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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 V egas 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 LVV DB EIS.
This SEISis 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
e scoping meetings, including advertising leading up to the meetings;
e opportunities for public comment during the scoping period;

» 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 [1September 4, 2007)
organized by resource.

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

3.0 SCOPING PROCESS

The purpose of scoping isto 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
processis used to help the BLM identify arange of aternatives aswell asto identify issues and concerns
to be considered in the SEIS. In addition, the scoping process hel ps identify any issues that are not
considered significant and can therefore be eliminated from detailed analysisin the SEIS. Thelist of
stakeholders and other interested partiesis also updated and generally expanded during the scoping
process.

The scoping period for the SEISwasinitially July 6, 2007CAugust 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 avariety 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 Decisionsto be Made

Explanation of Preliminary Alternatives (two boards)

Display from the Utah State University (USU) Study [Upper Las Vegas Wash Conservation
Transfer Area: A System to Develop Alternative Scenariost

© N o g M wWw DN

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:

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

- Therewereflip 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.bim.gov (asin NOI); or Gayle Marrs-
Smith@nv.blm.gov; or NV_LVFO Planning@nv.bim.gov.

- Public letters could be mailed to the BLM Las Vegas Field Office, Attn: Jeffrey Steinmetz (asin
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.); viafax, 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 acommenter 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 a phanumeric 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 viaflip 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 FL 1.
Some signatories to the online version of FL 2 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 unigue | etters) were numbered with unigue a phanumeric
identifiers, each letter (and each flip chart) was reviewed, and comments were categorized by resource
issue. Comments were assigned Resource Categories (al phabetic abbreviations) corresponding to their
respective resource issue (Table 4). Additional resource codes (numeric) were added to all commentsto
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 speciesin the Upper Las Vegas Wash would first be coded as SSS

(Specia Status Species), to identify this as a Special Status Speciesissue, and then 1 (SSS1) to identify
that the specific comment concerned Las V egas 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). Thisform of analysis allows for specific
comments to be captured and then grouped under the umbrella of a general resourceissue. 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[%.3. Comments specific to unigque resources are summarized in Section 4.4,
organized by resource (e.g., all comments specifically related to wildlife appear under the subheading
[(Wildlife,Cwhile all water resource comments are included under [Water Resourcesl). Comments rel ated
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
- Purpose and Need
- Alternatives
- Resources Issues (listed a phabetically)
- Cumulative Impacts
- Miscellaneous Comments

4.1 NEPA Process

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

CTA dternativein the original LVV DB EIS and for measures taken to obtain input from awide variety of
parties to devel op the alternatives for the SEIS. There was areguest 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 [tlata dumpand needed explanation; 3) A large legend
separate from the maps would be better; 4) The BLM[$ CTA website is complicated and asimpler
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 beidentified.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the City of North Las Vegas, and the Nevada Department of
Transportation accepted the BLM[$ 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 entitiesin
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 aternatives, 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 isto determine the scope of issuesto 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 devel opment
scenarios by enlisting local expertise involved in land use issues, such aslocal 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 aternatives. The metrics would need to match

CTA management objectives, which should include resource protection as well as city infrastructure
needs. It was a so requested that the SEIS clearly identify what additiona environmental analysis and
permitting may be required on lands that are disposed of. A request was made for [Tederal level Creview
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 ...of Section 11 as
part of the CTA. Another observed how the public involvement, advocating protecting the resourcesin
the CTA, isgrowing. Many organizations, including the BLM, State of Nevada, University of Nevadall
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 LVV DB ROD declared
that future uses, including private devel opment, 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 anaysis of boundary and
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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,Oand that there was no answer to the question of whether private devel opment 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 potentialy conflicting statementsincrease 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 landsisfeasible
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 standardsin relation to
Purpose and Need. These goals and objectives should be used to guide aternatives devel opment 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 genera comments regarding alternatives. Some dealt with the need for
the BLM to consider areasonable range of aternatives. 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 aternatives did not
include reasonable options that provided a balance between resource protection and devel opment needs.
Some commenters expressed support for specific preliminary alternatives, namely Alternatives 1 and 5.
There was aso 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 aternatives to include arange of use and management
aternatives, 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 regquested to be added to the CTA, including the NW ...of Section 11, because of its
paleontologica 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 Pinesto 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 boundariesin 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 alarge enough buffer around the wash so that urban flood runoff
wouldn[f 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 parcelsin protecting plants
and animals and their habitats.

Utah State University created a [Bystem to Develop Alternative ScenariosCifor 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 devel opment 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 threein
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 commentsin
support of C3-RPP Lands and Private Parcel, and two in support of C4. One commenter wanted
C3toincludethe NW ...of Section 11.

D) Southeast Portion of Upper Las Vegas Wash. Two comments in support of D4-Wash Ecosystem
I1, and six in support of D6-Mojave Desert Ecosystem 11.

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 devel oped without the data from
the Utah State University studies completed. Two requested that the BLM recognize that certain proposed
boundary considerations and devel opment restraints would constitute serious fatal flawsin providing
utilities and other servicesto 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
Nevadal L as 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 aternatives to include retaining the land
and protecting it using existing land management authority. Other commenters wanted management of the
CTA to be [dransparent(Jto 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 Cevident anti-recreation positionJin management of other areas. One
commenter noted that Clark County and the Cities of Las Vegas and North Las Vegas have shown no rea
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 areaif 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 paleontol ogical 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: avisitor center, atrail system, dig sites,
ascientific and academic study, Recreation and Public Purposes Act leases, private development, and that
the area be kept in anatura state (no infrastructure). A request was made to take the Clark County
Shooting Park into account in management planning.

4.4 Resource lssues
Air Quality

Commenters indicated the SEIS should examine how each aternative 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 devel opment, noting that sprawl leads to more
CO, and greenhouses gasesin 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 al so suggested that emission information for each alternative include
construction emissions and operations emissions (including increases in vehicle miles traveled associated
with new devel opment), added to the background levels for each criteria pollutant.

Aesthetic Resources

Concerns regarding visua resources included the need to minimize damage from infrastructure
installation and maintenance, asthe 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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adversdly 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($ 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 devel opment
may affect the hydrologic and ecologica function of the ecosystem, and how this function relates to fossil
resources. Concernsincluded disruption of ecological connectivity and stability, as well as decreasesin
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 [linique desert ecosystem not seen anywhere else in the
world,[Jand that the areais valuable open space and a green infrastructure corridor for flow of natural
processes.

Concernsrelating 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 cumul ative impacts be analyzed,
including impactsin 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 archaeologica region that has
revealed much about the presence of early humansin the Great Basin. Some commenters requested that

the area be protected because of thisimportant cultura heritage; others stated emphaticaly 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 partiesin the SEIS process. It
was suggested that the SEIS directly state specific activities that are reasonably foreseeable and
appropriate at the project sitein light of potential National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-€eligible
sitesin 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 changesin project design, as well as how, if impactsto any cultura 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
resourcesin 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 anthropol ogical
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 aready being managed by the BLM at the public
expense.

Commenters opposed to devel opment 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 devel opments, and the number of people to be supported. It was suggested
that growth be managed by cities for dl citizens, not just incoming residents and real estate speculators,
and that the BLM require camouflage of any new or repaired above-ground utility infrastructurein
exigting rights-of-way within a protected open space area. Commenters requested consideration of the
value of the CTA as open space next to arapidly expanding urban population, including consideration
that the largest boundary of the CTA be protected asan 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 expertisein land use issues to study the results of land
use development scenarios as well asimpacts of the scenarios on resources of concern. It was requested
that the BLM & so use the results of aland use development scenario and growth-inducing analysisto
determine specific areas within the SEIS project areafor future resource avoidance, overlaid with
proposed devel opment and future disposal areas. Commenters expressed support for the devel opment of
alternatives in the SEIS that provide protection for sensitive biological and cultural resourcesin 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 devel opment 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 SEI'S because development constraints would limit the city in providing utilities
and other servicesto 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 anayze a
proposed pipeline corridor approximately 200 feet wide parallel to the SNWAI[S existing North Valley
Lateral to meet projected future water demandsin the area.
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Mitigation

The SEIS should include a thorough discussion of proposed mitigation and restoration effortsin the
project areato reduce environmental impacts, as well as potentia 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 effectsto biological and water resources.

Paleontology

Most commenters who addressed this issue expressed concern for the protection of the paleontol ogical
resourcesin the CTA. They suggested that, if necessary, any infrastructure or development would need to
be donein away that would avoid any impact to these resources. Commenters al so 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 arequest that more research be done to better understand what
paleontologica 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 paleontol ogical resourcesin the CTA. Mitigation and research would need to be done before
any development or it would Cobliteratel lthese resources.

One commenter noted that the northern side of the Nevada Power utility linesis acritical areato protect.
The NW ...of Section 11 was aso 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 aternatives
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 alink in the Southern Nevada Regional Planning
Codlition (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 devel opment 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 asin need of protection because it requires certain conditionsand is
easily damaged. It was noted that Las Vegas bearpoppy and Las V egas 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
thisarea. (Also refer to Alternatives OBoundaries.)

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. Specificaly, the

Las Vegas bearpoppy, Merriam($ bearpoppy, and Las V egas buckwheat were mentioned because nearby
development has aready 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 specia status animals, namely the desert tortoise and burrowing owl, was requested.
Both species are native to the CTA, and devel opment would threaten their habitat. The NW ...of
Section 11 was mentioned as a threatened area for both species.

Commenters requested that the SEIS carefully identify and analyze all specia status species, including
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to any of these species. Commenters a so 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
exigting 215 beltway, and that the Mountain Edge Beltway is unnecessary because there are no peopleto
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 alarge number of vehiclesinto the area that
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directly adjoinsthe 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 CTALS 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 dlows peopleto 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 devel opment would destroy the Cdlelicate balance.[IOne
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 Specia
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 ater 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 natura to avoid water-quality
problems, to help maintain flood control, and to protect the wash($ function as a [filter.[]

It was noted that construction of afloodwater 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 aternatives should provide for appropriate
flood-control measuresin 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 devel opment. 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 areals 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 effectsidentified. 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 devel opment
would result in long-term adverse changes to the wash(s hydrologic functions, aswell asits aquatic
ecosystem, stormwater flows, sediment transport, water velocity, water quality, and hydrol ogical
connectivity. Commenters requested that the BLM require al future development to maintain the natural
washesin their present form.

4.5 Cumulative Impacts

Commenters indicated that the SEIS should conduct a thorough cumul ative impact assessment that
includes a complete list of reasonably foreseeable actions, including large-scal e devel opments, residential
and non-residentia 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 impactsto al sensitive resources, and should be used to guide future environmental anayses
and potential avoidance and minimization measures while focusing on design and mitigation efforts.

Additionally, it was suggested that the SEIS analysis describe the Cidentifiable present effectsCito various
resources, including the current health of the Las V egas Wash due to past actions, to determine the health
of resources and form a baseline for ng potential cumulative impacts. This information would also
help devel op cooperative strategies for resource protection. The commenter referred the reader to the
Council on Environmental Quality[s (CEQLS) Forty Most Frequently Asked Questions (specifically
guestion 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), Biologica
Resources (17), Visual Resources (2), Land Use (5), Transportation (1), Recreation (4), Paleontol ogy
(22), Cultura 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 al so 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 devel opment incorporate solar and wind energy.
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