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Gl Wor. Frmsir 1, PE.
St sl
-

BT §F (AECTIME
Lamry Bogesn

Tra—a
T,

Erip Ml
Vi Zharewe
T Sl

Seari Gaci
Ay AL

Kndy Aubar
Ly of e

MichasiMazi
[ ———
Wy Bl Richein
2R e
Fagu Tophn

Dy B

Bruas | Wissltnsy

M e F el
Fr,-l""lfl Fl '"'-’ e "';H F¢I [ )

Desr My, Steinmetz

This fetrer responds 10 your reguest for comments on tee Deaft Las Vegns Valliy
Dhspiesal Boundary Environmentnl [mpact Statement.

e (hat the Southem Neveda Public Lands Managesess Act and =
Act “direct BLM %0 dispose of rlh lands w the dispesal

Response L-4

(Clark County Regional Flood

Control District)

1

2

The text has been revised.

Transportation planning in the Las Vegas Valley isa
collaborative effort led by the Regiona Transportation
Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC). TheRTC
coordinates long-range and short-range transportation
planning activities with local governments and private
citizens to develop the Regional Transportation Plan and the
Transportation Improvement Program. These plans focus on
the urbanized area which is coincident with the disposal
boundary area and address growth, congestion, and air
quality. Asdescribed in General Response 1, lands are
disposed of consistent with local planning requirements,
which includes transportation planning. Thus impacts on
transportation are considered by the local governments
during the nomination process for land disposal.

The Supplemental EIS for the Flood Control Master Plan has
been referenced in Section 3.3.1.1 and Section 4.3.4.

The emission factor of 0.42 tons per acre per month if for
heavy construction operations that include cut and fill and
other significant earth-moving operations. General
construction activities that do not include grading and cut
and fill have an emission factor of 0.11 tons per acre per
month. Based on an analysis of the typical development that
has occurred on previously disposed BLM lands, Argonne
National Laboratory determined an average vaue of 0.265
tons per acre per month was representative of development
that may include both types of construction activities.

1 | ke hat 1 we |u|d be more accurale 10 say thai these Acls
h Trime” |||. ,h;_'.-: al of public lads
The Diraft EIS does nod include an assessment of the impacts that due !.'I:.,'|'k;'§-!:| PR
or the altematives would have oo ameporation in the stody area, It would be
2 enpecied that dispasal and subsequent development af an additional 46,700 aczes in
Veges Valley would have trassportation-related impaces in ndditiom to those
ted wish Air Cuality
While the Dmft E1S makes mention of the Clark Coumty Begional Flood Control
lisariet's Mlnster I'I.m |||r nead o provide dminage infeasiruciare 0 provide
od. pral does |u| |r-rllu any reference o ||. M.ul
3 campieted i
an madysis of the impacts anticipated to be I'-u‘-\.III.A.J with imgileme
Master Flan, ! the public is aware that the smpacts &
IpprOpriEt: m neasires have heen identified
Typical comstruction setivity emissions Bar particulate maller
e -a|r'|1I=|I al 2 T
T ztor B8 significis
4 (oS T acne ity emiseion factor used in the PMy .-‘-.Ilau =13
Plan, Los Ve alkey Mon-atimnment Aren, Clork County Nevada  The
emission factar & the factor typicelly used for this negios and the use of a dafferent
factor showdd be justified
5005, Grand Carviral Parkwiy, Seis 300 + Las Veges, Hesads B5106-4591
[T 455-31 36  FAX: (Ti2) 4553470
Wkt e Swea ooy
Comment L-4
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REGIONAL FLDOD CONTROL DISTRICT

Mr. Jeff Steinmetz
November 16, 2004
Page 2

The Draft EIS includes a discussion of the impacts associated with a “Conservation
Transfer Alternative” which is similar to the proposed action except that
approximately 5,000 acres of land have been identified as a Conservation Transfer
Area (CTA). The CTA was established based on unique paleontological resources,
cultural resources, and special status plant species that are located within the disposal
area. At a November 1, 2004 meeting associated with the Draft EIS, it was revealed
that the CTA alternative has been identified as the preferred alternative. At the same
time, the size and exact boundaries of the CTA have not been identified as yet, nor
have the conditions and stipulations of the Conservation Agreement which would
apply to the CTA been identified. It is difficult, at best, to evaluate what the impacts
of the proposed CTA alternative are without full disclosure of these critical factors.

Thank you for opportunity to review and comment on the proposed action. If you
have any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,! o [ P
0 AV 4
\4@% L -
Timothy E. Sutko

Environmental Mitigation Manager
TES:jb

P:\Letters and Memos\Bureau of Land Management\2004\BLM land disposal EIS comment letter.doc

Comment L-4

The intent of the November 1, 2004 meeting was to provide
a collaborative forum to discuss land disposal options and
potential mitigation measures for sensitive resources within
the area identified as the Conservation Transfer Area. The
size and location of the Conservation Transfer Area has not
been modified as was discussed during that meeting. Aswas
described in Section 2.4, title to land identified as the CTA
would not be transferred until a Conservation Agreement is
developed on how the resources in this area would be
protected and/or mitigated. The strategy committee would
have input regarding the content and structure of the
agreement.

Final EIS

December 2004
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Response L-5 (City of North Las Vegas)
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Movember 15, 2004

Las Vigas Valley BLM Land Dispasal EIS
FRS&]

2270 Corporate Circle, Suite 100
Fremderson, NV 90744382

Re: Lommenls o the Las Vegas Valley Thsposal Boamdary Drafl Emvironmental Impazd Statement

e

Diear Plaening end Enviecesvesiad Cocedivator or Field Manager:

The City of Worth Las Viegas (North Las Viegas), appreciares the opparunizy so cormment on tee Lag Yegas
Valley Dispesal Boundary Drafi Evvironmental Impact Statement {DEIS), whach analyzes the pobential
envinanmental impacts.of three albzmativies for ik disposal and use of Tands maneged by the Burean of Lesd
Management (BLM} within the Las Vegas Valley Disposal Bodmdary Ases in Clark Cousity, Navade The
aleermatives analyzed & the DEIS inclode the Propased Aclion Allermative, the Conservation Trans(er
Al I|.r'_|L1-.e' and the No Action Altemative. Nordh Las K'rggs gru;;lrs, comeem i with the Conservmion
uiive, whack, if selected, will have a significant impact oo our commwesity by fagmenting
fubure development and conflictng with established communsty gozls,

Truns e

Morth Las Yepas has and continues 1o take & oetive role in supporties canservalion measures withm Clark
County, 98 evidenced by the City's paricipation im the development of the Multiple Specics Hebitat
Conservation Plan [MSHCP}, and continusd membershipon the knplementation and Monisaneg Comimea:
(IMC) for the MSHCP. While respecting conservation and natura] resource preservation, Norh Las Vegas
14 alin 2 growtheoriented comomunity dedicoted fowend improvieg our citizens' gaality of [ife through
crenting employvmenn opportunitics, increasing housing selections, sad providing recreatinal alternatives
The City encourages foesulstion of & halince thal recogmizes The nesd 1o ressanably preserve imporant
environmental resources, while ensuring comtizned mester pleneed growth sad incorparation of 2 variety
of land wse catepories. The City of Morth Las Veeas recammeends that the BLM adbers 10 the Propossd
Action as wdemified in the DEIS. Addinonally, should the Canservation Transfer Alternative be ultimately 1 Comment noted.

1 | sclected as the Prefemed Alermanive, Moeth Le Vepss squesis thal thas sfterateve be modifisd 1o address
the City's concerns ag identified in these comments, Suppost for the recommended modification 1o the EIS
is provided below

Comment L-5

Final EIS H - 65 December 2004
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CHAFTER |; FURPOSE AND NEED

Mo commienis

CHAFTER I: DESCRIFTION OF ALTERNATIVES

| SECTION 2.5 - COMSERVATION TRANSFER ALTERNATIVE

I 1 ¢
rea. The Citvaf Morth B3 e 123 fex
win the deseription of this alternative in an effort 1o reduce the size

of the area for the Final Envirenmental Impact Statement [FEIS).

tive mmpracticable. Thire appears

d availkabilivy within the Les Vegas

s elion sy e
haniams wherehy growih wauld ke primanilty contained within the previously ehanied

SECTIONM 27 - SUMMARY OF ENVIEONMENTAL MPACTS

1 appeir umderestimated hased wpon curnently availzhle

formation.  The impacts should, in &1l peobahilsty, be estimated i billions of dollars sather tn in

Commant L-5

The size and location of the Conservation Transfer Area
(CTA) was based on the resources located during field
surveys, as was stated in Section 2.4. The buffer areas
around the sengitive resources were selected based on the
best professional judgment of resource specialists regarding
the requirements that would provide for effective protection
of sensitive resources. Because fossil occurrences may
extend along an individua bed of strata beyond an outcrop
expaosure into the subsurface, recovery of these materias
may extend well beyond any surface exposure location. The
use of existing aliquot boundaries was considered the only
practicable method for developing alegal boundary
description for the CTA.

The amount of acres remaining to be disposed and the
anticipated amount of land that would be developed was
described in Section 2.3. The impact analysis assumes that
approximately half of the land disposed would be developed
during the period of analysis (through 2018) based on recent
development rates. Assuming that the 5,000 acres of the
CTA was not available for development, the projected
development rate would be 2,500 acres less than under the
Proposed Action. This does not mean that these 2,500 acres
would bein the CTA. The development rate is described
further in Section 2.3.

Aswas stated in Section 2.1, the No Action Alternative is
required by NEPA to provide a baseline for comparison of
impacts. The No Action Alternative can be eliminated asa
practicable adternative if it does not meet the stated purpose
and need of the federal action.

Specific information, including data sources, on the
economic analysis was described in Appendix E.

Final EIS

December 2004
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CHAPTER 3: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
i SECTION 3.4 - BIOLOWGIC AL RESOURCES

Suclan 1 JELS s that the buckwheat is cusrently being evalumiad for listing as a

perix] Spe

SECTION 3.6 - CULTURAL RESOLURCES

The datain the Draft EIS were based on numbers from the
November/December 2003 field effort. Additional
comprehensive field surveys were conducted in the
August/September 2004 timeframe. The surveys conducted
in the August/September 2004 timeframe were used to
determine mitigation measuresfor lands proposed in the
2005 land sdle. Section 3.4 and Section 4.4 have been
revised to reflect the additional acreage and estimated
number of plants that were recorded during these
comprehensive surveys.  In October 2004, the Nevada
Division of Forestry proposed to include the Las Vegas
buckwheat on the State Critically Endangered Species list.

The footnotes to Table 3.6-2 provide information regarding
the location of the sites noted in the 2" paragraph of Section
3.6.2. Consideration of places of significance for Native
American resources is based on the expressed interests of
Native American tribes. Aswas stated in Section 3.6, an
Ethnographic A ssessment was completed and the results of
this assessment were summarized in Section 3.6.3 and
Section 4.6. The Ethnographic Assessment was completed
in accordance with applicable regulations and executive
orders. Responsesto letters, results of meetings, and
documentation of telephone conversations are al included in
the Ethnographic Assessment.

Due to the sensitivity of information, specific requests to
further review documents should be addressed to the BLM
under separate letter. Aswas stated in Section 4.6.2, the
TCPs are outside the disposa boundary area and no direct or
indirect adverse impacts from the land disposal actions
would occur.

SECTION 1.7 - PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
7 * Palonlpdogic resounces were also wdentified as a major contributor to the creation of the
Conservation Trandfer A
The DELS lacks miormation describing how paleamiobogical resounces wene used 1o delemaine thar
Page 3of 8
Commant L-§
Final EIS

December 2004



Las Vegas Valley Disposal Boundary

Appendix H

i & 3,000 eere conservation transfer mes wes required.  Withowt this informatios, it is difficuls to

determige whether or not 2Ol |1'-|,n.JI

acred can b jush fied. Alin, Sechon

[ 3.1.2 of the IJFI‘:-ﬂ.;lu Fi :'. od from the Files comsisi ed of noa-diagnastic b me
me mnsr-'-l'-" '-I]a any polent |.:I isigpicl o these res
nead to redoce developsent apporfanitses. Thes infarmation is nat provided in the DEIS
SECTHON 40: CHAFTER INTRODUCTHON
Page 4-3 of the DEIS stoee, lmgacts my be reduced v less than significant bevels 1f mitigation
B puideline and standand praciic e —.||1I|_'m|_"\-;:,\': '

Woetle Las. Vegas adheres 1o this stabernent thro igh the City's actions and participation in the
MSHCP. The Ciy fecls the MSHC
conservalion efforts discussed n the DEIS.

18 the logics I-.I i a8 the mechansm 1o accomplish 1

SECTION 4.4 - BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

¥ Section 443 of the DEIS siates that far the purpedes of seed dispersal, and so prov 1de & sul |1I'I
[ specics inhabiting the area, 4 30-foot ad a | 00-foof buffer
wies placed sround eech hearpoppy arad Buckwheal plant, respectively

Unuber the Comservation Tranefer Alternative, there & sone confosionas 1o te size, locatom and splicatsen
contained wi 5 altermateve, In comversations with BLM represeniolives durd g Iygr’ blic
nrncesk, The City under s i plaes e

Fromty indarmaivan prenaded i the FI": appears confasion on buffer size sesul h in st fream 1 L.mr

9 the temm "boffer" is two & Merent contexs I e DES estimate

The speces based on; (a) acreage --i'-.-r».-l'.: planis were visibly p }

suitabde Rahitat and was considered likely n sewds from thase plants. This sumounding rea was
1 a *hufier”. Arother use for the term "beafTer” defines an area to be p

A Il. el impacts o ghe poy ul.. ion. For examgple,

F] ~||||-:_:u!|||_s: v (hal i3

ectid anound & popikilson b

evelopmend 15 sited 50 that the

il & how

| popilatson, then is
1the r-'p alztion. [ adk
v ihi brarpoppy

& EpeliE, Decmise

e,

wIh ol competitn

1 sahsectices thal contain parl of & '|'|'1||I alica p., vgon, thas methed will

n wiould be derived wsin

ular pogralagion boundaries.

and dispeag units are aligeal usdls, this m wlemtifics all pos ol
s propaded Sor comservation resinictions. The extent fo which the appeoach may avesestinabe
Pagedof B
Commant L-5

6(cont) The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) reviewed the

results of the Class |11 inventory (see Appendix F) and as
was stated in Section 3.5.2.1 and Section 4.5, the SHPO
concurred with the determinations made by the BLM
regarding eligibility of sites for the Nationa Register of
Historic Places. Due to the sengtivity of information,
specific requests to further review documents should be
addressed to the BLM under separate |etter.

The datain Appendix F are incorporated by reference, as
alowed under with 40 CFR §1502.21.

See response 2 above. Aswas stated in Section 4.7.4,
mitigation measures of any subsurface resources would be
dependent upon the extent of the resource and ultimate land
use.

Comment noted.

The section has been revised to reflect that the best science
available was used for determining acreage of habitat. GPS
data collected during the 2003 and 2004 surveys was used to
estimate acreage of buckwheat and bearpoppy habitat. The
area between the GPS points collected in the field was
included in the acreage estimate to account for seed dispersal
and suitable habitat that has the potentia to support the
species. The outer boundary of the polygon presented in
Figure 3.4-1 indicates the limit of the habitat recorded. The
CTA includes a portion of the recorded buckwheat and
bearpoppy habitat. Figure 3.4-1 was revised to show
recorded habitat inside and outside the established CTA.
The CTA was not determined solely on the presence of
buckwheat and bearpoppy habitat. The CTA was
determined on the basis of all sensitive environmental
resources (i.e. cultural, paleontological and other biological
resources) identified in preparation of the EIS.

Final EIS

December 2004
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9

1

conservatinn needs depends upon the size of the Bliquot pescels. However, of the parcel size used is the
amallast p il BLM will suction or restrict, then the size kasnof been overestimated. The City requests
prmalien af tos type % facilitate o thomugh analvsis of the basis for the 3.000-acre
conservation wransfer area desenmination.

sddsional

Sectian 4.4.4 describes muifigation messares 1o reduce sndior svoed potential smpacts 1o the speaal-satlus
species inhahiting the arer. For the Las Vegas bearpoppy, miti getion meéisunes are described in the DEIS.
For the "No Acton®™ Alternative, BLM woubd retain permitting awhority for Right of Way (ROW)
Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R &PP) keases, and would stipulate vanows mitigation

ures are described in this paragraph

s unct ion wilh Mase acisviied. Standard mit IPE 100
Far |l.f'"l.|.'4.lm. 'u.l .'III.LILJLUIISL .Jln:nFrJu n'". ernative, maligatiom u'\ll:lrhcm,llr-c'n the Mev 11:|

devilop 3

15 ES I

Relevant Clark Counly mitigation coquirements of the MSHCF include

Tenpasition of $350-per-acee developesent fie and implementation of im endowment fimd
Prarchase of grazing alloiments amd ivevest ls real property and water,

Muintenance and managemen of allomens, =, and watee rights which heve been sequicsd, and
Constraction, monitoring. and mainienance of bamiens along linear fiaberes,

n edditton, "Clak County will cooperate and wock with USAF, Las Vegas Valley Water Distrct, BLM,

PS5, USFWS, NDF, NDOT, and THC temanage populaton
hinion. Alse, Clark Couney will mgree o fund
i af the measures s&5 farh
required, Clark County has ag r-..ml'-np"'.-;|| in :.]I 00k %0 probecia
o nellis Adr Lll ce Base "

m
3.||||,"|J. I' “'II |

for two

ey rea lll'ld(“".hf.‘_iul':-du.l o of '1."Em*.- 'C unly prpears 1o be the pnpuiul.orl at Morth Las Yeges

CEUpE i 1
ad vehiele use), l.'\.Iu Lz pery

=
welapment on the remainder; 2 adapt
Laruds with slale-fsled specaes o ife suppor to management ﬁu::iw,l'--'rf:ne.':e:!
it fees for developiment of lands with siate:histed species to provide spport o prose

veloping workible transplastation/seeding methods. These fees woald be in 2ddihion o the requirsd 'E.'\-'\-I
‘\.!"iHl.'l' fran

u\dl. ,'- otected I

i

|,.|_|-'-
||,< and ) &

Hewever, it appenrs under the Proposed Action tht it 15 possible thar all the bearpoppy tand wrthin the
desposal boundary coald be developed withow any requiremnen =1 than the $330 fex required i
MSHCP. It also appears that Nevada Division of Forestry (NDF) does 1ot have %o stipulate any penmic
requircents, although that might be an unkbikely scenarip,

The Concervation Transfer Alternative would [mmit develogmeni in cerimn areas and w
mifigation for any aeveloy
ested above s reasonable o prepase for development in the corservation area, Ho
mtion Fneasures described in the DEIS jeg.,
ingl are reasomeble for sivoations whese the laed may not be directly or pesmanently distrbed. A1

e pemmutted n e consenalion tansfer area. The mi

Page Sof B
agu
Comment L-5

10 The Las Vegas bearpoppy is currently listed as State
Criticaly Endangered (NRS 527.270). There currently is
not an acceptable and successful methodology for mitigation
of the species. However, existing and previous projects have
implemented various mitigation measures that may prove
beneficia to the existence of the population. The best
available science would be identified in the master permit
prior to ground disturbing activities. The specific mitigation
measures identified in the permit would be implemented in
addition to the fees required for impacts to desert tortoise
habitat.

11 The mitigation measures described in the Draft EIS (i.e. pre-
construction surveys, soil banking, and construction
monitoring) would be required for any parcel that contains
sensitive environmental resources identified in the EIS. The
specific type of mitigation measure would be identified
during the permitting process.

Final EIS

H-69 December 2004
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130

The Mlitigasion Measores s

o 1t pould moigake for impac

Fagadiol 8

13 10 culieal ressamces

eetion should briefly explam what a Hastone Propesiees Trestment

Commaent L-&

12

13

14

15

Aswas stated in Section 3.5.2.2, Tule Springs was
nominated to the NRHP for its significant role in the history
of American archaeology (Criterion A) and itsrolein
American science because of its association with Libby. The
Site was established under Criteria A and B. Further specific
information concerning establishment of the site boundaries
in 1972 and alegal description needs to be researched by
CLV personne (or their assigned archaeological contractor)
through the same avenues listed in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft
EIS. Regardless of what was found during the EIS survey,
the designation of the NRHP was completed in 1972 during
adifferent time frame. The comparison of artifacts found in
the Class |11 survey conducted for the disposal boundary area
has no bearing on the current boundary of the NRHP.

Due to the sensitivity of information, specific requests to
review further documents should be provided under a
Separate | etter.

The statement in section 4.5.1 regarding mitigation refers to
mitigation that would be required for issuance and use of
rights-of-way or R& PP leases that would be implemented
under the No Action Alternative. Also, as was stated in
Section 4.5.1, management directions in the RMP would
continue to address the data recovery and conservation of
cultural resource sites.

The Secretary of the Interior is responsible for establishing
professional standards and providing advice on the
preservation and protection of all cultura resources listed in
or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The
Standards, revised in 1992, were codified as 36 CFR Part 68
inthe duly 12, 1995 Federal Register (Vol. 60, No. 133). As
was stated in Section 4.5.4, because of the uncertain timing
of when or if lands containing cultural resources sites may

be nominated for sale, mitigation cannot be fully determined
a thistime. The BLM would prepare a Historic Properties

Final EIS

December 2004
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15(cont.)Treatment Plan in consultation with the SHPO to address
appropriate treatment measures. An explanation of the Historic
:I",:":: r.l.::l:!h!,:li:l_l:ﬂﬁ s::l::."s. '::'.-.-E :f.'-'n.',:.':. Wash is bocated in :EI!I.' C'.li::l.'!"'.ill!l.'.'l'.iull:.;\.l area,; Propa’t'% Treatment Han haS bw’] ajdaj to parmraph 2 Of thlS

16 partiansaf it ane, thus prodection of the wash could potenizally be an indirsct, et beneficial inspact.® section.

| SECTION 4.6 - MATIVE AMERICAN RESOURCES

Baefore bevaming aware of these resourses, the City of Morth Las Vigas had 3o a pobicy ta protect the nataml

I k standards, Wh £ Alemdards were eatiblished 1o pralsct e natamal
Rdacags and pesall ccosom af ke wask b, they 418 sho protect e resoutess 16 Comment noted. The discussion of the resources protected

| SECTION 4.9 LAND US| under the Conservation Transfer Alternative are based on the
protections that would be implemented as part of the action
undertaken by BLM for the land disposal process, and does
not include actions or controls by other parties that may
affect impacts to sensitive resources.

oClan 483 0

acTes] s not i
ocation and o

1‘?‘ IEI.".:".I|'I|:|I_'II| isf

cansidenes the
2 mullicn scres

17 The statement regarding the significance of excluding the
CTA from development is based on consideration of the
amount of land that would be transferred for devel opment
under this dternative, as well as privately held vacant land
that is available for development in the Las Vegas Valey

2ol puhlic saf:

aeamesultofind ul b incluw
£ provsions to esieblish Nom

rag al a mimimurn spacing of coe-hadF(4) mile

¥ corridoe acrods the canservalion
_ _ 18 Upon development of mitigation requirements, as heeded,
.:Ig._- <|-_|':'.!: AT R .:| Section 4.9.3 al I'E" DELS sirgles \:!.'. the City of North Las Vegas and its desine the | nfraﬂructure and r|ght&0f-way access d%r[ bed |n thlS

wiithin the dispossl b 3 sigead ity Secoson 3.9.4, all of the areas within the

. ardliess of the p'.'l._:u."_ urisdiclion m which they ane comment COU|d be p|6[:ed in the CTA AI&), as deSCI’Ibed in
R Section 1.2, the purpose and need for land disposal isto
SECTION 4,15 - CUMULATIVE IMPACTS address the federal parcels interspersed among private lands

ary are slated for it

cibed. The second paragraph of 5

Subsection 4.154 | Biologecal Besources) of (e DEIS states, "The F mopossd Action wonkd includ: md thus It IS nOt the Intent Of the Conmation Tranga‘
the North Las Vegss Valley sale 1 sdiditioesl § pereent af the known habidet for the backwheat Alte’nanve to further barn aersto devd Opmmt
20 wauld be lost, making the totad habéter loss 85 percem.
l-::-:.Hi."-! ne ||I:|:-'.- f':-l|ll."'|l-ll-i.'.r'.'.".| af Pt gatsan ehesasiives i therr 2 --:- 19 The Iand use pl ans and rmns bl I |t|% Of %’a‘al
-:-..ur.\.';.'-:i :l'.lugI: |:'.|;l|-.':|u'||:i|:||::-"Il'ul'. .'Ill;.:.n:i-'-':!‘im:r;:h‘ B A T Junwlcu onsare ment|0ned In m“)n 493 rd ated to

community land use plans for the CTA.

20 The section in the EIS has been revised to include a more
accurate estimate of habitat lost and mitigation measures
implemented.

Page ¥ of & Comment L5

Final EIS H-71 December 2004
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Comment L-5
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Depariment of
Alr Quality & Environmental Management

500 5 Grarad Coniral Py 191 F1 = PO Box 5533210 ¢+ Las Vegas MY BH55-5810
IT0Z) 455-E8d2  Fax {702 28356884

Chvislina L Aobaneas, Dvedsr » Aln Pinionoe. Dapely Dioomr + Robai Fola, Soiing Adesdsnl (imciy
HEEEE LS S I N I S T TR I G TR NG O
November L5, 2004

RECEIVED
Bureae of Land Mansgemant
Mir. Mok Mo
118, Departnent of the Interice
Bureau of Land Mansgeisnent m 16 m
Las Vegee Fiedd Office ~
4701 N. Toerey Pines Dr. F%stﬁmﬁpﬂsE
Las Vepss, NV 89130 Las Vegas, Neveda

RE:  Clark County Depariment of Air Quality and Enviroamental Mesagemen
Input bo Desposal E15

Dear M. Marse:

The Clark County Department af Agr Qualty and Esvironmental Manapesnent wishes to
commest on the Dinafi EIS for the Las Vegss Valley Disposal Boundary (Septenster
2004

We bave four sress of inpon 1) The conservation of species nddressed (o the Clark
County Multiple Specics Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP): 2) open space; 3) issnes
periaining bo the Clean Water Act; sad 4} air quality.

Ay arg awie, there are several species of concern within the lands to be dispassd of
Ukt are contained within the MSHCP

Desent tomodses are adequately provided for considering the Coumy's Endisgered

Species Act (ESA) Section 10 Incidental Take Pecmit, and the conservation measurcs
1 being cenducted cutsice the disposal area boundery.  Oplimally, besrowing Fabicar in
ephemeral dramages between existing development and the Deert Wildlife Refups
boundary woald be provided pratecton onder the Comservation Transfer Allemative.

Impacts on Las Viegas bearpogery are of mare concers conssdering the limmied disrbetion
al that species pmdd the fect that several smporiant pepelations exist on lands proposed foe
dispesal aleng or newr the upper Lis Veges Wash. Like the tonoese, the beapopoy is
L] covered under the MSHCT and Incidestel Take Permit: however, given the more limiled

distribution, mmpacis ea the velley populiticas could send the species closer 1o listing
under the ESA. In addition, we expect that the selection of the Cosservation Transfer
Alwemative would meet the conditions of the agreement between the Staic of Mevads snd
U5 Fish asd Wildlife Sarvice with regard o the bearpoeny.
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1 Comment noted.

2 Comment noted.

(Clark County Department of Air
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Page (o

Of larger concern &re podential impecs o the Las Vegas Valley buckwheat, 8 BLM

sensitive species and a species curmently being considered by the Siste for canegarization

as being “critically endengeond”. This buckwheat, as an evaluation species, does aot
3 | cniey corengeun the MSHCP nor the Incidental Permet. The majority of the range of

this apeciis i confened o B area of e upper s Vegas Wash,  Actions resulling from

the disposal of lusds containing the bockwheat for development would critically imperil
this apecies s would kely resih m o Hsting under the ESA, whoch in tum woold
curtail future development on lands deemsed current or potential kabitat

Our concems regarding specses conservalion would be satisfied through ihe selection of
the Conservation Transfer Ahemative, with boumdanics that encompass all or the majoity
& | of the habitat for the two plant species of concem.  Addtionally, we ezcoursge an
expancled stady of the size, health and demsity of the Las Vegas hearpoppy and the Las
Veges Valley bockwhest within Clark Cousty, a5 this study may result in lands being
avarlabke for disposal 25 aniginally proposed

The Clask County Board of County Commissioners in Tanoary of this vear, scoepted and
endarsed & sitizens udvisory board repant en envinmmentally sensitive lands. A copy of
thas report was delivened to you, In that repoet was a recommendation thit recopnizad the
impartancs of open space and retaining conmectivity between the urbes sess sod federal
wild lands. Further, the Clark County Growsh Managemest Task Force has recerdly
considered the woplc of an open space syslem a5 pan of their deliberstsons and heve
desimaed il woethy of further considerstion &= a potential recommendation to the Board,

5 Given the unbque palecetalogical and biokogical resources of the upper Lis Vegas Wash,
it would seesn thig the Conservation Transfer Ahemative would provide an cutstisding
apparunity to join e Les Vegis Wellinds Park in being a key comgponent of an .;pcﬁ
apace system, Such an arangement would provide & vitel Tink of the inner Valley with
the feaferal lands on the perimetes, The County is slso pooessially imenssted in -u'rg_--r.g
Recreatwm and Public Purpose leases on ether yet undeveloped BLM parcels 1o be
managed &5 apen space

While addressing some spects of the Chean Water Act (CWA), the DETS fls ta include
any reference o the Las Veges Valley waler quality management plan (~20€ plan”} and
the endivect impacss from the progesed sctioa on the pctions and recommendations found
g " this plan. lipxacts from the incremsed hardesing of sarfaces oa nonalf and the sability
of the Las Vepas Wash are o such comcem. Likewisz, there i no mentson of the
Indirect impacts of the proposed scbon wath respect to Section 404 mguremenls
periaining 10 the Wish and il ephemenl tributaries -

Commant L-&

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Indirect impacts considered in the EIS include consideration
of changesin runoff and water quality related to
development. Existing hydrologic information on the Las
Vegas Valey indicates that most precipitation in the Valey
is returned to the atmosphere through evapotransporation or
discharges to surface drainages through overland flow or
from stream bank storage. Water quality plans (such as the
208 plan) provide the framework for determining Best
Management Practices and water quality goals for the
planning areas. These planning requirements would impact
development activities that may occur on disposed lands.
However, disposal and subsegquent development are not
expected to impact the water quality planning process
because the plans aready anticipate regional population
growth and development in the Las Vegas Valley.
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The Air Quality 0

ivigion reviewsd the Drefi EIS for the Las Veps: Valley Disposal

Boundary {Seprember 2004} and pravides the following comments

I 2002 Somthern Nevada Pablic Lamds Monagement Act Boandary. The net
echditional land area incloded m the 2002 SNPLMA & 26,440 pores instead af

res used i the EIS acconding (o the following table pravided by the
My AsiassoT.

Land Area acded to BLN Disposal Boundary by the Southern Mevada

Public Lands Management Act (SNPLMA) of 2002
Book Deleted from Disposal| Added to Disposal | Total Nat |
Mumber |  Beundary | Boundary LossiGain |
k] 587177
100 I a7am
123 141538
FL] §,319.79
125 23629
137 (286.58] 57353
180 (7006 16287
184 (45.11) 181.16
. 1m ] E96.56
i [T3E.35] _
191 3,006,682
182 10533 | —
|
{1,177.21) WEITA | 2648020
Uzone Madeling - Assamiptions and Fuels specilications. DAQEM canzot
cutbetss or deny the mssumptsons esed in the Cizope atia

. présratiare far Clark County to debermine.

dies are underaay o determing
i the contnbations of loc

tomy that Clark Cioar \

he modeling «ffort im th

howsesic
k| C0 Modeling. The CO modeling wtifized 8 summertizme episede day, Since
€0 is a wimientime pallutant of concem, modeling a winterime eprsode dhy

wiiakd m

o0z acoeraiely reflect CO imgacts,

Comment L&

6(cont) The requirements for determining waters of the U.S. under
the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the
need for a Section 404 permit under the Clean Water Act if
waters of the U.S. arefilled are described in Section 3.3 and
Section 4.3. Permitting under the Clean Water Act would be
completed by the appropriate proponents as necessary for
activities resulting in fill to waters of the U.S.

7 The acreages used in the Draft EIS included federal lands
managed by the BLM available for disposal. The property
inventory within the disposal boundary areawas determined
from Master Title Plats and associated redlty records. Other
federal lands, such as Triba Lands, were not included in the
acreage totals.

8 Comment noted. As stated in Section 4.1, the specific
control measures to be implemented to address ozone non-
attainment have not yet been specified, and a variety of
approaches may be adopted. The use of the projected
decrease in 0zone precursor compounds achieved by use of
low volatility fuels is considered representative of the types
of control measures that would be implemented under an
approved SIP for ozone.

9 The modeling effort used summer event conditions for the
meteorological factorsin the model, as these conditions
typically accompany higher concentrations of PM,,and
ozone. While CO istypicaly agreater concern during
winter events, such asinversions, CO exceedances have not
been observed since 1998 and the non-attainment areaiisin
maintenance status, and thus the goa of returning to
attainment status has been established. Based on these
considerations, modeling results for summer conditions can
be used to compare the relative impacts on CO
concentrations. Additional ssmulations were not determined
to be warranted because of the compliance status of CO and
the effort required for additional modeling under different
meteorological conditions.
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{one S11%. The ozone SIP submatiul dote 5 2007 not 2009 a3 indcaed in the
ElS  Clark County mosl reach sttamment of the §-howr cgone standarnd by

e

Umane nemntizinment boundary. The E1S must use the nomattainmend
bonmlary approved by the 118, EPA im Ociober of 3006, The EIS shoald
contain B stclraie digechion of the otone nosaltaimment houndery approved
by e U5 EPA

Emissions Invendories. The BLM should refer v Clark County's 2002
Conspledited Emissions Repoting Rule (CERR) cmissions invendory for
construction of the 2000 bascling year emdssion venbory. This inventory is
U moal compliete and accurate dsta availahle for the oritenin podlotants. The
DAGEM will provwide the complete imventborics wpon reqeest by tae Bureau of
Land Mansgement or it suthanzed agenl

Maps. The maps in the E1S muss chearly identify the BLM disposal boundary
depicied in the incloded maps s the 2002 ENPLMA boundary, the referenced
31 maps conlain the 19498 SNPLMA boundary

Thank you for thie oppormumily 1o provide commensds.  As & cooperaling apemey we
remiin a comamilted partner far the secess of this NEPA analysis. Pleas let us ko if
yous meied fny Festher g5 afee of 1] ormation

Sineerely,

P

£

i
ol A= AW,

Christime L. Robinica

Diirecior

o Rick Holmes, Assistanl County Mansger
Alan Pinkerson, Depanty Director, DAQEM
Lewis Wallenmiyer, Assistant Direcior, DAGEM
Rab Mrrwka, Planning Manaper, DAQEM
Dennis Rmsel, Planning Macager, DAQEM

CLF/md

Commaeni L-6

10

11

12

13

The text has been revised.

The Draft EIS was published prior to the adoption of the
fina ozone non-attainment area boundary for Clark County.
Figure 3.1.1 and text have since been revised.

The air quality modeling effort was carried out in
consultation with the Clark County DAQEM, and data
provided by the DAQEM were used in the modeling effort.

Comment noted.
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Response L-7 (City of North Las Vegas)

Bl CHy Manage
Sichael 1. Moatxadne Gpegary B Kpae
Asmmbant ity Manage
L] L raan Tan Tarsaker
Stephanin 5. Stk
Shar Buik
b 1 n
Faberi L. Elizsar CITY OF .
MORTH LAS VEGAS
Bosia Frommomily of Fhiodes
Tkupiispe A
% =
Mowvernber 2, 2004 = 2 i
WiA FAX 5
=]
Ange Lara Assccixle Fisid Office Matagar 3
Burgsw of Land Menagemant - Tl
4701 N. Tormey Pines Drive ﬂ_ =
Las Vegaz NV E9130 =

Ri: Las Vagas Valley Disposal Boundary Draft Enwironmental Impact Stabement (EIS)

Dear Ms Lara

The pupiic comment periad for the abova-caplioned Drafl EIS was extended by Jefiey Slainmelz
Envronmanial Specialst Buresu of Land Maragement during bis oral presentation on Mavember 1
2004, at the Ugper Las Yegas Wash Management and Miogsbion Strebeges Mesting, Irom the data
publahed in e EIS ol Moverybar B, 2004 b Movember 16 3004 The radora! for this exiersicn was
forthooming information from the LS. Depanmenl of Fih & WiklHe fnal contained within e EEE s
veerg informed that fhis indormation could et in 3 significant sxpansion of tha Consanatisn Transfer
Allernative within ke City of Nodh Las Viegas

'l.? light of the very significant impact ihis forihcaming iréormaton could have on the Gty of Horih Las 1 The Conservation Transfer Alternative in the Final EIS has
fegax, the City respectiully requasts an extension of ha pubic commeant pered of £ days o commenas .
1 :‘:m the dale upan which the Cly recsives tvs now information. W believa thia exiensian @ fesessary not been changed and thus the reason for extendi ng the

or tha iy of North Las Wegas bo examnine the impacts of this new information on our Master Flan of H H H

Sireets and Hghways, land use patems winin aur cammunily ard the abifty io adequately determine Commmt peIOd IS nOt app“cabl €.

pelice and fire response fimes 1o the parcel in question, as well as surounding areas

Craing to the impending close of the pubic commen period as cumently scheduled, yaur prompt attenban
lethis reques! is appreciated. Should youw have any oueslions regarding this roguest. please don't hasnale
lo condact mysaf at G33-1004, or Michael Majewshki al 635
tonsderation

528 Thank wau for your fime and

1] T ———

Sncaredy
. e TP
e

City Manager

Comment L-T

Final EIS H-77 December 2004



