (belly mining . 
button), with a light-bordered 
chestnut brown band. 
Positive identification of the 
species depends on 
examination of soft body 
parts. 
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COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Sonoyta mud turtle Kinosternon 
sonoriense 
longifemora/e 

Tucson shovel- Chionactis 
nosed snake occipitalis k/auberi 

Monday, August 22, 2011 

STATUS 

Candidate 

Candidate 

DESCRIPTION 

Aquatic; dark, medium­
sized; shell up to 7 inches 
long; head, neck, and limbs 
mottled; carapace is olive 
brown to dark brown; 
plastron hinged; long barbels 
on chin, webbed feet. 

Small snake {10-17 inches 
total length) in the family 
Colubridae, with a shovel­
shaped snout and an inset 
lower jaw. Overall coloring 
mimics coral snakes, with 
pale yellow to cream-colored 
body, 21 or more black or 
brown saddle-like bands 
across the back, and orange­
red saddle-like bands in 
between. The subspecies is 
distinguished from the other 
subspecies in that these 
secondary orange-red 
crossbands are suffused 
with dark pigment, making 
them appear brown or partly 
black, and the black and red 
crossbands do not encircle 
the entire body. 

COUNTY 

Pima 

Maricopa, Pima, 
Pinal 

Pima County 

ELEVATION 

1,100 ft 

785-1,662 ft 

HABITAT 

Ponds and streams. 

Sonoran Desertscrub; 
associated with soft, 
sandy soils having sparse 
gravel. 

COMMENTS 

Found only in Quitobaquito Springs in 
Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument, 
Arizona. Species also occurs in Rio 
Sonoyta, Sonora, Mexico. 

Found in creosote-mesquite floodplain 
environments, finds refuge under desert 
shrubs,active during crepuscular {dawn 
and dusk) and daylight hours. 
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Yellow-billed cuckoo Coccyzus 
american us 

Gooddings onion 

San Xavier 
talussnail 

Allium gooddingii 

Sonorella eremita 

Monday, August 22, 2011 

Candidate Medium-sized bird wijh a 
slender, long-tailed profile, 
slightly down-curved bill that 
is blue-black wijh yellow on 
the lower half. Plumage is 
grayish-brown above and 
white below, wijh rufous 
primary flight feathers. 

Conservation 
Agreement 

Conservation 
Agreement 

Herbaceous perennial plant; 
broad, flat, rather blunt 
leaves; flowering stalk 14-18 
inches tall , flattened, and 
narrowly winged toward 
apex; fruij is broader than 
long; seeds are short and 
thick. 

Land snail, less than one 
inch in diameter (about . 75 
inches) ; round shell with 4.5 
whorls; whije to pinkish tint 
and chestnut"brown shoulder 
band. 

Apache, Cochise, 
Coconino, Gila, 
Graham, 
Greenlee, La Paz, 
Maricopa, 
Mohave, Navajo, 
Pima, Pinal, 
Santa Cruz, 
Yavapai, Yuma 

Apache, 
Greenlee, Pima 

Pima 

Pima County 

ELEVATION 

< 6,500 It 

HABITAT 

Large blocks of riparian 
woodlands (cottonwood, 
willow, or tamarisk 
galleries). 

7,500-11 ,250 It Shaded s~es on north­
trending drainages, on 
slopes, or in narrow 
canyons, wijhin mixed 
conifer and spruce fir 
forests. 

COMMENTS 

Neotropical migrant that winters primarily 
in South America and breeds primarily in 
the U.S. (but also in southern Canada 
and northern Mexico). As a migrant ij is 
rarely detected; can occur outside of 
riparian areas. Cuckoos are found 
nesting statewide, mostly below 5,000 
feet in central , western, and southeastern 
Arizona. Concern for cuckoos are 
primarily focused upon alterations to its 
nesting and foraging habitat Nesting 
cuckoos are associated with relatively 
dense, wooded, streamside riparian 
hab~at, with varying combinations of 
Fremont cottonwood, willow, velvet ash, 
Arizona walnut, mesquite, and tamarisk. 
Some cuckoos have also been detected 
nesting in velvet mesquite, netleaf 
hackberry, Arizona sycamore, Arizona 
alder, and some exotic neighborhood 
shade trees. 

Known from the White, Santa Catalina, 
and Chuska Mountains. Also found in 
New Mexico on the Lincoln and Gila 
National Forests. A Conservation 
Agreement between the Service and the 
Forest Service signed in February 1998. 

3,850-3,920 It lnhabijs a deep, northwest- Restricted to 50 by 100 foot area of land 
facing limestone rockslide. privately owned in southeastern Arizona. 

A Conservation Agreement was finalized 
in 1995 and renewed in May 2008. 

Page 7 of 8 



COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS DESCRIPTION COUNTY ELEVATION HABITAT COMMENTS 

American peregrine Falco pereginus Delis ted A crow-sized falcon with Apache, Cochise, 3,500-9,000 ft Areas with rocky, steep Species recovered with over 1 ,650 
falcon anatum slate blue-9ray on the back Coconino, Gila, cliffs, primarily near water, breeding birds in the US and Canada. 

and wings, and white on the Graham, where prey {primarily 
underside; a black head with Greenlee, La Paz, shorebirds, songbirds, 
vertical ''bandit's mask" Maricopa, and waterfowl) 
pattern over the eyes; long Mohave, Navajo, concentrations are high . 
pointed wings; and a long Pima, Pinal, Nests are found on ledges 
wailing call made during Santa Cruz, of cliffs, and sometimes 
breeding . Very adept flyers Yavapai, Yuma on man-made structures 
and hunters, reaching diving such as office towers and 
speeds of 200 mph . bridge abutments. 

Cactus ferruginous Glaucidium Delis ted; Small reddish-brown owl Pima, Pinal < 4,000 ft Areas of desert Not recognized as a protected taxonomic 
pygmy-owl brasilianum petitioned for with a cream-<:olored belly woodlands with tall entity under the Act, but protected from 

cactorum relisting streaked with reddish- canopy cover. Primarily direct take of individuals and nests/eggs 
brown. Males average 2.2 found in Sonoran desert under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. A 
oz and females average 2.6 scrub and occasionally in 2006 petition for relisting under the Act is 
oz. Length is approximately riparian drainages and currently being evaluated. Due to low 
6.5 in. , including a relatively woodlands within semi- population numbers, captive breeding 
long tail. Lacks ear tufts, and desert grassland research was initiated in 2006 with some 
has paired black spots on communities. Prefers to success. 
the back of the head. nest in cavities in saguaro 

cacti but has been found 
in low-density suburban 
developments that include 
natural open spaces. 
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Arizona's On-line Environmental Review Tool 
SearchiD: 20111018016359 
Project Name: Davis-Monthan CIP EA 
Date: 10/18/2011 4:04:51 PM 

P ect Location 

Project Name: Davis-Monthan CIP EA 
Submitted By: Heather Kelly 
On behalf of: CONSULTING 
Project Search 10: 2011 1018016359 
Date: 10/18/2011 4:04:46 PM 
Project Category: Military Activities,Development (new buildings, roads, etc.) 
Project Coordinates (UTM Zone 12-NAD 83): 514284.159, 3558264.229 
meter 
Project Area: 11026.172 acres 
Project Perimeter: 38275.933 meter 
County: PIMA 
USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle 10 : 1768 
Quadrangle Name: TUCSON 
Project locality Is currently being scoped 

Location Accuracy Disclaimer 
Project locations are assumed to be both precise and 
accurate for the purposes of environmental review. The 
creator/owner of the Project Review Receipt is solely 
responsible for the project location and thus the 
correctness of the Project Review Receipt content. 

The Department appreciates the opportunity to provide i!Hlepth comments and project review when 
additional infonnatlon or environmental documentation becomes available. 

Special Status Species Occurrences/Critical HabitatfTribal Lands within 3 
miles of Project VIcinity: 

Name Common Name FWS USFS BLM 
Bat Colony 

Buteo swainsoni Swainson's Hawk s 
Choeronycteris mexicana Mexican Long-tongued Bat sc s s 
Coryphantha scheeri var. Pima Pineapple cactus LE 
robu stispl na 

Gopherus agasslzli (Sonoran 
Population) 

Sonoran Desert Tortoise c s 

Heloderma suspectum suspect urn Reticulate Gila Monster s 
Myotls vellfer Cave Myotis sc s 
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Arizona's On-line Environmental Review Tool 
Search ID: 20111018016359 
Project Name: Davis-Monthan CIP EA 
Date: 10/18/2011 4:04:51 PM 

Please review the entire receipt for project type recommendations 
and/or species or location information and retain a copy for future 
reference. If any of the information you provided did not accurately 
reflect this project, or if project plans change, another review should be 
conducted, as this determination may not be valid. 

Arizona's On-line Environmental Review Tool: 

1. This On-line Environmental Review Tool inquiry has generated 
recommendations regarding the potential impacts of your project on 
Special Status Species (SSS) and other wildlife of Arizona. SSS 
include all U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service federally listed, U.S. Bureau 
of Land Management sensitive, U.S. Forest Service sensitive, and 
Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) recognized species 
of concern. 
2. These recommendations have been made by the Department, under 
authority of Arizona Revised Statutes Title 5 (Amusements and 
Sports), 17 (Game and Fish), and 28 (Transportation). These 
recommendations are preliminary in scope, designed to provide early 
considerations for all species of wildlife, pertinent to the project type 
you entered. 
3. This receipt, generated by the automated On-line Environmental 
Review Tool does not constitute an official project review by 
Department biologists and planners. Further coordination may be 
necessary as appropriate under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and/or the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has regulatory authority 
over all federally listed species under the ESA. Contact USFWS 
Ecological Services Offices: http://arizonaes.fws.gov/. 

Phoenix Main Office 
2321 W. Royal Palm Road, Suite 103 
Phoenix, AZ 85021 
Phone 602-242-0210 
Fax 602-242-2513 

Tucson Sub-Office 
201 North Bonita, Suite 141 
Tucson, AZ 85745 
Phone 520-670-6144 
Fax 520-670-6154 

Flagstaff Sub-Office 
323 N. Leroux Street, Suite 101 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001 
Phone 928-226-0614 
Fax 928-226-1099 

Disclaimer: 

1. This is a preliminary environmental screening tool. It is not a 
substitute for the potential knowledge gained by having a biologist 
conduct a field survey of the project area. 
2. The Department's Heritage Data Management System (HDMS) data 
is not intended to include potential distribution of special status 
species. Arizona is large and diverse with plants, animals, and 
environmental conditions that are ever changing. Consequently, many 
areas may contain species that biologists do not know about or 
species previously noted in a particular area may no longer occur 
there. 
3. Not all of Arizona has been surveyed for special status species, and 
surveys that have been conducted have varied greatly in scope and 
intensity. Such surveys may reveal previously undocumented 
population of species of special concern. 
4. HDMS data contains information about species occurrences that 
have actually been reported to the Department. 

Arizona Game and Fish Department Mission 

To conserve, enhance, and restore Arizona's diverse wildlife 
resources and habitats through aggressive protection and 
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management programs, and to provide wildlife resources and 
safe watercraft and off-highway vehicle recreation for the 
enjoyment, appreciation, and use by present and future 
generations. 

Project Category: Military 
Activities, Development {new 
buildings, roads, etc.) 
Project Type Recommendations: 

All degraded and disturbed lands should be restored to their natural 
state. Vegetation restoration projects (including treatments of invasive 
or exotic species) should have a completed site-evaluation plan 
(identifying environmental conditions necessary to re-establish native 
vegetation), a revegetation plan (species, density, method of 
establishment), a short and long-term monitoring plan, induding 
adaptive management guidelines to address needs for replacement 
vegetation. 

Based on the project type entered; coordination with State Historic 
Preservation Office may be required 
http://azstateparks.com/SHPO/index.htrnl 

Consider designs and tower modifications that reduce or eliminate 
impacts to migratory birds. Please refer to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service's page on cellular towers in Arizona 
http://www.fws.gov/arizonaes/CeiiTower.htm. On this page there are 
guidelines for tower siting, construction, operation, and 
decommissioning. Also see the Service's Interim Guidelines for 
Recommendations on Communications Tower Siting, Construction, 
Operation, and Decommissioning, 
http://www.fws.gov/habitatconservation/communicationtowers.htm. 

During planning and construction, minimize potential introduction or 
spread of exotic invasive species. Invasive species can be plants, 
animals (exotic snails), and other organisms (e.g. microbes), which 
may cause alteration to ecological functions or compete with or prey 
upon native species and can cause social impacts (e.g. livestock 
forage reduction, increase wildfire risk). The terms noxious weed or 
invasive plants are often used interchangeably. Precautions should be 
taken to wash all equipment utilized in the project activities before and 
after project activities to reduce the spread of Invasive species. Arizona 
has noxious weed regulations (Arizona Revised Statutes, Rules 
R3-4-244 and R3-4-245). See Arizona Department of Agriculture 
website for restricted plants 
http://www.azda.gov/PSD/quarantine5.htm. Additionally, the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture has information regarding pest and invasive 
plant control methods including: pesticide, herbicide, biological control 
agents, and mechanical control: 
http://www.usda.gov/wps/portal/usdahome. The Department regulates 
the importation, purchasing, and transportation of wildlife and fish 
(Restricted Uve Wildlife), please refer to the hunting regulations for 
further information http://www.azgfd.gov/h_f/hunting_rules.shtml. 

During the planning stages of your project, please consider the local or 
regional needs of wildlife in regards to movement, connectivity, and 
access to habitat needs. Loss of this permeability prevents wildlife from 
accessing resources, finding mates, reduces gene flow, prevents 
wildlife from re-colonizing areas where local extirpations may have 
occurred, and ultimately prevents wildlife from contributing to 
ecosystem functions, such as pollination, seed dispersal, control of 
prey numbers, and resistance to invasive species. In many cases, 
streams and washes provide natural movement corridors for wildlife 
and should be maintained in their natural state. Uplands also support a 
large diversity of species, and should be contained within important 
wildlife movement corridors. In addition, maintaining biodiversity and 
ecosystem functions can be facilitated through improving designs of 
structures, fences, roadways, and culverts to promote passage for a 
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variety of wildlife. 

Minimization and mitigation of impacts to wildlife and fish species due 
to changes in water quality, quantity, chemistry, temperature, and 
alteration to flow regimes (timing, magnitude, duration, and frequency 
of floods) should be evaluated. Minimize impacts to springs, in-stream 
flow, and consider irrigation improvements to decrease water use. If 
dredging is a project component, consider timing of the project in order 
to minimize impacts to spawning fish and other aquatic species 
(including spawning seasons), and to reduce spread of exotic invasive 
species. We recommend early direct coordination with Project 
Evaluation Program for projects that could impact water resources, 
wetlands, streams, springs, and/or riparian habitats. 

Planning: consider impacts of lighting intensity on mammals and birds 
and develop measures or alternatives that can be taken to increase 
human safety while minimizing potential impacts to wildlife. Conduct 
wildlife surveys to determine species within project area, and evaluate 
proposed activities based on species biology and natural history to 
determine if artificial lighting may disrupt behavior patterns or habitat 
use. 

Recommendations will be dependant upon goals of the fence project 
and the wildlife species expected to be impacted by the project. 
General guidelines for ensuring wildlife-friendly fences include: 
barbless wire on the top and bottom with the maximum fence height 
42", minimum height for bottom 16". Modifications to this design may 
be considered for fencing anticipated to be routinely encountered by 
elk, bighorn sheep or pronghorn (e.g., Pronghorn fencing would require 
18" minimum height on the bottom). Please refer to the Department's 
Fencing Guidelines located at 
http://www .azgfd .gov/hgis/guidelines.aspx. 

The Department recommends that wildlife surveys are conducted to 
determine if noise-sensitive species occur within the project area. 
Avoidance or minimization measures could include conducting project 

activities outside of breeding seasons. 

Project Location and/or Species recommendations: 

Heritage Data Management System records indicate that one or more 
listed, proposed, or candidate species or Critical Habitat (Designated 
or Proposed) have been documented in the vicinity of your project 
(refer to page 1 of the receipt). Please contact: 
Ecological Services Office 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
2321 W. Royal Palm Rd. 
Phoenix, AZ. 85021-4951 
Phone: 602-242..{)210 
Fax: 602-242-2513 

Heritage Data Management System records indicate that Sonoran 
desert tortoise have been documented within the vicinity of your project 
area (refer to the species list on page 1 of the receipt). Please review 
the Tortoise Handling Guidelines found on the Environmental Review 
Home Page: http://www.azgfd.gov/hgislguidelines.azpx. 

Recommendations Disclaimer: 

1. Potential impacts to fish and wildlife resources may be minimized or 
avoided by the recommendations generated from information 
submitted for your proposed project. 
2. These recommendations are proposed actions or guidelines to be 
considered during preliminary project development 
3. Additional site specific recommendations may be proposed during 
further NEPA/ESA analysis or through coordination with affected 
agencies. 
4. Making this information directly available does not substitute for the 
Department's review of project proposals, and should not decrease our 
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opportunity to review and evaluate additional project information and/or 
new project proposals. 
5. The Department is interested in the conservation of all fish and 
wildlife resources, including those Special Status Species listed on this 
receipt, and those that may have not been documented within the 
project vicinity as well as other game and nongame wildlife. 
6. Further coordination requires the submittal of this initialed and 
signed Environmental Review Receipt with a cover letter and 
project plans or documentation that includes project narrative, 
acreage to be impacted, how construction or project activity(s) 
are to be accomplished, and project locality information 
(including site map). 
7. Upon receiving information by AZGFD, please allow 30 days for 
completion of project reviews. Mail requests to: 

Project Evaluation Program, Habitat Branch 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
5000 West Carefree Highway 
Phoenix, Arizona 85086-5000 
Phone Number: (623) 236-7600 
Fax Number: (623) 236-7366 

Terms of Use 

By using this site, you acknowledge that you have read and 
understand the terms of use. Department staff may revise these terms 
periodically. If you continue to use our website after we post changes 
to these terms, it will mean that you accept such changes. If at any 
time you do not wish to accept the Terms, you may choose not to use 
the website. 

1. This Environmental Review and project planning website was 
developed and intended for the purpose of screening projects for 
potential impacts on resources of special concern. By indicating your 
agreement to the terms of use for this website, you warrant that you 
will not use this website for any other purpose. 

2. Unauthorized attempts to upload information or change information 
on this website are strictly prohibited and may be punishable under the 
Computer Fraud and Abuse Act of 1986 and/or the National 
Information Infrastructure Protection Act . 
3. The Department reserves the right at any time, without notice, to 
enhance, modify, alter, or suspend the website and to terminate or 
restrict your access to the website. 
4 . This Environmental Review is based on the project study area that 
was entered. The review must be redone if the project study area, 
location, or the type of project changes. If additional information 
becomes available, this review may need to be reconsidered. 
5. A signed and initialed copy of the Environmental Review Receipt 
indicates that the entire receipt has been read by the signer of the 
Environmental Review Receipt. 

Security: 

The Environmental Review and project planning web application 
operates on a complex State computer system. This system is 
monitored to ensure proper operation, to verify the functioning of 
applicable security features, and for other like purposes. Anyone using 
this system expressly consents to such monitoring and is advised that 
if such monitoring reveals possible evidence of criminal activity, system 
personnel may provide the evidence of such monitoring to law 
enforcement officials. Unauthorized attempts to upload or change 
information; to defeat or circumvent security measures; or to utilize this 
system for other than its intended purposes are prohibited. 

This website maintains a record of each environmental review search 
result as well as all contact information. This information is maintained 
for internal tracking purposes. Information collected in this application 
will not be shared outside of the purposes of the Department. 

If the Environmental Review Receipt and supporting material are not 
mailed to the Department or other appropriate agencies within six (6) 
months of the Project Review Receipt date, the receipt is considered to 

Page 5 of6 APPLICATION INITIALS: ___ _ 



Arizona's On-line Environmental Review Tool 
Search ID: 20111018016359 
Project Name: Davis-Monthan CIP EA 
Date: 10/18/2011 4:04:51 PM 

be null and void, and a new review must be initiated. 

Print this Environmental Review Receipt using your Internet browser's 
print function and keep it for your records. Signature of this receipt 
indicates the signer has read and understands the information 
provided. 

Signature: _________________________ ___:. 

Date:-----------------------------

Proposed Date of Implementation:-----------------

Please provide point of contact information regarding this 
Environmental Review. 

Application or organization responsible for project implementation 

Agency/organization: ________ _ 

Contact Name: ---------------------

Address: ---------------

City, State, Zip: ------------

Phone: ______________ __ 

E-mail: ----------------------

Person Conducting Search (if not applicant) 

Agency/organization: _________________ _ 

Contact Name: _________________ ___;,_ 

Address:---------"--------

City, State, Zip: -------,------..,....----

Phone: _______________ . 

E-mail: ----------------------
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APPENDIXC 

Air Emission Calculations 





Activity 5F/SF3 Tlmeframe (vr) ROC 
Build Dorm 42600 1 
Demo Ramada 62.25 0.083333333 
Build Dlnlns FaciUty 20580 0.5 
Demo Dlnlllf! FacUlty 239250 0.083333333 
Build storase facUlty 2000 0.5 
Install Pipelines 18900 1 
Renovate School 12080 0.5 
Demo School (part) 432000 0.083333333 
Build hush house 12225 0.5 
BulldHQ 2200 1 
DemoHAM5 682500 0.083333333 
Renovate Dorm 26500 0.5 
Pave roads/parklns (acres) 300 5 

Asbestos Removal (lbs/day) 67 1250 

E In dally emls~ons.=(((Project square footase/lOOO)x(Emlsslon Factor))/(number of days to construct)) 
E lnannual emls~ons=(((Proje<:t square footase/1000)x(Emlsslon Factor))/(tlmeframe) 

2011 CIP Projects • Emls~ons calculations 

Emls~on Factor lbs/yr.Oulld; lbs/day.demo) 
co NOx PM10 ROC 

55.44 177.17 814.72 57.85 2361.744 
0.00042 

55.44 177.17 814.72 57.85 2281.9104 
0.00042 

32.79 104.79 481.88 34.22 131.16 
32.79 104.79 481.88 34.22 619.731 
55.44 177.17 814.72 57.85 1339.4304 

0.00042 
32.79 104.79 481.88 34.22 801.7155 
55.44 177.17 814.72 57.85 121.968 

0.00042 
55.44 177.17 814.72 57.85 2938.32 

55 

0.00006 1208.25 

1 of1 

Calculation (lbs/vr) conversion (tons/vr) 
co NOx PM10 ROC co NOx PM10 

7547.442 34707.072 2464.41 1.18 3.77 17.35 1.23 
79.52437468 0.04 

7292.3172 33533.8752 2381.106 1.14 3.65 16.77 1.19 
3056.4 1875 1.53 

419.16 1927.52 136.88 0.07 0.21 0.96 0.07 
1980.531 9107.532 646.758 0.31 0.99 4.55 0.32 

4280.4272 19683.6352 1397.656 0.67 2.14 9.84 0.70 
5518.8 2.76 

2562.1155 11781.966 836.679 0.40 1.28 5.89 0.42 
389.774 1792.384 127.27 0.06 0.19 0.90 0.06 

8718.9375 4.36 
9390.0 1 43180.16 3066.05 1.47 4.70 21.59 1.53 

3300 1.65 
0.60 

Threshold: n/a 100 n/a n/a 

Tot.als 5.30 16.93 77.86 15.87 115.95 



Extracted from the CEQA Air Quality Handbook, South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 1993 

Tab~ 9·1. Saeening Tab~ for Estimatfag Total Coastrudion Emissions** 

RESIDENTIAL 
Single Family Housing l ,000 sq. ft. GFA * 23.66 347.74 75.62 
Apartments l ,000 sq. ft. GFA 21.97 322.90 70.22 
Condominiums 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 21.30 312.97 68.06 
Mobde Homes 1,000 . ft. GFA 21.30 312.97 68.06 

EDUCATION 
Schools 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 46.99 690.52 150.16 

COMMEROAl 
Business Park 1,000 sq. ft GFA 55.44 814.72 177.17 
Day Care Center 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 31.87 466.97 101.55 
Discount Store 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 31.78 466.97 101.55 
Fost Food 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 31.78 466.97 101.55 
Government Office Complex 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 55.44 814.72 177.17 
Hardware Store 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 31.78 466.97 101.55 
Hotel 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 41.58 611.04 132.87 
Medical Office 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 55.44 814.72 177.17 
Motel 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 41.58 611.04 132.87 
Movie Theatre 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 31.78 466.97 101.55 
Office 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 55.44 814.72 177.17 
Resort Hotel 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 41.58 611.04 132.87 
Restaurant 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 31.78 466.97 101.55 
Shopping Center 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 31.78 466.97 101.55 
Supermarket 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 31.78 466.97 101.55 

INDUSlRIAl 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 32.79 481.88 104.79 

••construction emissions indude on-site construction equipment and workers' travel. 

E = (((Project square footage/1,000) x (Table 9-l emission factor))/(N umber of days to construct) 
E = Dady construction emissions 

24.69 
22.93 
22.22 
22.22 

49.03 

57.85 
33.16 
33.16 
33.16 
57.85 
33.16 
43.39 
57.85 
43.39 
33.16 
57.85 
43.39 
33.16 
33.16 
33.16 

34.22 

For on-site construction equipment and material handling construction emissions, subtract emissions obtained by 
using screening Table 9-3. · 

For on-sHe construction equipment emissions, subtract emissions obtained by using screening Tables 9-3 and 9-4. 

Refer to Appendix 9 for methodologies and assumptions used in preparing this table. 

These emissions were estimated using energy cOIISumplion values provided in Energy and Labor in the 
Construdion Sedor, B. Hannon, R. Slein, and D. Serber, Science, 1918, 202:831-841. 
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Extracted from the CEQA Air Quality Handbook, South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 1993 

UNPAVED ROADS 
r=erVehide Vehicle Miles Traveled Ill 5.56 

Truck Vehicle Miles Traveled II l 23.00 

PAVED ROADS 
local Road Vehicle Miles iaveled 11 l 0.33 
Construction Road Vehicle Miles iaveled Ul 2.00 

DEMOLITION Cubic Foot 0.00042 

GRADING Acres/Day 55.00 

ASBESTOS Cubic Foot 0.00006 

NOT~ . 
''' VMT is a function of linear rood length and average doily trips. Any combination that equals or ( 

exceeds the daily aad quarterly thresholds could be significant. 

..... 
' • 
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