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1.0 BACKGROUND

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Las Vegas Field Office (LVFO) is analyzing possible boundary
adjustments to the Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area (CTA) referenced in the

2004 Las Vegas Valley Disposal Boundary (LVVDB) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
Record of Decision (ROD). Because of the significance of paleontological, botanical, and cultural
resources present in the CTA, and the need for additional public input, the BLM is preparing a
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to supplement the 2004 ROD for the LVVDB EIS.
This SEIS is needed to provide management direction for protection of sensitive resources (including
fossils, cultural resources, and endemic plants) on public lands available for disposal within the

CTA study area, allowing for compatible uses, in accordance with other applicable laws. One important
consideration in the SEIS will be determining which entity or entities (federal or nonfederal) may manage
all or portions of the CTA.

Between the publication of the ROD for the LVVDB EIS and the initiation of the scoping period for this
SEIS, the BLM LVFO engaged in a stakeholder participation process relating to the CTA. The
stakeholder process included 10 meetings from November 2004 to August 2005.

2.0 DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This document contains summary descriptions of:
® scoping meetings, including advertising leading up to the meetings;
e opportunities for public comment during the scoping period;

e the scoping content analysis process, including how individual letters and comments were coded
and recorded; and

e comments received during the 60-day scoping period (July 6, 2007 — September 4, 2007)
organized by resource.

All comments were given equal consideration, regardless of method of transmittal.

3.0 SCOPING PROCESS

The purpose of scoping is to provide an opportunity for members of the public to learn about the
proposed project and to share any concerns or comments they may have. Input from the public scoping
process is used to help the BLM identify a range of alternatives as well as to identify issues and concerns
to be considered in the SEIS. In addition, the scoping process helps identify any issues that are not
considered significant and can therefore be eliminated from detailed analysis in the SEIS. The list of
stakeholders and other interested parties is also updated and generally expanded during the scoping
process.

The scoping period for the SEIS was initially July 6, 2007—-August 20, 2007. An announcement was
made at the August 14, 2007 scoping meeting that the comment period would be extended until
September 4, 2007.
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3.1 Advertising of Public Meetings

Pursuant to National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements, the scoping meetings were
advertised in a variety of formats, beginning at least 2 weeks prior to their scheduled dates (Table 1).
In each format, the advertisements provided logistics and explained the purpose of the public meetings,
gave the schedule for the public comment (scoping) period, outlined additional ways to comment, and
provided methods of obtaining additional information.

Table 1. Meeting Notification Methods and Dates

Publicity Item Venue and Date

Notice of Intent (NOI) Federal Register — July 6, 2007

(Appendix A)

Legal Ad Las Vegas Review Journal — July 22 and August 5, 2007
(Appendix B)

Email Email to BLM CTA Stakeholder List — July 31, 2007
(Appendix C)

BLM Website http://www.nv.blm.gov — At least 15 days prior to the meetings

3.2 Description of Scoping Meetings

Three public scoping meetings were held for the Upper Las Vegas Wash CTA SEIS (Table 2). Each
meeting was an open-house format with no formal presentation or speaking opportunity for the BLM or
the public. At each meeting, a PowerPoint™ presentation (Appendix D) containing photographs taken
within the CTA was played on continuous loop, and nine informational boards were displayed
(Appendix E). Informational display boards included:

1. Explanation of the NEPA Process

Explanation of Infrastructure and Socioeconomic Issues
Explanation of Biological Resource Issues

Explanation of Paleontological and Cultural Resource Issues
Explanation of Recreation Resource Issues

Explanation of Decisions to be Made

Explanation of Preliminary Alternatives (two boards)

® N kWD

Display from the Utah State University (USU) Study “Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation
Transfer Area: A System to Develop Alternative Scenarios”'

BLM personnel were available at each meeting to answer questions and take comments. Representatives
from BLM’s contractor for the SEIS, SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA), were also available for
assistance. Meeting attendees signed in (sign-in sheets are included as Appendix F) upon entrance, at
which time they were provided with handouts (Appendix G) and informed of the meeting format and how
to comment at the meeting.

! One version of this display was used at the meetings on August 14 and August 16. This version can be found in Appendix E,
along with the other display boards used at all meetings. A different version of this display was used at the meeting on August 15.
This version can be viewed at the BLM LVFO.
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Table 2. Public Scoping Meeting Dates, Times, and Locations

Date Time City Address

August 14, 2007 6:00 — 8:00 p.m. Las Vegas BLM LVFO
4701 North Torrey Pines Drive
Las Vegas, Nevada

August 15, 2007 6:00 — 8:00 p.m. North Las Vegas North Las Vegas Library
2300 Civic Center Drive
North Las Vegas, Nevada

August 16, 2007 6:00 — 8:00 p.m. Las Vegas West Charleston Library
6301 West Charleston Blvd
Las Vegas, Nevada

3.3 Opportunities for Public Comment

Members of the public were afforded several methods for providing comments during the scoping period:

o There were multiple stations with comment forms (Appendix H) on which attendees could write
and submit comments.

o There were flip charts available for meeting personnel (BLM and SWCA) to write down
comments submitted verbally as requested by meeting attendees. At each meeting, the
Alternatives station offered three flip charts for meeting attendees to submit comments relating to
CTA boundaries, CTA management, and CTA allowable uses.

« Emails could be sent to Jeffrey Steinmetz@nv.blm.gov (as in NOI); or Gayle Marrs-
Smith@nv.blm.gov; or NV_LVFQO Planning@nv.blm.gov.

» Public letters could be mailed to the BLM Las Vegas Field Office, Attn: Jeffrey Steinmetz (as in
NOI) or Gayle Marrs-Smith, 4701 North Torrey Pines Drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 89130-2301.

» Public letters could be faxed to Attn: Jeffrey Steinmetz or Gayle Marrs-Smith at 702-515-5023.

3.4 Scoping Content Analysis

During the scoping period, comments were submitted at the scoping meetings (on flip charts, comment
forms, etc.); via fax, mail, or in person at the BLM Las Vegas Field Office; and by email to the above
email addresses. Each public letter received was first numbered (beginning with 001) and then labeled
with a commenter code indicating the entity from which it was received (i.e., individual; government
agency; non-governmental organization or special interest; business; or tribe) (Table 3). This combination
of number and commenter code results in a unique alphanumeric identifier for each individual public
letter submitted. This system provides ease in referencing and cross-checking public letters received and
the comments contained within them. Commenters who submitted comments via flip chart did so
anonymously, so personal information was not available.

Table 3. Comment Type

Type Type Code
Individual Submittal
Government Agency

Non-Governmental Organization (special interest)
Business
Tribe

- @ O ® —
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In total there were 1,183 commenters. Of these, five submitted identical comments on a comment form.
These submittals were classified as Form Letter 1 (FL1) and the comments within them were coded and
recorded once; however, the names and contact information for each commenter were recorded and
linked to the comments contained in FL1. An additional 1,113 commenters submitted their comments as
signatories to a paper petition, an online petition, or both. These petitions, together, were identified as
Form Letter 2 (FL2) since the comments contained within them were identical for each signatory.

The comments contained within FL2 were analyzed in the same way as comments contained in FL1.
Some signatories to the online version of FL2 also provided their own comments in a space provided by
the petition’s sponsor (Protectors of Tule Springs). These were classified as Form Letter 2 plus (FL2+),
signifying that commenters made unique comments in addition to those contained in the form. For these
individuals, the unique comments were coded and recorded in addition to the form letter comments.

The remaining 65 commenters submitted unique letters (delivered at the scoping meetings or by email,
mail, or fax). The total number of comments (commenters not identified) submitted on flip charts was 54.

After all public letters (FL1, FL2, FL2+, and unique letters) were numbered with unique alphanumeric
identifiers, each letter (and each flip chart) was reviewed, and comments were categorized by resource
issue. Comments were assigned Resource Categories (alphabetic abbreviations) corresponding to their
respective resource issue (Table 4). Additional resource codes (numeric) were added to all comments to
identify specific comments within identified resource categories. For example, a comment concerning

Table 4. Resource Issue ldentification

Resource Category Resource Issue

ALT Alternatives (Comments more general in nature)
ALTB Alternatives — Boundaries
ALTMU Alternatives — Management and Uses
AQ Air Quality
AR Aesthetic Resources (Visual and Noise)
BIO Biological Resources
CR Cultural Resources
CUM Cumulative Impacts
LR Lands and Realty
MS Miscellaneous
MT Mitigation
PAL Paleontology
PN Purpose and Need
PHS Public Health and Safety
PR Process
REC Recreation
SD Special Designations
SE Socioeconomics
SG Soils and Geology
SSS Special Status Species
TR Transportation
VEG Vegetation
WL Wildlife
WR Water Resources
/ Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area November 2007
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threatened or endangered species in the Upper Las Vegas Wash would first be coded as SSS

(Special Status Species), to identify this as a Special Status Species issue, and then 1 (SSS1) to identify
that the specific comment concerned Las Vegas buckwheat. Numbers were assigned in the order in which
the specific comments were encountered in the comment analysis process. For each public letter received,
there may have been several comments, each coded separately based on resource issue

(Resource Category) and then specific issue (Resource Code). This form of analysis allows for specific
comments to be captured and then grouped under the umbrella of a general resource issue. It also allows
for cross-referencing and comparison.

4.0 SUMMARY OF SCOPING ISSUES

Comments are summarized below, in narrative form, for each Resource Category Issues and concerns
related to the NEPA process, the purpose and need for the project, and the project alternatives are
summarized in Sections 4.1-4.3. Comments specific to unique resources are summarized in Section 4.4,
organized by resource (e.g., all comments specifically related to wildlife appear under the subheading
“Wildlife,” while all water resource comments are included under “Water Resources””). Comments related
to cumulative impacts are addressed in Section 4.5, and miscellaneous comments are summarized in
Section 4.6.

The narrative summary is organized in the following order:
» NEPA Process
o Purpose and Need
» Alternatives
» Resources Issues (listed alphabetically)
o Cumulative Impacts

e  Miscellaneous Comments

4.1 NEPA Process

One commenter stated this could be one of the best conservation projects in the U.S., but complete action
and planning need to be done now. Another commenter congratulated the BLM for selecting the

CTA alternative in the original LVVDB EIS and for measures taken to obtain input from a wide variety of
parties to develop the alternatives for the SEIS. There was a request that the CTA be investigated
objectively.

Several problems with availability and accuracy of information given to the public were pointed out:

1) The slide presentation could be improved with more explanation of the images and their significance to
the CTA; 2) The boundary posters were quite a “data dump” and needed explanation; 3) A large legend
separate from the maps would be better; 4) The BLM’s CTA website is complicated and a simpler
website address would be easier. One commenter wondered if the BLM was trying to hide information
because of the complicated website. Another commenter noted that Alternative #6 appeared to graphically
depict the inclusion of the southern half of McCool Regional Park within the CTA, and wanted to see the
graphic amended to show the deletion of the southern half.

Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA) requested the Geographic Information System (GIS) file of
the proposed pipeline corridor be included in the information boards at the scoping meetings.
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Commenters thought that the project would benefit from continued and early interagency, interested
party, tribal, and public coordination. One commenter requested that the status of any Memorandum of
Understanding with the State Historic Preservation Office regarding future uses on all lands within the
CTA be identified.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the City of North Las Vegas, and the Nevada Department of
Transportation accepted the BLM’s request to be cooperating agencies. The City of Las Vegas and
Clark County noted that they were reviewing the agreement. In addition, the Cities of Las Vegas and
North Las Vegas appreciated being involved, and pledged to work with the BLM and other entities in
developing the SEIS.

SNWA and the Kern River Gas Transmission Company appreciated the opportunity to submit scoping
comments. The City of North Las Vegas offered its scoping comments, but because of limited detail in
the descriptions of the alternatives, felt it could not fully evaluate alternatives and provide specific
comments. Focus Property Group stated its significant stake in the project, requested its comments be
considered, and reminded the BLM that the scoping process is to determine the scope of issues to be
addressed, identify significant issues, and identify areas in which the SEIS could correct flaws in and/or
update the underlying FEIS.

Commenters suggested that the BLM should ground-truth the results of the land use development
scenarios by enlisting local expertise involved in land use issues, such as local government officials, land
use and transportation planners, home loan officers, and real estate representatives. The BLM could use
its collective knowledge to validate or modify the results of the land use model. One commenter
requested that part of the plan should be to fast-track the Clark County Shooting Park because the facility
would reduce any adverse interactions with citizens on BLM property.

Commenters wanted the development of assessment criteria (metrics) for the comparison of alternatives
and requested that these criteria be applicable to all alternatives. The metrics would need to match

CTA management objectives, which should include resource protection as well as city infrastructure
needs. It was also requested that the SEIS clearly identify what additional environmental analysis and
permitting may be required on lands that are disposed of. A request was made for “federal level” review
in addition to the BLM to ensure prudent and proper handling of the project.

One commenter asked to give a presentation on the importance of including the NW V4 of Section 11 as
part of the CTA. Another observed how the public involvement, advocating protecting the resources in
the CTA, is growing. Many organizations, including the BLM, State of Nevada, University of Nevada—
Las Vegas, Scenic Nevada, Archaeo-Nevada Society, Protectors of Tule Springs, and Nevada Friends of
Paleontology plan to stay involved in the process. Focus Property Group noted they were assured that the
commenting period would remain open until September 4, 2007.

4.2 Purpose and Need

One commenter stated that based on the NOI, the written materials available on the Internet, and
participation in scoping meetings, it was not entirely clear why there was a need for an SEIS, and that it
seemed apparent the CTA was established because of the need for preservation of land and resources
originally intended for development. The commenter also stated that the 2004 LVVDB ROD declared
that future uses, including private development, would require further analysis and decision-making by
the BLM, and that although stakeholder meetings were held and a working group established, it remains
unclear what will be considered in the SEIS. It was expressed that the NOI addresses the scope of the
SEIS by noting that the level of interest in the CTA requires a comprehensive analysis of boundary and

/ Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area November 2007
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Scoping Report




management adjustments, but the BLM never made management decisions or considered changing the
boundaries, as far as the commenter could tell.

Concern was raised regarding the “general sense of vagueness about what is to be accomplished with the
SEIS,” and that there was no answer to the question of whether private development can occur in the
CTA and meet the preservation goals of the ROD. Concern was also expressed that the list of possible
management entities includes private parties, yet private development was not mentioned as one of the
potential allowable CTA uses. This comment led to concern that the BLM has already decided that no
private uses can or should be allowed, and, if so, this decision was not made known. It was stated that
these potentially conflicting statements increase the amount of uncertainty regarding what the BLM is
proposing and what will be evaluated in the SEIS. It was requested that the SEIS should start where the
original EIS left off and carefully explore how, under what circumstances, and to what extent any or all
of the CTA land could be developed in a manner consistent with protection measures for resources. It was
also requested that the working group address whether or not the disposal of the CTA lands is feasible
under any scenario that would preserve their resource values.

Two comments remarked that the public scoping meeting materials lacked a clear Purpose and Need
statement to identify goals for the CTA, and objectives that include measurable standards in relation to
Purpose and Need. These goals and objectives should be used to guide alternatives development and to
provide a means to consistently compare alternatives.

Commenters stated that the SEIS should define a clear statement of the management objectives for the
CTA that is consistent with the Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act (SNPLMA), the
LVVDB EIS and ROD, and the planning responsibility and authority of the Cities of Las Vegas and
North Las Vegas.

4.3 Alternatives

Alternatives (General)

Commenters provided a handful of general comments regarding alternatives. Some dealt with the need for
the BLM to consider a reasonable range of alternatives. One expressed the concern that the only
distinction between preliminary alternatives was in the size of the CTA, and that a broader range of
alternatives should be considered. Others expressed concern that the preliminary alternatives did not
include reasonable options that provided a balance between resource protection and development needs.
Some commenters expressed support for specific preliminary alternatives, namely Alternatives 1 and 5.
There was also an interest in including alternatives that would completely avoid impacts to the Las Vegas
Wash and surrounding habitat. The need to consider infrastructure access as part of all alternatives under
consideration was conveyed by two commenters. One comment requested that the BLM not consider
alternatives that would include the repeal of the R&PP lease that lies within the CTA. Another comment
noted that the BLM should restructure alternatives to include a range of use and management
alternatives, including but not limited to: 1) Private development with limited BLM conditions on
development, 2) private development with extensive BLM conditions on development, 3) private
development of certain specified portions of the CTA with BLM conditions, 4) federal government
retention of the property (as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern [ACEC] or other protection
category) under BLM management, and 5) public recreation and other uses with local government or
private management.
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Alternatives — Boundaries

Some comments regarding boundaries supported the maximum acreage (12,000+) to be included.

Other areas were requested to be added to the CTA, including the NW % of Section 11, because of its
paleontological sites, vegetation, wildlife, and special status species. A formal request to change the
boundaries to include this parcel was submitted. There were also requests for the property between Iron
Mountain, Horse Drive, and Torrey Pines to be included. Another comment suggested Alternative 5 with
sections 15 and 16. One commenter wanted connectivity with Floyd Lamb Park, Tule Springs National
Register Site, and state lands. Another commenter supported any boundaries that would protect the

Las Vegas bearpoppy and buckwheat north of Grand Teton Drive, and maintain the integrity of the
Eglington Preserve. One commenter supported boundaries in Alternatives 3 and 4.

There were two comments on the inclusion of buffers. One comment supported the maximum transition
zone around the Paiute reservation because it would provide better protection of resources and respect the
Tribe. The other comment was for a large enough buffer around the wash so that urban flood runoff
wouldn’t dramatically increase the erosion of the wash.

Commenters suggested that if the northern boundary of the CTA coincided with the southern boundary of
the Desert National Wildlife Refuge, management would be simplified and would help protect the refuge.
Also, it was stated that large tracts of land are superior to small fragmented parcels in protecting plants
and animals and their habitats.

Utah State University created a “System to Develop Alternative Scenarios” for the BLM in 2007. There
are five categories of change (listed and described below, along with the number of comments pertaining
to each category) in which alternatives can be efficiently constructed based on the selection of
components within these categories. Each category presents a series of components that represent the
various objectives of stakeholders, ranging from maximum development to maximum conservation.

(See “Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area: A System to Develop Alternative Scenarios”
for more detail.)

A) Las Vegas Paiute Reservation Buffer. One comment in support of A1-No Buffer, and three in
support of A5-One Mile Buffer.

B) Northwest Portion of the Upper Las Vegas Wash. Two comments in support of B3-Wash
Ecosystem, and six in support of B4-Mojave Desert Ecosystem.

C) Recreation and Public Purposes Act Lands Adjacent to Floyd Lamb Park. Five comments in
support of C3-RPP Lands and Private Parcel, and two in support of C4. One commenter wanted
C3 to include the NW %4 of Section 11.

D) Southeast Portion of Upper Las Vegas Wash. Two comments in support of D4-Wash Ecosystem
I, and six in support of D6-Mojave Desert Ecosystem II.

E) Proposed Mountain Edge Beltway. Four comments in support of E1-No Mountain Edge Beltway.

There were five comments relating to boundary development. One commenter thought the BLM language
was confusing. Two questioned how the original CTA boundaries were developed without the data from
the Utah State University studies completed. Two requested that the BLM recognize that certain proposed
boundary considerations and development restraints would constitute serious fatal flaws in providing
utilities and other services to citizens, including precluding access across the CTA, and thereby impacting
traffic flow and restricting all utility corridors to roadway easements.
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Alternatives — Management and Uses

Many commenters suggested that the BLM continue to manage the CTA. Some commenters
recommended a BLM partnership with the National Park Service, the State of Nevada, the University of
Nevada—Las Vegas, the City of Las Vegas, the City of North Las Vegas, or Clark County. One
commenter reasoned that the BLM should expand the range of alternatives to include retaining the land
and protecting it using existing land management authority. Other commenters wanted management of the
CTA to be “transparent” to visitors. Others said that the CTA should be managed by an appropriate
private and/or conservation group. Clark County was singled out as an entity that should not have any
role in management because of its “evident anti-recreation position” in management of other areas. One
commenter noted that Clark County and the Cities of Las Vegas and North Las Vegas have shown no real
ability or interest in protection of historic, cultural, or natural resources, and non-profits would likely not
have enough money so the city police would be responsible for law enforcement. The Nevada Division of
Forestry was willing to discuss its participation in future management as a cooperating agency.

Commenters requested the CTA become a National Conservation Area (NCA) and/or a National
Monument (NM). Protectors of Tule Springs offered to be a steward for the area if it became one of these.
Many commenters wanted a BLM-managed NCA/NM. One commenter stated that designation as an
ACEC would not be enough protection.

Commenters thought that a paleontological park would help to protect resources, provide public access to
the paleontological resources, bring tourist dollars to the area, present educational and scientific
opportunities, and keep the area preserved for future generations. There was interest in BLM funding of
such an institution. Other uses proposed included the following: a visitor center, a trail system, dig sites,
a scientific and academic study, Recreation and Public Purposes Act leases, private development, and that
the area be kept in a natural state (no infrastructure). A request was made to take the Clark County
Shooting Park into account in management planning.

4.4 Resource Issues
Air Quality

Commenters indicated the SEIS should examine how each alternative would contribute to attaining Clark
County air quality and dust abatement standards. Commenters noted that the SEIS must identify whether
emissions from anticipated uses of the CTA would cause or contribute to exceedances of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone, carbon monoxide, Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 and
PM10 in any year from the start of construction through full buildout.

Several commenters expressed a concern about increased development, noting that sprawl leads to more
CO,; and greenhouses gases in the air from traffic. It was suggested that methods to estimate emissions
and anticipated emissions values from the proposed project be consistent with the local Air Quality
Management Plan. Commenters also suggested that emission information for each alternative include
construction emissions and operations emissions (including increases in vehicle miles traveled associated
with new development), added to the background levels for each criteria pollutant.

Aesthetic Resources

Concerns regarding visual resources included the need to minimize damage from infrastructure
installation and maintenance, as the CTA is recognized by Scenic Nevada as worthy of viewshed
protection. Concern was also expressed regarding the creation of sports playing fields because they would
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adversely alter the vistas within the CTA. Commenters expressed concern that stadium lights, cyclone
fencing, bleachers, concession stands, and asphalt parking lots would forever ruin the pristine views of the
desert environment of the CTA, and that ambient light emanating from stadium lighting that would
permeate the CTA and adjoining neighborhoods at night and ruin the desert’s nighttime environment.
Support was expressed for the Shooting Park, stating that it would fill a much-needed void in Clark
County for shooting sports.

Concerns regarding noise impacts included that the sounds of athletes and spectators, as well as the
sounds of cars and other motorized vehicles, would destroy the solitude and quiet now enjoyed in the
CTA.

Biological Resources

Commenters expressed concern regarding the desert wash ecosystem, including how future development
may affect the hydrologic and ecological function of the ecosystem, and how this function relates to fossil
resources. Concerns included disruption of ecological connectivity and stability, as well as decreases in
biodiversity. Specific areas of concern included the Desert National Wildlife Refuge and the lower bajada
of the CTA. Commenters stated that the CTA is a “unique desert ecosystem not seen anywhere else in the
world,” and that the area is valuable open space and a green infrastructure corridor for flow of natural
processes.

Concerns relating to the integrity of the wash included whether or not covering up the wash would create
hazards such as fissures or caves. Concern was also expressed regarding permanently changing
hydrologic processes of aquatic ecosystems by increasing velocity and volume of stormwater flows and
discharging pollutants. It was expressed that alterations could result in negative impacts to valuable
habitat for desert species. Commenters requested that the SEIS identify conditions for use of land
identified for disposal to ensure protection of habitat and species.

General concern was expressed regarding the natural and biological resources of the area, and protection
and preservation of the resources was requested. It was requested that cumulative impacts be analyzed,
including impacts in relation to the historical loss of habitat and function along the Las Vegas Wash,
including the additional contribution of impacts, both beneficial and adverse.

Cultural Resources

Commenters stated that the SEIS must assess potential impacts to historical, archaeological, and cultural
resources. Many comments opined that the CTA is an extremely valuable archaeological region that has
revealed much about the presence of early humans in the Great Basin. Some commenters requested that
the area be protected because of this important cultural heritage; others stated emphatically that historic

sites should never be destroyed.

It was also suggested that a Cultural Resource Management Plan (CRMP) be included in the SEIS, and
that the BLM should coordinate with affected Tribes and other interested parties in the SEIS process. It
was suggested that the SEIS directly state specific activities that are reasonably foreseeable and
appropriate at the project site in light of potential National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible
sites in the area, and that the SEIS clearly document the methodology used for determining the potential
impacts to cultural and historic resources. Additionally, it was suggested that the SEIS outline what
mitigation techniques would be taken should sensitive resources be discovered, including recording or
removal of materials and/or changes in project design, as well as how, if impacts to any cultural site could
not be avoided, a site would be recovered in keeping with standard practices under the Antiquities Act.
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Commenters expressed concern about the adequacy of existing information regarding the cultural
resources in the CTA, and stated that the decisions regarding its uses should not be made without first
conducting the appropriate scientific research regarding the CTA’s archaeological and anthropological
value by appropriate institutions. Concern was expressed that decisions regarding the uses of the CTA
made without conducting appropriate scientific evaluations could possibly cause irreversible damage to
the land and the resources it contains.

Lands and Realty

Commenters expressed concern that City of Las Vegas park development would have a negative impact
on the CTA and surrounding area, and that the county or city not be allowed to develop any more

BLM land. Commenters also requested that the BLM not withdraw any acreage from the CTA because it
comprises environmentally sensitive land and is already being managed by the BLM at the public
expense.

Commenters opposed to development stated that there is already too much development, that
overbuilding is resulting in too many homes for sale (thereby reducing profits) and vacant homes, and that
there is not enough water for development. Commenters requested that the number of people moving to
the area be limited, and that the SEIS outline specific conditions associated with any future development.
Commenters also suggested that the BLM base the development of city infrastructure on the distribution
of residential and commercial developments, and the number of people to be supported. It was suggested
that growth be managed by cities for all citizens, not just incoming residents and real estate speculators,
and that the BLM require camouflage of any new or repaired above-ground utility infrastructure in
existing rights-of-way within a protected open space area. Commenters requested consideration of the
value of the CTA as open space next to a rapidly expanding urban population, including consideration
that the largest boundary of the CTA be protected as an NCA, and that BLM allow only a minimal
amount of land for development. Commenters expressed concern regarding sprawl, including the impacts
to infrastructure. Concerns were expressed regarding the impacts of development on water runoff, and
that the only type of development should be for visitor education.

Commenters requested that the BLM utilize local expertise in land use issues to study the results of land
use development scenarios as well as impacts of the scenarios on resources of concern. It was requested
that the BLM also use the results of a land use development scenario and growth-inducing analysis to
determine specific areas within the SEIS project area for future resource avoidance, overlaid with
proposed development and future disposal areas. Commenters expressed support for the development of
alternatives in the SEIS that provide protection for sensitive biological and cultural resources in the
Upper Las Vegas Wash, while permitting future infrastructure (particularly utility corridor rights-of-way)
within the boundary of the CTA. Commenters requested that the environmental impacts associated with
urban development that is precluded from areas adjacent to the existing city developments be considered
as part of the cumulative effects analysis.

Although some commenters requested that the BLM not allow non-road infrastructure because it would
end up leading to the need for roads, others requested consideration that non-road infrastructure should
not be precluded by the SEIS because development constraints would limit the city in providing utilities
and other services to its citizens. Commenters requested acknowledgement of land ownership prior to
creation of the CTA, including infrastructure, existing rights-of-way, and future corridors to provide
services to the many utility companies whose lines currently traverse the general area. It was requested
that those rights be maintained in BLM land transfer documents, or acknowledged in whatever land use
designation may be appropriate for individual properties. It was also requested that the BLM analyze a
proposed pipeline corridor approximately 200 feet wide parallel to the SNWA’s existing North Valley
Lateral to meet projected future water demands in the area.
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Mitigation

The SEIS should include a thorough discussion of proposed mitigation and restoration efforts in the
project area to reduce environmental impacts, as well as potential conditions associated with future land
disposal and proposed integration of Las Vegas Wash improvements. It was suggested that the SEIS
identify potential large, landscape-level regional impacts and accompanying large-scale mitigation
measures.

Specific resource mitigation concerns included methods proposed for avoiding and minimizing impacts to
waters of the U.S. and potential secondary effects to biological and water resources.

Paleontology

Most commenters who addressed this issue expressed concern for the protection of the paleontological
resources in the CTA. They suggested that, if necessary, any infrastructure or development would need to
be done in a way that would avoid any impact to these resources. Commenters also wanted to convey the
importance and value of these resources for scientific research, education, and future generations. Some
commenters remarked that the area does not just show the species that were present, but allows study of
the prehistoric ecosystem. There was a request that more research be done to better understand what
paleontological resources are located within the CTA.

Commenters questioned mitigation measures for paleontological resources: Where will they be put for the
public to see and research? Previous mitigations have resulted in resources being excavated and placed in
storage, therefore losing the value of seeing them in relation to each other. Commenters did not want this
to happen to paleontological resources in the CTA. Mitigation and research would need to be done before
any development or it would “obliterate” these resources.

One commenter noted that the northern side of the Nevada Power utility lines is a critical area to protect.
The NW Y4 of Section 11 was also mentioned; studies have been done that show there could be
Pleistocene-era vertebrate fossils located in this parcel because they are often found in association with
spring mounds, which are prevalent in the area. Commenters expressed concern that the construction of
the proposed park would destroy these.

Public Health and Safety

Some commenters expressed concern about public health and safety, and requested that all alternatives
considered in the SEIS provide for and thoroughly address appropriate infrastructure to support law
enforcement and emergency response within the CTA.

Recreation

Commenters requested allowing passive recreation (hiking, biking, bird watching, trails for
hikers/runners, etc.). The possibility of the CTA being a link in the Southern Nevada Regional Planning
Coalition (SNRPC) between the Clark County Wetlands Park and other trails was also mentioned.
Concern for equestrian access from the planning area to the Desert National Wildlife Refuge was also
raised. Commenters wanted to prohibit off-road vehicles, and to limit recreation in the Tule Springs
National Register Site and the Eglington Preserve.
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Special Designations

During the scoping period, two comments were submitted pertaining to special designations. One of these
expressed the opinion that development should not be allowed adjacent to the Desert National Wildlife
Refuge due to the impact it would have on encroachment of the refuge, fencing, and interruption of
water drainage and ecosystems within the Refuge. The other comment called for the designation of a
300-acre Nevada State Preserve within the CTA.

Socioeconomics

No comments were submitted regarding socioeconomics.

Soils and Geology

Most commenters were concerned about threats to fragile soil caused by development and adverse human
impact. Gypsum soil was specified as in need of protection because it requires certain conditions and is
easily damaged. It was noted that Las Vegas bearpoppy and Las Vegas buckwheat are dependent on this
soil. Two comments relating to the NW % of Section 11 discussed that this parcel is geomorphologically
and sedimentologically part of the Upper Las Vegas Wash, but the proposed sports fields would destroy
this area. (Also refer to Alternatives — Boundaries.)

Special Status Species

Commenters requested that all special status species and their habitat be protected, including adequate
buffers, in accordance with the Endangered Species Act, the Clark County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP), and Nevada state listing protections.

Commenters raised concern that all endangered and rare plants be preserved. Specifically, the

Las Vegas bearpoppy, Merriam’s bearpoppy, and Las Vegas buckwheat were mentioned because nearby
development has already depleted the population, and development in the planning area would
threaten/destroy more. Furthermore, for the plants to be protected, their habitat must remain undisturbed.
It was stated that bearpoppy plants cannot be grown from seed or replanted.

Protection for special status animals, namely the desert tortoise and burrowing owl, was requested.
Both species are native to the CTA, and development would threaten their habitat. The NW V4 of
Section 11 was mentioned as a threatened area for both species.

Commenters requested that the SEIS carefully identify and analyze all special status species, including
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to any of these species. Commenters also requested that
conditions be identified for use of any lands that would be disposed of to ensure the protection of these
species.

Transportation

Commenters expressed opposition to development of the proposed Sheep Mountain Parkway (also called
the Mountain Edge Beltway). Reasons included the lack of need for another beltway so close to the
existing 215 beltway, and that the Mountain Edge Beltway is unnecessary because there are no people to
serve on the north side of the proposed beltway. Additionally, it was requested that work be completed on
CC215, 115, and 95 before building the 10-lane Sheep Mountain Parkway. It was requested that the SEIS
not preclude options for highway corridors around and/or through the CTA. Concerns were expressed
regarding proposed sports fields because they would bring a large number of vehicles into the area that
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directly adjoins the currently defined CTA, resulting in vandalism, illegal dumping, and illegal motor
vehicle traffic within the CTA.

Vegetation

Commenters were concerned about conservation, protection, and potential destruction of vegetation and
habitat in the CTA. They expressed the opinion that to preserve the CTA’s beauty, ecosystem, and value
as open space, the vegetation of the CTA must be protected. Commenters noted that the creosote bush
provides habitat for several species of reptiles, birds, and mammals. One commenter said that the

CTA allows people to study plants through multiple eras. The SEIS should thoroughly address how
continuous habitat would be provided through the length of the CTA.

Wildlife

Commenters were concerned about the protection of wildlife and its habitat. They stated that wildlife
depends on the CTA’s ecosystem, and that development would destroy the “delicate balance.” One
commenter noted that 150 migratory birds and several animals have been reported during field surveys.
Another commenter stated that because the wash is dated at 190,000 years old, it is possible to study
animals through multiple eras. The SEIS should fully address how the management goals for the

CTA relate to and are impacted by the Desert National Wildlife Refuge. (Also refer to Special
Designations.)

Water Resources

Commenters raised concerns about the flood/stormwater control of the CTA being preserved. They did
not want any impacts of development to alter the natural processes of the wash. It was suggested that this
SEIS might present an opportunity to create long-term maintenance and/or enhancement of flood control,
energy dissipation, and sediment movement, which would include appropriately sized buffers against
development and prevent any development from impairing the wash or increasing pollutants. In 2004, the
Regional Flood Control District urged the BLM to keep the sensitive area natural to avoid water-quality
problems, to help maintain flood control, and to protect the wash’s function as a “filter.”

It was noted that construction of a floodwater detention basin near the top of Upper Las Vegas Wash has
been identified as part of other regional land use studies and assessments. The inclusion of flood control
facilities in association with the CTA not only provides protection for future and downstream existing city
infrastructure, utilities, roadway, and people, but also reduces scour potential within the wash system that
would degrade or destroy paleontological resources. Any alternatives should provide for appropriate
flood-control measures in and adjacent to the CTA.

The lack of water in the region was pointed out as an argument against further development. The SEIS
must include an analysis of potential impacts to the waters of the U.S. to inform any decisions regarding
what to conserve and what to dispose of for future potential development. These future actions may
require mitigation pursuant to Clean Water Act guidelines, and may require issuance of an Individual
Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Concerns for adverse impacts to the area’s water quality were brought up. It was stated that measures
must be addressed in the SEIS to avoid any adverse impacts to water quality, and that any unavoidable
impacts must be justified with their effects identified. The SEIS should include detail about effects on
water quality, as required under 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 230.10(b), 40 CFR
230.12(a)(3)(iv) and NEPA.
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Commenters addressed the preservation of hydrologic functions of the wash, noting that development
would result in long-term adverse changes to the wash’s hydrologic functions, as well as its aquatic
ecosystem, stormwater flows, sediment transport, water velocity, water quality, and hydrological
connectivity. Commenters requested that the BLM require all future development to maintain the natural
washes in their present form.

4.5 Cumulative Impacts

Commenters indicated that the SEIS should conduct a thorough cumulative impact assessment that
includes a complete list of reasonably foreseeable actions, including large-scale developments, residential
and non-residential developments, road improvements, restoration projects within and around the

Las Vegas Wash, and approved urban planning projects.

Commenters suggested that a cumulative impact assessment should examine landscape-level, statewide,
and regional impacts to all sensitive resources, and should be used to guide future environmental analyses
and potential avoidance and minimization measures while focusing on design and mitigation efforts.

Additionally, it was suggested that the SEIS analysis describe the “identifiable present effects” to various
resources, including the current health of the Las Vegas Wash due to past actions, to determine the health
of resources and form a baseline for assessing potential cumulative impacts. This information would also
help develop cooperative strategies for resource protection. The commenter referred the reader to the
Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) Forty Most Frequently Asked Questions (specifically
question number 19) for more information on this subject.

4.6 Miscellaneous Comments

Comment forms included boxes in which commenters could check which resources and uses they were
most concerned about. Boxes checked (number of times checked in parentheses) included the
ULVW-CTA Boundary (23), Allowable Uses (9), ULVW-CTA Manager (3), Affected Environment (13),
Environmental Consequences (13), Mitigation and Monitoring (6), Cumulative Impacts (3), Unavoidable
Adverse Effects (10), Project-specific Analysis Procedures (1), Geology and Soils (10), Biological
Resources (17), Visual Resources (2), Land Use (5), Transportation (1), Recreation (4), Paleontology
(22), Cultural Resources (12), Noise (2), Socioeconomics (1), Air Quality (3), Environmental Justice (12),
and Other (checked 3 times with 2 specifying light pollution as the concern). Water Resources and
Hazardous Materials were also checkbox choices on the comment form, but no one checked these.

Commenters requested protection for the eastern and western borders of the CTA from unlawful dumping
and destructive human intervention. Protection was requested to maintain the land for history, heritage,
native lands, and for future generations to enjoy.

It was requested that the wash be protected for educational purposes, including studies, viewing, science,
teaching, and tourism. Specific protection was requested for Tule Springs, including the gateway to
Gass Peak. It was also requested that new development incorporate solar and wind energy.
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Room 301 LS, Washington, DC 20236,
telephone (202) 452-7787.
Certification Statement

| hereby certify that the renewal of the
Steens Mountain Advisory Council is
necessary and in the public interest in
connection with the Secretary's
responsibilities to manage the lands,
resources, and facilities administered by
the Bureau of Land Management.

Dated: June 22, 2007.
Dirk Kempthorne,
Secrelary of the Interior.
[FR. Doc. 07-3276 Filed 7-5-07: 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310=33=M

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Land Management
[NV-050-5853-EU]

Notice of Intent To Prepare a
Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement to the Las Vegas Valley
Disposal Boundary Final
Environmental Impact Statement to
Analyze Boundary Adjustments to and
Management of the Conservation
Transfer Area

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: In accordance with Section
102(2)(c) of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM) Las Vegas
Field Office, Nevada intends to prepare
a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SELS) to the Las Vegas
Disposal Boundary Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS) to analyze a
possible adjustment of the boundary of
the Conservation Transfer Area (CTA)
referenced in the December 2004 FEIS
and Record of Decision (ROD). Analysis
of this possible boundary adjustment
will include the management of
approximately 13,400 acres of lands
managed by the BLM. Under the ROD
for the 2004 FEIS, approximately 5,000
acres were determined to be subject to
a process of more study, collaboration,
further NEPA analysis, and approval of
a conservation agreement, prior ta the
transfer of title. The conservation
agreement would determine the
allowable uses to protect the resources
within the CTA. Furthermore, the ROD
stated that the boundary of the CTA
would be adaptable to the needs and
concerns of interested parties. The
aption was open to increase or decrease
the size of the CTA with additional
analysis. The 5EIS to be prepared will
analyze the effects of a variety of

options for a final boundary for the
CTA, as well as the impacts of several
proposed uses, and the effect of
retention of the CTA by the United
States for management by the BLM. This
analysis, and any decision made on the
basis of this analysis, will ensure the
direction reflected in the 2004 FEIS and
ROD is met. This action is consistent
with the Las Vegas Resource
Management Plan of 1998, as
superseded by the Southern Nevada
Public Lands Management Act
(SNPLMA) of 1998 and the Clark
County Conservation of Public Land and
Naltural Resources Act (Clark County
Act) of 2002.
DATES: Publication of this notice
initiates the public scoping process.
Scoping meetings will be held in Las
Vegas, Nevada. All public meetings will
be announced through the local news
media, newsletters, and the BLM Web
site at http:/fwww.nv.bim.gov at least 15
days prior to the meeting.
ADDRESSES: Comments and information
should be submitted to the BLM within
30 days of publication of this notice in
the Federal Register. You may submit
camments by any of the following
methods:

* E-mail:
Jeffrey_Steinmetz@nv.blm.gov.

o Fax: 702-515-5023.

¢ Mail: Bureau of Land Management,
Las Vegas Field Office, Attention: Jeffrey
Steinmetz, 4701 North Torrey Pines
Drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 89130-2301.
Documents pertinent to this proposal
may be examined at the Las Vegas Field
Office.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION: For [urther
information and/or lo have your name
added to our mailing list, contact Jeffrey
Steinmetz, BLM Las Vegas Field Office.
by telephone (702) 515-5097 or by e-
mail (Jeffrey_Steinmetz@nv.bim.gov).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The BLM
conducted 10 public stakeholder
meetings from November, 2004 to
August, 2005. More than 160 members
of the public participated in this
process. Inpul was received on behalf of
(1) the City of Las Vegas, (2) the City of
North Las Vegas, (3) conservation
groups, (4) recreation groups, (5)
regional governmental entities (flood,
water, transportation), (6) State of
Nevada, (7) U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (both Ecological Services and
Refuge), (8) Clark County, (9) education
institutions, (10) utilities, (11) builders/
developers, and (12) Native American
Tribes. All meetings were open to the
public. The BLM received preliminary
input on a variety of lopics, including
vision statements, goals and objectives,
boundaries, infrastructure, recreation,

education, and management options. By
the end of this pracess, the BLM
determined that a SEIS was warranted
to analyze proposed boundaries and
management of the CTA because the
complexity of issues surrounding the
CTA and the interest of local
governments and citizens necessitates a
comprehensive analysis of any
adjustment to the boundary and/or
management of the CTA, as referenced
in the 2004 FEIS and ROD. The major
issue themes anticipated to be
addressed in the SEIS include: Impacts
to air quality; impacts to surface water
hydrology and water quality; protection
of fossil-bearing formations: protection
of federally-listed species, state-listed
species, and BLM sensitive species;
analysis of development scenarios based
on updated local community
development land use plans; impacts to
visual resources; balancing conflicting
and compatible land uses: protectian of
cultural and paleontological resources;
environmenlal justice, social and
economic impacts, cumulative impacts
of the project based on build-out (build-
out will include land sales and other
land use authorizations); and
assessment of land surface conditions.

The purpose of the public scoping
process is to determine relevant issues
that will influence the scope of the
environmental analysis as well as
alternatives analyzed in the SEIS. You
may submit comments on issues and
planning criteria in writing to the BLM
at any public scoping meeting, or you
may submit them to the BLM using one
of the methods listed in the ADDRESSES
section ahove. To be most helpful, you
should submit formal scoping
comments within 30 days after
publication of this notice in the Federal
Register. Before including vour address,
phone number, e-mail address, or other
personal identifying information in your
comment, you should be aware that
your entire comment—including your
personal identifying information—may
be made publicly available at any time.
While you can ask us in your comment
to withhold your personal identifying
information from public review, we
cannaot guarantee that we will he able to
do so. All submissions from
organizations and businesses, and from
individuals identifying themselves as
representatives or officials of
organizations or businesses, will be
available for public inspection in their
entirety. The minutes and list of
attendees for each scoping meeting will
be available to the public and open for
30 days after the meeting to any
participant who wishes to clarify the
view he or she expressed.
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After gathering public comments on
what additional issues the SEIS should
address, the suggested issues will be
placed in one of two categories:

h, lssues to be analyzed in the SEIS
an

2. Issues beyond the scope of the
SEIS,

Rationale for the placement of each
issue in category one or two, as well as
for the resolution of such issue(s) will
be included in the SEIS and/or ROD for
the CTA. During the scoping phase, the
public is encouraged to help identify
questions and concerns to be addressed
through the management of the CTA.

An interdisciplinary approach will be
used to develop the SELS in order to
consider the variety of resource issues
and concerns identified. Disciplines
involved in the SEIS process will
include specialists with expertise in
soils, minerals and geology; hydrology;
botany; wildlife; transportation; visual
resources; air quality; lands and realty;
outdoor recreation; archasology:
paleontology: and sociology and
economics, including community
development.

Authority: 40 CFR 1501.7.
Dated: April 3, 2007,
Juan Palma,
Field Manager.
|[FR Doc. E7-13102 Filed 7-5-07: 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 5853-EU-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Land Management
[AK-932-1430—ET; F-025943]

Notice of Public Meeting on
Withdrawal Extension

AGENCY: Burean of Land Management,
Department of the Interior.

ACTION: Notice of public meeting.

SUMMARY: As required by 43 CFR
2310.3-1 notice is hereby given thal a
public meeting will be held regarding
the proposed extension of the
withdrawal to protect the Fairbanks
Command and Data Acquisition Station
(also known as the Gilmaore Satellite
Tracking Station). The station is
operated by NOAA’s National Satellite
Information Services (also known as the
Mational Environmental Satellite, Data,
and Information Service). The Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) proposes to
extend the duration of Public Land
Order (PLO) No. 3708, as modified by
PLO No. 6709 (54 FR 6919, February 15,
1989) for an additional 20 year period.
The lands comprise approximately
8,500 acres and are located in T. 2 N.,

R.1E.,and T. 2 N., R. 2 E., Fairbanks
Meridian near Fox, Alaska. A complete
description can be provided by the BLM
Fairbanks District Office at the address
below.

DATES: August 8, 2007, 3-5 p.m. Alaska
Daylight Time.

Location: BLM Fairbanks District
Office, 1150 University Avenue,
Fairhanks, Alaska.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
BLM's Betsy Bonnell at 907—474-2336/
e-mail betsy_bonnell@blm.gov or
NOAA’s Richard Von Wittkamp at 206—
526-4400/e-mail

richard vonwittkamp®noaa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Notice of
the proposed withdrawal extension was
published in the Federal Register on
February 1, 2007 (Volume 72, Number
21). The meeting will be handicap
accessible.

Dated: June 29, 2007.

Nichelle W, Jacohson,

Field Manager.

|FR Doc. E7—13087 Filed 7-5-07; 8:45 am)|
BILLING CODE 3510-HR-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Land Management
[CA-920-1310-FI); (CACA 44895]

Proposed Reinstatement of Terminated
Qil and Gas Lease CACA 44895

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of Reinstatement of
Terminated Oil and Gas Lease,

SUMMARY: Under the provisions of
Public Law 97—451, Carneros Energy,
Inc timely filed a petition for
reinstatement of oil and gas lease CACA
448095 for lands in Kern County,
California, and it was accompanied by
all required rentals and royalties
accruing from January 1, 2007, the date
of termination.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Rita
Altamira, Land Law Examiner, Branch
of Adjudication, Division of Energy &
Minerals, BLM California State Office,
26800 Cottage Way, W-1834,
Sacramento, California 95825, (916)
978-4378.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: No valid
lease has been issued affecting the
lands. The lessee has agreed to new
lease terms for rentals and rovalties at
rates of $10.00 per acre or fraction
thereof and 16%% percent, respectively.
The lessee has paid the required $500
administrative fee and has reimbursed
the Bureau of Land Management for the

cost of this Federal Register notice. The
Lessee has met all the requirements for
reinstatement of the lease as set out in
Sections 31(d) and (&) of the Mineral
Leasing Act of 1920 (30 U.5.C. 188), and
the Bureau of Land Management is
proposing to reinstate the lease effective
January 1, 2007, subject to the original
terms and conditions of the lease and
the increased rental and royalty rates
cited above.

Dated: June 28, 2007,
Debra Marsh,
Supervisor, Branch of Adjudication, Division
of Energy & Minerals.
[FR Doc. E7-13082 Filed 7-5-07; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4310-40-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Land Management
[WY-923-1310-Fl; WYW135113]

Wyoming: Notice of Proposed
Reinstatement of Terminated Qil and
Gas Lease

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of Proposed
Reinstatement of Terminated Oil and
Gas Lease.

SUMMARY: Linder the provisions of 30
U.5.C. 1886(d) and (e), and 43 CFR
3108.2=3(a) and (b)(1), the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) received a
petition for reinstatement from Samson
Qil & Gas USA Inc. for competitive oil
and gas lease WYW135113 for land in
Sweetwater County, Wyoming. The
petition was filed on time and was
accompanied by all the rentals due
since the date the lease terminated
under the law.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Burean of Land Management, Pamela J.
Lewis, Chief, Branch of Fluid Minerals
Adjudication, at (307) 775-6176.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The lessee
has agreed to the amended lease terms
for rentals and rovalties at rates of $10
per acre or fraction thereol, per year and
16%4 percent, respectively. The lessee
has paid the required $500
administrative fee and $163.00 to
reimburse the Department for the cost of
this Federal Register notice. The lessee
has met all the requirements for
reinstatement of the lease as set out in
Sections 31(d) and (g) of the Mineral
Lands Leasing Act of 1920 (30 U.5.C.
188), and the Bureau of Land
Management is proposing to reinstate
lease WYW 135113 effective February 1,
2007, under the original terms and
conditions of the lease and the
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LS O P S AT O THE INTERIORA
BUREAN F LRV A R ENER T

UPPER LAS VECAS WASH CONSERVATION TRANSFER AREA
DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The Burean of Land Management, Las Vegas Field Office, inwites you to participate in the
public scoping process for the preparation of a Supplemental Environmental [mpact Statement
[SEIS) for the Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area

The BLM is preparing the SEIS to analyze possible boundary adjustments to the Conservation
Transfer Area referenced in the 2004 Final EIS and Fecord of Decizsion. The BLIM will host
three scoping meetings to provide an opportunity for the public to learn about the project and to
share any concerns or cornments they may have. Additionally, the public may subrmt
information and identi fy 1ssues that are addressed during the SEIS process. The scoping meetings
are scheduled from 6:00 — 5:00 p.m. on the following dates at the following locations:

«  August 14, 2007 at BLI Las Vegas Field Office, 4701 MNorth Torrey Pines Drive, Las
Wegas, Mewada

o August 15, 2007 at the Morth Las Vegas Library, 2300 Civic Center Drive, Morth Las Vegas,
Mevada

«  August 14, 2007 at the West Charleston Library, 6301 West Charleston Blwd., Las WV egas,
Mevada

The meetings are an open house format to allowthe public to wat with BLL representatives.
Written comments may be submitted to the address below or emailed to
MV _LVEFD Planmng@he blm gow:

BLM Las Vegas Field Office
attention: Gayle Marmrs-Smuth
4701 M. Torrey Pines Drive
LasWegas, NV 59130

The B LM encourages wour participation in this scoping process. Please contact Gayle Mlarrs-
Srith, BLWM Project Manager, at (702) 515-5156 to request additional information regarding the
sCoping mestings.
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AFFP DISTRICT COURT
Clark County, Nevada

File:

Fls
12927~ ¢ . &

AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION

STATE OF NEVADA)
COUNTY OF CLARK) SS:

Stacey M. Lewis, being 1st duly sworn, deposes and says: That she is the Legal
Clerk for the Las Vegas Review-Journal and the Las Vegas Sun, daily newspapers
regularly issued, published and circulated in the City of Las Vegas, County of Clark,
State of Nevada, and that the advertisement, a true copy attached for,
SWCA ENVIRONMENTAL 2483880SWC
CONSULTANTS

was continuously published in said Las Vegas Review-Journal and / or Las Vegas
Sun in 2 edition(s) of said newspaper issued from 07/22/2007 to 08/05/2007, on the
following days:

2434586

07/22/2007
08/05/2007

> JANET EILEEN STANEK
Metary Public State of Nevada
No. 06-107924-1
My appt. exp. July 28, 2010

> i
Signed: 4 %{%2;67/[}2’/(

N BEFORE ME THIS, THE

SUBSCRIBED AN

, 2007.

PUBLIC
NOTICE

PUBLIC SCOPING
MEETINGS

Notice |5 hereby given
that the Bureau of Land

Upper Las Vegas Wash
Conservation  Transfer
Area Slrﬁuplemcntal
Environmental  Impact
Statement  (SEIS). The
planning area for the
SEIS includes

The. meetings will _be
held from £:00 to £:00
PM. on the following
dates at the following,
locations:

| August 14, 2007 at BLM
Las Vepas Field Office,

m August 15, 2007 at the|
Horth Las Vegas Library,
2300 Clvlc Center Drive,
MNorth Las Vegas,
Nevada

m August 16, 2007 at the|
West Charleston Library,
6301 West Charleston)
Blvd., Las Vegas, Nevada

During the meeting, the
R
0 nity to Vi
tten comments on a
variety  of lssues,
relating to this effort. [li
you have any guestions,
please contact the BLM:
phone - (702) 515-5156;
emall - i
Gayle_Marrs-Smith@
nvblm.gov

PUB: July 22, Aug, 5, 2007
LV Review-Journal
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PUBLIC NOTICE/NEWSPAPER LEGAL AD

Notice is hereby given that the Bureau of Land Management (BLLM) will hold Public
Scoping Meetings to seek input regarding the range of alternatives and issues to be
analyzed in the Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS). The planning area for the SEIS includes 13,383
acres managed by the BLM, including areas of the Upper Las Vegas Wash,

The meetings will be held from 6:00 to 8:00 P.M. on the following dates at the following
locations:

*  August 14, 2007 at BLM Las Vegas Field Office, 4701 North Torrey Pines Drive,
Las Vegas, Nevada

* August 15, 2007 at the North Las Vegas Library, 2300 Civic Center Drive, North Las
Vegas, Nevada

*  August 16, 2007 at the West Charleston Library, 6301 West Charleston Blvd., Las
Vegas, Nevada

During the meeting, the public will have an opportunity to provide written comments on
a variety of issues, relating to this effort. If you have any questions, please contact the
BLM: phone - (702) 515-5156; email — Gayle_Marrs-Smith @nv.blm. gov.

Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area November 2007
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
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From: Gayle Marrs-Smith@nv.blm.gov [mailto:Gayle Marrs-Smith@nv.blm.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2007 11:07 AM

To! ajoiner@lch.state.nv.us; amitre@lvpaiute.com; amy_lavoie@fws.gov; angie_lara@nv.blm.gov;
anijnlvZ%icox.net; aoneill@outaidelasvegas.ory; Amy Sprunger-Allworth@FWS.GOV;
badams@clan.lib.nv.us; bhrdnbrkéndow.org; bpalmer@entrix.com;
brenda.pohlmann@cityofhenderson.com; brian_amme@blm.gov; buck@lasvegassun.com;
bwoodBceomail . nevada.edu; BMorris@GCWallace.oom; brent.arncold@kernrivergas.com;

Brent .Arnold@kernrivergas.com; callpaul@lasvegas.net; carol.shimer@dri.edu;
carolyn_romning@blm.gov; cblack@gcwallace.com; chknight@lasvegaznevada.gov;
chuck.flink@greenways.com; ckajkowski@lasvegasnavada.gov; cloudstar@iwen.com; clund@blm.gov;
cskromak@nevp.com; Carl.Somers@tpl.org; dave.dahl@kernrivergas.com;

david,.frommert@ccmail .nevada.edu; David Brown; dcarlson@co.clark.nv.us;

dean.t.whitmanémail .zprint.com; dannis.d.parker@mail.sprint.com; deviO@clark.nscee.edu;
deveonih@earthlink.net; diane.fitch@swgas.com; dkirk@nevp.com; dmarch@ocmail.nevada.edu;
drohanp@unlv. nevada.edu; dunning.connell@epa.qgov; devSiiclark.nscee.edu; DMcfadden@GCWallace.com;
COWhitefLasVegasNevada.GOV; DTurnerdCo.Clark.NV.US; editoreddfjunc.com; edwinpricefcox.net;
ellisgreenslearthlink.net; eriogenum@earthlink.net; escott@zbom.shoounty.gov; ewynkoop@nevp.com;
fawntrail@cox.net; gclemmer@heritage.nv.gov; gerri.schroder@mail.house.gov; Gayle Marrs—
Smith@nw.blm.gov; ham@reviewjournal.com; helenhmortenson@earthlink.net;
hillerie_ ¢ patton@blm.gov; hihiatt@anv.net; holly.cheong@snwa.com; houserel@éco.clark.nv.us;
hutsondebelle@cox.net; jabetzler@acl.com; jack.kelsoflccmail.nevada.edu; james.dufault@swgas.com;
janefeldman@sarthlink.net; jans@ci.north-las-vegas.nv.us; jdmorefheritage.nv.gov;
jgratton@nv.blm.gov; jgunning@marnellcorrac.com; jjacobson@fcoglv.com; jjones@forestry.nv.govy
jmooredtnc.org; jo-ann.tallerico@bankofamerica.com; joann.schoch@mail.house.gov;
john.d.merrill@mail.sprint.com; Jjohn.holman@swgas.com; jonesjal@coityofnorthlasvegas.com;
jsteinme@nv.blm.gov; julene@snhba.com; jvaughtf@cox.net; JRuedy@lcb.state.nv.us;
kathleen_rozner@reid.senate.gov; katrina@naiopnv.org; kbush@ico.clark.nv.us; kennylvpt@msn. com;
khl@eo,clark.nv.us; kirsten cannon@nv.blm.gov; kokopelli3deox.net; krogers@reviewjournal.com;
kspringesrésbom.sheounty.gov; kuscéci.north-las-vegas.nv.ug; larrybross@fcglv.com;

lbellis@dot .state.nv.us; len.l.bellows@mail.sprint.com; lortega@forestry.nv.gov;
lrichmond@marnellcorrac.com; Liz _Smith-Inoer@nps.gov: majewskiMécei.north-las-vegas.nv.us;
manning@lasvegassun.com; marc_maynardénv.blm.gov; margot_allenfensign.senate.gov;
marlowhotff@aol,com; mbacalTNC.ORG; mbaltzemarnellcorrac.com; megilll@unlv.nevada.edu;
menartml@cityofnorthlasvegas. com; michasl_johnson@nv.blm.gov; micki_jay_2000@8yahoo . com;
mikefordtef@aol. com; mkirkpatrickéasm.state.nv.us; mmorse@fcglv.com;
mthackston@lasvegasnevada.gov; Mbaltz@nevp.com; MLANDE&co.clark.nv.us;

Nancy .Flagg@ccmail.nevada.edu; Neil Kornze@reid.senate.gov; NGENTIS@ATT.NET; paguirrefnevp.com;
peqlegd4sToRyahoo.com; petealforestry.nv.gov; pmil@citizenalert.org; pwilcox@lands.nv.gov;
pwyatti@co.clark.nv.us; drohanp@unlv.navada.edu; Faul .Buck@dri.edu; rees@ccmail . nevada.eduy;
rfultz@lasvegasnevada.gov; rlpalmer@clan.lib.nv.us; rmrowka@oo.clark.nv.us; roseg@oi.north-las-
vegas.nv.us; rowlandicomail.nevada.edu; rshepardéndow.org; RICEGUNLV.NEVADA.EDU;
samrosecorkieacl.com; sauwood@hotmail.com; scanfield@lands.nv.gov; schmidt.davidplepa.gov;
shaymond@forestry.nv.gov; spotts@infowest.com; spowersf@nlvchamber.org;
stephaniefrealtyaccess.net; Shannon_Raborn@reid.senate.gov; terry.sovey@cox.com;
tjames@lasvegasnevada,.gov; tod.story@mail.house.gov; tom.warley@anclv.com;
tperrigo@lasvegasnevada.gov; trober9567@acl.com; tsutkolccrfed.orgy Trinkolcox.net;
vertpaleofacl.com; viclet.r,hawek@mail.sprint.com; vitulano.karen@epa.gov;
wallenmeyer@oo.clark.nv.us; william.sandeen@nellis.af.mil; Wenro702@aol.com;
WolfConsulting@cox.net; derek.babcock@snwa.com; Jenna Whitlock@éreid.senate.gov;
mark.ioli@kinross.com; colleen.becki@dri.edu; bob@nvwf.org; claireZme@netzeroc.com;
beyngdevr@aol.com; hihiatt@anv.net; steve.parkerl@cox.net; mellington@nv.doa.gov;
douglas.baker@nyecounty.net; kernylvpt@man.com; scanfield@lands.nv.gov; castle@lnett.com

Cc: Juan_Palmaénv.blm.gov; Patrick Putnam@nv.blm.gov; Charles Coyle; Jeff Connell; David Brown;
Eric Koster; Stephen Leslie; Steve Knox; Leslie Wagner; Lynda Sperry; hhornbeck@swoa.com; Paul
Murphey; Heather Stettler; Chris Garrett; Elizabeth Perry; Heidi Orcutt-Gachiri; David Reinhart;
Tyson Schreiner; Julie Hanks; Heidi Hill; mlangley@kleinfelder.com; clarson@kleinfelder.com;
abackstrom@kleinfelder . com; gearter@kleinfelder.com; reberle@kleinfelder,com;
dburns@kleinfeldear. com; ggoodemotedkleinfelder.com; cstewart@zephyrenvironmental.com;
maurine.bachman@comeast.net; Gayle Marrs-Smith@nv.blm.gov; Jeffrey_Steinmetz@nv.blm.gov;
Sarah_Peterscn@nv.blm.gov; Susanne_Rowe@nv.blm.gov; George_WVarhalmi@blm.gowv;
Mark_Slaughter@nv.blm.gov; gerri.schroder@mail .houze.gov; tod.story@mail .housze.gowv;
margot_allen@ensign.senate.gov; Jjoanm.schoch@mail .house.gov; Neil Kornzefreid.senate.gov;
Shannon_Raborn@reid.senate.gov

Subject: CTA Scoping Meetings
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Wf Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area
* Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Scoping Report

Dear Stakeholders,
Az wyou know, BLM has contracted with SWCA to develop the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the Upper Las Vegas Wash
Conservation Transfer Area. We are going to be conducting scoping meetings
August 14, 15, and 16, The notice for the public scoping meetings was
published in the Las Vegas Review Journal on Sunday, July 22 and will be
repeated on Sunday, August 6. [ have attached the notice for vyour
convenience.
As we move forward with a more structured format, I want te personally thank
all of vou for vyour invelvement and commitment during the long planning
process. Some of you have been involved since November, 2004 when we had our
first public input meeting! Even though we are now in a formal process, we
do not want to lose the momentum that we have achieved with our regular
guarterly meetings. We also have to ensure that we are following our
regulations under the National Environmental Pelicy Act (NEPA) and the
Federal Adviscory Committee Act (FACA). Having consulted with our solicitors,
we have come up with the fellowing strategy.
Our next guarterly meetings would have been scheduled feor August 2007,
November2007, February 2008, and May 2008. Cur SEIS public meetings will
roughly c¢eoincide with the August 2007 and May 2008 guarterly meetings. In
place of the November 2007 and February 2008 meetings, I will send out a
detailed newsletter on the progress of the work with Utah State University
and the SEIS. Az always, vou are free to contact me with ¢guestions and
issues at any time in this process.
Again, I want to thank all of you for your interest and hard work.
Gayle Marrs-Smith, CTA Proiject Manager
Bureau of Land Management
4701 N. Torrey Pines Drive
Las Vegas, NV 38%130
Phone: {702y 515-5156
FAX: (702) 515-5023
Gayle_Marrs-Smith@nv.blm.gov
{See attached file: PublicNotice-NewspaperAd.doc ([This is Appendix X in the
Scoping Report])
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Planning Area Location
¢ : Actions that would be common to all action alternatives

*Management responsibility

«Protection of the Tule Springs National Historic Site

*Non-motorized trails

+Treatment of eligible culwral sites

*Mitigate surface paleontological sites and sensitive plant habitat

*Decatur and Grand Teton alignments

=Aliante Parkway between Grand Teton and Horse Drive alignment

*No roads north of Grand Teton and east of Decatur

*Expansion of the Decatur Detention Basin if necessary

*Removal of southern half of McC ool Park R&EPP

«Any land within the ULVW ~ CTA boundary originally defined as available for disposal would now be
potentially available for disposal with some type of conservation res:nmons mclnded

+Unilities shall be co-located with road ali; to prevent additional
Boundary
+The No Action Al i the original C tion Transfer Al ive Boundary.

It is approximately 5, DODacres and would be available for disposal in accordance with SNPLMA, FLPMA,
and other applicable laws subject to valid existing rights,

Allowable Uses
+The Eglington Preserve and Tule Springs National Historic Site would not be available for disposal

+The maxi amount of infr needs would be permitted
-Thc maximum modifications I‘nr flood control would be permitted
ion would be ding to City Master Plans and R&PP leases

“The Eslmglﬂn Preserve and Tule Springs waould be managed for recreation by the BLM
ical sites would be

Management
It would be managed by the BLM until sold

v e ot Betagn [ Lipngpon Smvere

Alternative Boundary 1
=y Boundary
*Alternative one encompasses jurisdictional waters on the western side of the R&EPP leases,
+It is approximately 2,940 acres, a reduction of 2,060 acres from the no action alternative
=Alternative one includes Tule Springs, all surface paleontological sites, and sensitive plant habita. It
excludes the Floyd Lamb R&PP and the Eglington Preserve.

Allowahle Uses
*The Eglington Preserve would not be available for disposal.
=Some infrastructure needs would be permitied.
+Some modifications for flood control would be permitted including the h d ion basin, and all
flood cmm'ol fmllmes for |he CII)‘ of Nonh Las \-’egns
in the REPP leased lands.
=Connections to regional parks and trails.
+A number of paleontological sites would occur cutside of the boundary

Management
~Management may be by the BLM, City, County, or a Private Conservation Group

Boundary
+Alternative two encompasses jurisdictional waters, flood terrace, and portions of the uplands as a buffer
«lt is approximately 6,323 acres, an increase of approximately 1,323 acres from the no action alternative.
*Alternative two includes the Eglington Preserve and the R&PP leased lands

Allowable Uses
+The Eglington Preserve would not be available for disposal
=Same infrastructure needs would be permitted.
=Some modifications for flood control would be permined
ion would be aged the same as Al ive one with the potential for increased trails,
=All paleontological sites would oceur inside the boundary.

Management
“Management may be by the BLM, City, County, or a Private Conservation Group

SWCA Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area

Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area November 2007
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
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Boundary
sInclude ' mile buffer east of the Las Vegas Paiute Reservation and a one mile buffer north of the
Teservation
«It is approximately 9,000 acres, an increase of approximately 4,000 acres from the no action alternative.
*Increases the bajada on the northeast side.
sIncludes the Eglington Preserve.

Allowable Uses
+The Eglington Preserve and Tule Springs NHS would not be available for disposal
sInfrastructure permitted would mclude the Beliway
*Some modifications to the natural channel for flood control would be permitted
R on would be | same as Al ive | with the potential for additional trails.
«All paleontological sites would occur inside the boundary with a larger buffer than Alternative 2.

Management
«Managemem may be by the BLM, City. County, or a Private Conservation Group.

Boundary
sIncludes lands between the reservation and the Desert National Wildlife Refuge (DNWR),
#lt 1s approximately 10,600 acres, an increase of approximately 5,600 acres from the no action alternative.
+Moves boundary approximately ¥ miles east of Highway 95, north of the reservation.
«Moves boundary 1 mile north of Mocassin on east side of reservation,
=Includes Eglington Preserve.

Allowable Uses
+The Eglington Preserve would not be available for disposal.
=Some infrastructure needs would be permitied.
*Flood control would be accomplished with the natural wash with no modifications.
R ion would be d same as Al we | with greater potential for additional trails than
alternative 3.
«All paleontological snes would occur inside the boundary with a larger buffer than alternative 3

Management
«Management may be by the BLM, City, County, or a Prvate Conservation Group.

Boundary
*This is the entire study area as defined in the SEIS.
+It 1s approximately 12,800 acres, an increase of approximately 7,800 acres from the no action alternative.
*Follows the DNWR as the north boundary,
+Includes a 1 mile bufter north and east of the Las Vegas Paiute Reservation,
+Includes the area east of North 3 street to the DNWR boundary

Allowable Uses.
+The Eglington Preserve would not be available for disposal
+Only infrastructure needs common to all aliernatives would be permitted.
+Flood control would be accomplished with the natural wash with no medifications.

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Scoping Report

would be | same as Al ive | with the maxi potential for trails.

«All paleontological sites would occur inside the boundary with the maximum buffer.

Management
«Management may be by the BLM, City, County, or a Pavate Conservation Group.

Boundary
+The boundary is the same as the original C. ation Transfer Al ive Bound

Allowable Uses
+The Eglington Preserve would not be available for disposal
«Some infrastructure needs would be permitted.
*Some modifications 1o the natural channel for flood control may be permitted.
+Recreation would include R&PP, parks, open space, and fewer potential for trails.
+Most paleontological sites would occur inside the boundary

Management
+Management may be by the BLM, City, County, or a Private Conservation Group.

[P Opheoi - P,
SWCA Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area
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1 a - The mesquite and eatclaw acacia habitat found in the

o . 4 ¥ . 2 ULVW - CTA.  The phainopepla prefers 1o catl

}::;nu?nﬂf:;s Cropherus; Apezaizl Fedemlly listed mistletoe berries, oflen associated with Mesquite and
e Catclaw Acacia habitats.

Lt
_ L ©00aSiphen Dowln

Phainopepla, Phainopepla nitens = BLM sensitive
specics.

Biological
Resources

threatened desert tortoise.  The wash is used for nesting, denning,
foraging, breeding. and as a travel corridor.

Las Vegas Ei con BLM
sensitive species.  The buckwheat & also a High Priority
Evaluntion species under the Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan for Clark County, and proposed for
listing by the Nevada Division of Forestry. Upon receiving

Staie p i o arcas 0
would require a permit from Nevada Division of Forestry,

Las  Vegas  Bearpoppy.  Arctomecon
californica, BLM sensitive species

Merriam’s Bearpoppy, Aretomecon
merriamii, BLM sensitive species

Stand of Las Vegas Bearpoppy in the ULVW - CTA. It grows primarily in soils with high gypsum content. It flowers from
March to June with multiple Nowers on cach stem.

SWCA Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area
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Decisions To Be Made

What will the final boundary of the ULVW — CTA be?
+ Original Conservation Transfer Alternative
» Adjusted boundary to meet resource needs

+ Adjusted boundary to meet needs and the concerns of interested parties

What allowable uses may be considered within the ULVW - CTA and
where may they be allowed?

* Rights-of-Way
» Utilities
» Roads
» Flood Control

* Recreation and Public Purposes (R&PP) leases
+ Hiking Trails and other recreation infrastructure

B

» Scientific Research

* Education

Who will manage the ULVW - CTA?
*« BLM

* Other Federal Agency

+ Clark County

» Non-Profit Agency

* Private Company

« Combination of different entities View ofthe ULVW - CTA

Standing water in a main channel of the ULVW - CTA

SWCA Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area
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Infrastructure and Socioeconomics

Clark County, Nevada, which encompasses the greater Las Vegas
metropolitan arca, is one of the fastest-growing regions in the United
States. The cities of Las Vegas and North Las Vegas in particular
have experienced high rates of growth and development over the
past 20 years,

Population Change (1990 - 2008)

= Ll = x - : nem

The Upper Las Vegas Wash - Conservation Transfer Area SEIS planning area is shown in relation to et

current devel and petential infi . The aerial photograph was taken in 2005 as pan of
the Utah State study. 3
rober
Population change in the cities of Las Vegas and Nonth Las Vegas
since 1990,
Types of land use izations that may be i include, but are not
limited to, rights-of-way for roads, utility powerlines, gas and water pipelines,
sewer lines and other flood control fiberoptic lines, d i
basins, facilities, recreational wails, e,

Development along the southern edge of the ULVW - CTA

Total Available Housing Units

(1990 - 2006)
The ULVW — CTA - Residential developments in Las Vegas and North Las it
Vegas come up 1o the southern edge of the ULVW - CTA v

P

Increase in available housing units in the cities of Las Vegas and
North Las Vegas since 1990

According to the Nevada State D her (2006), the populati
of Clark County is projected 1o increase by approximately 900,000
additional persons in the next ten years. An increase of nearly 47%.
Using 2 49 persons per household, the average for Clark County from
- - the year 2000, this equates 1o a demand for an additional 361 446
i housing units by 2016, (Nevada State Demographer, 2006)

Detention Basin for Mlood control within the ULVW - CTA

SWCA Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area

ENVIRCMMENTAL CONSULTANTE.
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Paleontological &
Cultural
Resources

Fossil wsk of Mammoth eroding out of hillside within the
ULVW - CTA. Remains such as these under continued
exposure to the elements will continue to deteriorate
unless they can be recovered and preserved

Fossil bones of an extinct Columbi h, Ade Fries coumhi,
exposed and weathering at the surface inside the Upper Las Vegas Wash
More than 400 localities such as this remain exposed 1o the elements
threughout the Wash.

Fossil bones of an extinct giant llama-like camel, Camelops hesternus, eroding out of
= . s L a low arroyo inside the ULVW - CTA. Broken fossils like these will continee 1o
Tule Springs National Historic Site deteriorate in the harsh desen conditions of the Las Vegas Valley, unless they can be

recovered and preserved

Fossil jaw of small mammal eroding out of
hillside in the ULVW - CTA.

Exploring Tule Springs National Historic Site Fossil jaws of an extinct horse, Fguus, eroding out of a hillside within

the ULVW - CTA. These delicate fossils could easily be scattered and
destroyed by off-road activity or by a strong rainstorm unless they can
be recovered and preserved

SW% Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

@ Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area November 2007
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Recreation

Recreation activities and needs that may be
considered in the ULVW - CTA

* Trails

* Facilities and infrastructure

» Connections to regional parks and trails
»McCool Park
»Floyd Lamb Park
»Clark County Shooting Park

The rm present in the ULVW - CTA provide
Hlent opp ities for interpretation and educati

» Recreation and Public Purposes Act
» Open Space
* Recreation in Tule Springs and Eglington Preserve

» Education and Interpretation

M

The ULVW — CTA Planning Area is shown in relation to area parks, R&EPP leased
tands, Tule Springs National Historic Site, and the Eglington Preserve.

Site of the Clark County Shooting Park, adjacent 1o the
ULVW - CTA. Construction on the Shooting Park is
anticipated to begin in the Fall of 2008,

SW% Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area

Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area November 2007
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UPPER LAS VEGAS WASH CONSERVATION TRANSFER AREA:

A SYSTEM TO DEVELOP ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS

COMPONENT C

COMPONENT E

AS WASH MOUNTAIN EDGE BELTWAY

PALEONTOLOGICAL
RESOURCES (B2)

RPP LANDS NO

DESIGNATED USE (C2)

RPF LANDS WITH NO DESIGNATED
USE AND PRIVATE PARCEL (C3)

WASH ECOSYSTEM 11 (D4}

LEGEND [ IDisposal Boundary i Nellis Air Force Base [ Tule Springs Existing Roads/Highways
[ Paiute Indian Reservation  Private Mtglington Plant Freserve — Proposed Roads/ Highways
0 4 [ Bureau of Land Management [l State of Nevada Faleosites - Alternate Alignment
Kilometers . gClark County Shooting Fark  MiFloyd Lamb Fark [ Golden bearclaw-poppy /Conservation Transier ares Ut @S tate
K [ Desert National Wildlife Refuge WIRFF Lands 17 Nile's wild buckwheat UNIVERSITY
Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area November 2007

Scoping Report

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement



E-10

This page intentionally left blank.

/ Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area November 2007
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Scoping Report




Appendix F
SCOPING MEETING SIGN-IN SHEETS

—+-/ Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area November 2007
- Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Scoping Report







-1

F

November 2007

v..\\%u\\m\v. >/ , ~
J.ﬂ&hg@\Q\N@uﬁw\Q \.m..\_\:,?wﬂﬂ.\W\?%Q Y s Lele \\ka\mw\u\ \E\ \/

vﬁﬁ@.\i ouws_gwamv 8HTL- 180 .wi\. EDWCWQ 1255

L2ty (TN (T rés%ﬁ mN )
o rllo 3y Irnay=o | 2575 S8 222s Aomd wipd P UL P
e ooy @y OS2 | A578 =S w$wwuvm¢w Fratgan T

s 8 W 'nin/ o) \w\v\ﬁ \,\N\
52/ttt S a/l_S D) .

oo o7 ogs-suS psd | STTHS V7]

Vb mye  pov () - YR
“pradipsophrns mﬁwép a0y S Qb | N7 by | A T @u@h

" HTLIL ¥0
TIVIN-d XVA/ANOHA | SSHIdav NOILVITIdAV HNVN

r’\

1705 5P b6 185,55

JNd 00:8 — TN 009 ‘b1 1Snsny
JudwIR}B)S Joedur] [BIUIUIUOIIAUT]

reaudwrddng yeaq
‘08 Op 0} 3[qE 2q [[Im BAIY J9JSUBL], UONEBAIISUOD)
2/ IR 29)ueIEnS JOUTED 2t “MATAS1 DIjqnd WIOTf BONEULIGHU] 1add
Surynuapi [euosiad 1ok PlOYYIIAM O JUIUWOD 10K qsems mwwok? S¢] N
ul sn yjse ues nok spipp awn Aue e ejqejieae Ko1jqnd apew Mﬁmﬂouw AANnFg

2q Aewt — voneunIoyuL Sutdjnuspt (euosiad ok Juipnjout
— JUBUIUOS 21jUa MoK JBY) AFRME 3G PINOYS NOA *juatod
ok ur uoneuoyur Suiynuept jeuosiad 1ayio Jo ‘ssaippe mumﬁ—,o UEIR | sedo A SBT ININIDVMYI GNVA 40 NVIING

1ew-a “Taquunu suord ‘ssaippe oA Surpnioul a10jeg (AI0N HOMIINI FHL 40 LNIWLEVAIA SN
_ ! JuduRSRURTA] pURT JO nedang

_ — =

@©
o
o
<
=
©
L
(]
c
©
S
T
c
el
=
©
>
A
©
(%]
c
o
o
<
(2]
=
(2]
©
o
@
>
[2]
©
—
S
©
o
o}
o)

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Scoping Report




F-2

S1S

s«;\m@.q!aéou%\i@\ e X = o) oy Yot <MASN

G ]

w12 L \:ﬂ\& ?i@s@
#1000 CRIIP 0048 269 | arvesfi oy 6 s

>@ zv@\

oL
m« SV —bEB |ty (VL 59

Y@ ~ 20k E@\\\w&xﬁ mﬂmﬁm\

Loy 2L

Lo > 3 > \-
#\u@d.uﬂ“ﬂvﬂinﬁmm'wﬁlullwal {IQ““C\.\CQ J\V\nw __\].\WaN_\_.IH\U ..\IQ\N.\_ Q‘/t L
A/ a4
523 s mtessnt D 1o o) | Lo - £/t B2 oy \\Mhd Q@%\Q&&&\D@\
2402 -252 watS > ~ SC8 H\é\v\a..w:\
vresa S Wil | Gy
&he) v A vﬂﬁmﬁ\
—_ -3 osH ]
W 2 __nﬂmw E_é Z L9 B .R ma,._fﬁ. M\% e é&?mé‘%ﬂ _.@
HTLIL d0
TIVIN-A XVA/ANOHd SSTAAAY NOILVITIAAV HNVN

A 00:8 — Tl 00:9 ‘b1 Isnsny
U B)S Joedur] [BJUIUIUOIIAUT

[eauswd[ddng yyeaq
“0s Op 0} 2[qE 2q [[IM LAY J3JSUBL], UOIJBAIISUO))
2 Je1) S9)uRIRnS JouuEd oM ‘matasl oyqnd Wolp uonewIoul
SurAynuopi [euosiad ok proyyiia 0} JUIWLoD mok 4gseA\ mﬁwvb Se] h@&n—D
u1 s yse ueo nok oA, own Aue je o[qejieae Ajorjqnd apeuw M:ﬁmouw Aanyg

2q Aew — uoneuuioyur Suidyuuspt jeuosiad ok Furpnout
— JUDUILLIOD 2MUS INOK JBY) 21RME 3 PINOYS oL JUauniod

Inok ur uonewIoju Futdynuspt [euosiad 1o10 10 ‘SSAIppE 301 31,7 SE3IA SE
e~ “raquanu suoyd ‘ssaippe oA Fuipnjoul aiojeg [AI0N O PI | AS¥]
JUAWRSBURTA] PU® T Jo neding

_ e .

INIWIDYRYW ONYT 40 NvZang
HOIEILNI FHL 4O LNIWLEVIAa SN

November 2007

@©
o
o
<
=
©
L
(]
c
©
S
T
c
el
=
©
>
A
©
(%]
c
o
o
<
(2]
=
(2]
©
o
@
>
[2]
©
—
S
©
o
o}
o)

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Scoping Report




F-3

L2ILe AN ‘s1h7), S

g by

DU RGBT

g L] sl B

03
g¥9 ToL | oy MUY WPy 78¢) L (]
N TZ - Sy ™ L3 np7 a7y A w&m
ﬂlﬁ&?dﬂf@ 2D K117 )T
2 27 7 \Q\“\WJ\N\ \%
| ‘ 298 | PV Ssobpsiy ppvon m 4 Q\\ Q\
oy 108 AIYTPYH T T PSSR N—— H\_\w% b bos \ %\ “ N
aue | R NN - Rl \ 8@ v >@

s/t AV " Svben 397

2L T )9 e \ 'V
£33-202 |3) o9 ST Q A
HILIL 9O
TIVIN-d XVd4/ANOHd SSHIAav NOILLVITIJdV JNVN

‘08 Op 01 2[qE 2q [[1

oM JeL} 9a3uRIEnS J0UUED 3 “MalAal oljqnd Wolf uonEuLIOjul
Surkznuapt [euosiad ok pioyyiim o) JUDLIWOD IN0A

ur sn yse ueo nok aypy wn Aue e djqejieae Lo1qnd apew
aq Aew — voneuiojul Su{ynuapi [euosiad ok Suipnjout

— JUSILIIOS DINUS INOA JBY] SIBME 3¢ P|NOYS NOA JUIULLOD
oK ui uoneuoul SuAgnuep! [euosiad 1210 10 ‘ssaIppe
[rew-a ‘requinu suoyd ‘ssaippe ok Buipnjaut a1ofeg 210N

A 00:8 — TN 00:9 ‘pT IsnSny
judUId)R)S Joedul] [BIUIWIUOIIAUY

eywwaddng yeaq
2aIV JIJSURL], UOI)BAIISUO))
YSEAN SBBIA seT saddn
gurdoag Jnqng

—

NYJO PIRLA SESIA s8]
JUIWIISRURA] PURT JO nedung

INIWADVNYW ANV 40 NivIAng
HOEALNI 3HL 4O INEWIEYd30 SN

November 2007

@©
o
o
<
=
©
L
(]
c
©
S
T
c
el
=
©
>
A
©
(%]
c
o
o
<
(2]
=
(2]
©
o
@
>
[2]
©
—
S
©
o
o}
o)

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Scoping Report




F-4

2 Ay
| Lere K AN N | Qv g N[ ' |
»&Wagéwy?w«_@%&w:ﬁ\ \Mud,@ 4:0/ M...f ,.wa. _.Q( N1 % _ruwu @ f—
Ve 1Y@ | 8Ly | [etha OV /A7 Yoy 72/ |
yeemy2 AL | DY) G er] 5269 %@@@@ o ¥ V22 |
tveoh — <) ﬁ
T &.\NAQ% %ﬁ%b\hm%\i s 4 &W\N\MN\.WMLS\W\MN_\Q‘M dLYN s \JXWMMM u‘?.w IﬂN
Lg.ﬁgqa% A 261hE NN KT Ay @Iy )Jovs%m
. Lalb] X2F, ¢, ‘
Loy | FENN" 70 Y| V4 ISV L +¢w
K%aﬂ“&\\@ﬁm.h\% R.Wmmk LBe (99029 205> © m N
) ) 2238 nN AT U.J@.m {wa@wﬂiﬁm@&,ﬁ\&éuﬂ/uy
l&z%%ﬂmww_m %9 92-988 Zpq LVEAG 9089 ,W L @Y X .
20 S m o> NIKARNK Y W
o lnsiropy | $hg), | 2202 N/ SN %\/g v\
RIS SN
.m@umﬁw AL ASCUXRYE B
/! FE S _
oo 19 oo
3
oYX DIMANS \:Mﬁ. qw,\wwhrq i .mw,w%\ mw{w‘&\ﬂ b, e
Ay 7w D bE P Y B C 9)8L s/ FONIGI VAT
, L3 0 7Y
TTLIL YO
| VNI | XV4/ANOHd SSTIAqH NOILVITIIIY GNVYN

rQ\?.\mv .

November 2007

@©
o
o
<
=
©
L
(]
c
©
S
—
c
el
=
©
>
A
©
(%]
c
o
o
<
(2]
=
(2]
©
o
@
>
[2]
©
—
S
©
o
o}
o)

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Scoping Report




F-5

[ ) 1o =

T IE et ag

S

1

LN PP

q24eL-Y/ 7 ezl g RAD Q%\b.\u\

FIUR NN T

>1/474

W7y pef

N2 a1 : _
Vo 2 @bayrsser?g hee-sao S VoA ~Pir1 €LLL ’ ;&3\\\ \mﬁwwﬂo \_%
oo 2
o A pepprid 50e55) gk drpt| s 7 VY Y]
Coce -
- n\@wwrswuw%n %(Ugm..}y _ AA ) I\SNWQ/ A

by TR B I WA — ...r.o ./.:)OU lu.f\r.f.u |
ANAXR 2 @2 5P| BTS2=55h DR K hed NA.

| SN T TFT | | iy rooran

P QY ply| AT L ey 5318 24 4 U

TILIL YO
SRYIN-T | xvaraNoHd SSTUAA. NOLLVITLIIY TNVN

< OJpif8

November 2007

@©
o
o
<
=
©
L
(]
c
©
S
—
c
el
=
©
>
A
©
(%]
c
o
o
<
(2]
=
(2]
©
o
@
>
[2]
©
—
S
©
o
o}
o)

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Scoping Report




F-6

- m\\?:oq

_ NAME AFFILIATION ADDRESS PHONE/FAX E-MAIL

2 O_N TITLE S n : :
Aita L - Rarsom m\m\ﬁ #4925 Glerarders, | 305 494 |V IyS0m@

@\ wb P\Q_M\nmﬂmm\\wwmv . Esur\%ﬁm\x CoA
» Qﬂm bhns | OMVA PR | o IS

%%s? wm\\% Jse qu MW 8ing 872522 ST Lo
/g\o.h_\_ .\oSmm \CV\H 147 22 Qmumh W\, BATA S L...ﬁ:..mm @.mﬂ%n}\\ SC.QQ.,,__

Las Cﬂm.mu. AN BZ108

November 2007

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Scoping Report

g}‘s

.4,/ Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area



F-7

U.5. DEPARTMEMT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MAMAGEMENT

Bureau of

Land Management

Las Vegas Field Office

Public Scoping
Upper Las Vegas Wash
Conservation Transfer Area
Draft Supplemental
Environ ﬂ ental Impact Statement
August J4, 6:00 PM - 8:00 PM

Note: Before including your address, phone number, e-mail
address, or other personal identifying information in your
comment, you should be aware that your entire comment —
including your personal identifying information — may be
made publicly available at any time, While you can ask us in
your comment to withhold your personal identifying
information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we

will be able to do so.
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Appendix G

SCOPING MEETING HANDOUTS
(Factsheet, NEPA Process and Scoping Process, How to
Comment Effectively)
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CONSERVATION TRANSFER AREA
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FACT SHEET

Project History

The Clatk County Conservation of Public
Land and Natural Resources Act of 2002
placed an additional 22,000 acres of BLM-
managed lands within the disposal boundary
established by the Southern Nevada Public
Land Management Act (SNPLMA).This
additional acreage includes portions of the
Upper Las Vegas Wash. The Upper Las
Vegas Wash is a deep drainage cut by
thousands of years of flooding. Exposed in
the soft badlands are the remains of
Pleistocene animal fossils, including
mammoth, American lion, camel, early
horse, and sloth. Additionally, the unique
soils that make up the Las Vegas Formation
are home to three rare plant species: Las
Vegas bearpoppy, Memiam’s bearpoppy,
and Las Vegas buckwheat. The sensitive
resources, both  paleontological and

botanical, in the Upper Las Vegas Wash had
been known to exist; however, they had
never been thoroughly quantified.

Las Vegs B arpoppy

BLM focused a special effort on surveying
those sensitive resources known to occur in
this area for the Las Vegas Disposal

Boundary Environmental Impact Statement:
438 surface paleontological sites were
documented, along with about 500 acres of
Las Vegas buckwheat and Las Vegas
bearpoppy habitat.

Mammoth Boes

In addition, the Tule Springs National
Register Site at 980 acres occurs in this area.
Based upon the inventory information, the
Preferred  Altemmative in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was
the Conservation Transfer Area (CTA)
Alternative. In this alternative, BLM would
develop management prescriptions within
the CTA in the form of an agreement signed
by the entity that would manage the CTA.
The FEIS stated that the CTA boundary will
be adaptable to the needs and concerns of
interested parties that participate in the
development of the conservation agreement
and the additional environmental analysis.

BLM developed a process for interested
publics to provide preliminary input so that
BLM could develop a Conservation Strategy
Agreement for the CTA identified in the
FEIS. More than 160 members of the public
have participated in this process and have

U.5. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

“?
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received regular updates from the BLM.
From this larger group, Task Groups were
formed to provide input on behalf of (1) the
City of Las Vegas, (2) the City of North Las
Vegas. (3) Conservation, (4) Recreation, (5)
Regional Entities (flood, water,
transportation), (6) State of Nevada, (7) Fish
and Wildlife Service (both Ecological
Services and Refuge), (8) Clark County, (9)
Education/Research, (10) Utilities, (11)
Builders/Developers, (12) Native American,
and (13) BLM. During 10 public meetings
held over a 10-month period in 2005, BLM
received preliminary input on a variety of
topics, including vision statements, goals
and objectives, boundaries, infrastructure,
recreation, education, and management
options. Boundary recommendations for the
CTA ranged from 3,000 to almost 13,400.

Additionally, Utah State University assisted
BLM in a study that meodels impacts
associated with alternative land-use planning
scenarios. The results of this study will be
useful in achieving a defensible boundary
and protection of the resources.

Purpose and Need

Because of the  significance  of
paleontological, botanical, and cultural
resources present in  the Conservation
Transfer Area, the wide range of boundary
recommendations and the need for
additional public input, BLM is preparing a
Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) to meet the additional
environmental analysis requirement.

The purpose of the SEIS is to supplement
the Las Vegas Disposal Boundary EIS
Record of Decision (ROD, 2004) for the
Upper Las Vegas Wash CTA. The Disposal
Boundary Record of Decision deferred the
decision on the final boundary of the
Conservation Transfer Area (CTA) and the
uses that would be allowed until more public
input was oblained.

The SEIS is needed to profect sensitive
resources, including  fossils,  cultural

resources, and endemic plants, on public
lands available for disposal within the CTA
study area, allowing for compatible uses, in
accordance with other applicable laws.

Alternatives

Alternatives that may be considered in the
SEIS for the planning area range from
approximately 3,000 to almost 13,400 acres
in size.

Common to all alternatives will be an
analysis of federal management vs. non-
federal management responsibility.

The required Conservation  Strategy
Agreement that would govern management
of the CTA will be based on the preferred
alternative in the Final SEIS. The
Conservation Strategy Agreement must be
signed by the managing party(ies) and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
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NEPA Process and Scoping Process
for the
Upper Las Vegas Wash
Conservation Transfer Area
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires that actions involving federal
agencies or public lands be supported by analyses of the environmental impacts of the proposed
action and alternatives.

The NEPA process consists of an evaluation of the environmental effects of a federal undertaking
including its alternatives. There are three levels of analysis depending on whether or not an
undertaking could significantly affect the environment. These three levels include: categorical
exclusion determination; preparation of an environmental assessment/finding of no significant
impact (EA/FONSI); and preparation of an environmental impact statement (EIS).

If a federal agency anticipates that an undertaking may significantly impact the environment, or if
a project is environmentally controversial, a federal agency may choose to prepare an EIS without
having to first prepare an EA. In the case of the Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer
Area (CTA) the significance of paleontelogical, botanical, and cultural resources present in the
CTA and the need for additional public input, BLM is preparing a Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (SEIS).

The purpose of the SEIS is to supplement the [Las Vegas Disposal Boundary EIS Record of
Decision (ROD) that was issued in December 2004, The ROD deferred the decision on the final
boundary of the CTA and the uses that would be allowed until more public input was obtained,

The NEPA process for preparation of the SEIS is summarized below.

Notice of Intent
The process begins with a Notice of Intent published in the Federal Register. 'The Notice of
Intent for the SEIS was published on July 6, 2007.

Scoping Period

Scoping is the term used in the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing
the NEPA [40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500 er. seq.] to define the early and open
process [or determining the scope of issues to be addressed in the EIS. The scoping process serves a
number of purposes. The primary purpose of scoping is to provide an avenue to involve the public
in identifying significant issues related to the management of the CTA. It also helps identify any
issues that are not significant and can thereby be eliminated from detailed analysis in the EIS. The
list of stakeholders and other interested parties is also updated and generally expanded during the
scoping process.

The public scoping process will help identify a range of alternatives that should be considered in
the SEIS, and issues and concerns regarding the various alternatives. The scoping meetings
provide an opportunity for the public to learn about the project and share any concerns or
comments they may have. Additionally, the public may submit information and identify issues

Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area November 2007
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that are addressed during the SEIS process. The scoping period for the SEIS began on July 6,
2007 and continues through August 20, 2007.

Draft SEIS
The BLM prepares a Draft SEIS and makes it available to the public. This document generally
includes the following:

Summary

Purpose of and need for action
Alternatives, including proposed actions
Affected environment

Environmental consequences

Mitigation measures to minimize impacts

The Draft SEIS is distributed to stakeholders and other interested parties for review. The
availability of the Draft SEIS is announced in the Federal Register through a Notice of
Availability (NOA).

Draft SEIS Public Comment Period

The publication of the NOA in the Federal Register begins the 45-day public comment period for

the SEIS. The notice includes specific information about the public comment period, including a

timeframe, locations of public meetings, and information about how comments may be submitted.
Public participation associated with the Draft SEIS is administered by the BLM.

Final EIS

After the public comment period, a Final SEIS is prepared. This document includes descriptions
of public comments and indicates how the comments were addressed in the Final SEIS. An NOA
is posted in the Federal Register announcing the completion and availability of the Final SEIS.
The Final SEIS is distributed to stakeholders and other interested parties.

Record of Decision
No sooner than 30 days after the Final SEIS is published, a Record of Decision describing the
BLM’s decision regarding the proposed action would be signed by the authorized officerss
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U GEPARTAEYT OF THE INT U“bf"\
PLREANCF LAAE MARMSENERT

PUBLIC COMMENTS FOR THE
CONSERVATION TRANSFER AREA
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

If you would like to make a comment or be added to our mailing list, please fill out this form and
hand it to any of our staff or mail it to the address provided.

Y ou may also write a letter or send an e-m ail to: NV _LVFO Planning@nv.blm.gov. Thank you!
Note: Before including your address, p hone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying mformation in
your comment, you should he aware that your entire comment — including your p ersonal lentifying mformaton —
may he made p ublicly available ai any time. While youcan askusin your comment to withhoMd yourpersonal
identifying information fiom p ublic review , we cannot guarantee that we willhe ahle to do so.

My comments are in regard to:(Check all that apply)

SEIS Decisions SEIS Analysis Resources
[ ULYW-CTh Boundary [] Lffected Ersriranuent [] Geclagy and Soils [] Paleartology
[ & llowrahle Uzes [] Exvvironmmental Consequences []Biological Pesowmees  [] C'ulbmral Resowees
[ ULV W-CTh Ilanager [ Ivbtigation &nd Wondtoring [ Visual Fesources [ Hoise

[ Curaulative Impacts [ Land Use [ Socioe conomics

[ Unavoidable &dverse Effects [ Transportation [ &ir Quality

[ Project-Specific Analysis Procedures [] Recreation [] Water Resources

[ Cther [ Hazardous Ifaterials [ ] Freriroramental Justice
COMMENT:
NAME: PHONE (Optional):

ADDRESS (Optional):

Please add me to the mailing list {circle one): YES NO

Iwould like to receive a copy of the Draft SEIS {circle one): Hard Copy CD
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U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of L and Management
4701 N. Torrey Pines Drive
Las Vegas, NV 89130
Atin: Gayle Marrs-Smith
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