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Response L-4 (Clark County Regional Flood 
Control District) 
 
1 The text has been revised.   
 
2 Transportation planning in the Las Vegas Valley is a 

collaborative effort led by the Regional Transportation 
Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC).  The RTC 
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.  As described 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.   

 
3 The Supplemental EIS for the Flood Control Master Plan has 

been referenced in Section 3.3.1.1 and Section 4.3.4. 
 
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 value of 0.265 
tons per acre per month was representative of development 
that may include both types of construction activities. 
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5 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.  As was 
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.   
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Response L-5 (City of North Las Vegas) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Comment noted.   

 
 
 
 



Las Vegas Valley Disposal Boundary  Appendix H 
 

Final EIS  H - 66 December 2004 

 
 
2 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 sensitive 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 individual bed of strata beyond an outcrop 
exposure into the subsurface, recovery of these materials 
may extend well beyond any surface exposure location.  The 
use of existing aliquot boundaries was considered the only 
practicable method for developing a legal 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 be in the CTA.  The development rate is described 
further in Section 2.3.   

 
3 As was 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 as a 
practicable alternative if it does not meet the stated purpose 
and need of the federal action.     

 
4 Specific information, including data sources, on the 

economic analysis was described in Appendix E.     
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  5 The data in 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 measures for lands proposed in the 
2005 land sale.  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.   

 
6 The footnotes to Table 3.6-2 provide information regarding 

the location of the sites noted in the 2nd 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.  As was stated in Section 3.6, an 
Ethnographic Assessment 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.  Responses to letters, results of meetings, and 
documentation of telephone conversations are all 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.  As was stated in Section 4.6.2, the 
TCPs are outside the disposal boundary area and no direct or 
indirect adverse impacts from the land disposal actions 
would occur.   
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6(cont) The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) reviewed the 

results of the Class III 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 National Register of 
Historic Places.  Due to the sensitivity of information, 
specific requests to further review documents should be 
addressed to the BLM under separate letter.  

 
 The data in Appendix F are incorporated by reference, as 

allowed under with 40 CFR §1502.21.    
 
7 See response 2 above.  As was 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.   

 
8 Comment noted. 
 
9 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 potential 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.   
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10 The Las Vegas bearpoppy is currently listed as State 

Critically 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 
beneficial 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.   
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12 As was 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 its role in 
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 a legal description needs to be researched by 
CLV personnel (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 
a different time frame.  The comparison of artifacts found in 
the Class III survey conducted for the disposal boundary area 
has no bearing on the current boundary of the NRHP.    

 
13 Due to the sensitivity of information, specific requests to 

review further documents should be provided under a 
separate letter.  

 
14 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. 

 
15 The Secretary of the Interior is responsible for establishing 

professional standards and providing advice on the 
preservation and protection of all cultural resources listed in 
or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  The 
Standards, revised in 1992, were codified as 36 CFR Part 68 
in the July 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 
at this time.  The BLM would prepare a Historic Properties  
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15(cont.)Treatment Plan in consultation with the SHPO to address 
appropriate treatment measures.  An explanation of the Historic 
Properties Treatment Plan has been added to paragraph 2 of this 
section.   

 
 
16 Comment noted.  The discussion of the resources protected 

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.   

 
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 development 
under this alternative, as well as privately held vacant land 
that is available for development in the Las Vegas Valley    

 
18 Upon development of mitigation requirements, as needed, 

the infrastructure and rights-of-way access described in this 
comment could be placed in the CTA.  Also, as described in 
Section 1.2, the purpose and need for land disposal is to 
address the federal parcels interspersed among private lands 
and thus it is not the intent of the Conservation Transfer 
Alternative to further barriers to development. 

19 The land use plans and responsibilities of several 
jurisdictions are mentioned in section 4.9.3 related 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. 
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Response L-6 (Clark County Department of Air 
Quality & Environmental Management) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Comment noted. 

 

 

2 Comment noted.  
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3 Comment noted. 

 

 

4 Comment noted. 

 

5 Comment noted. 

 

6 Indirect impacts considered in the EIS include consideration 
of changes in runoff and water quality related to 
development.  Existing hydrologic information on the Las 
Vegas Valley indicates that most precipitation in the Valley 
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 subsequent development are not 
expected to impact the water quality planning process 
because the plans already anticipate regional population 
growth and development in the Las Vegas Valley.    
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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. are filled 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 
activit ies 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 area was determined 
from Master Title Plats and associated realty records.  Other 
federal lands, such as Tribal 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 ozone 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 factors in the model, as these conditions 
typically accompany higher concentrations of PM10 and 
ozone.  While CO is typically a greater concern during 
winter events, such as inversions, CO exceedances have not 
been observed since 1998 and the non-attainment area is in 
maintenance status, and thus the goal 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 simulations 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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10 The text has been revised.   

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

12 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.  

13 Comment noted.   
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Response L-7 (City of North Las Vegas) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 The Conservation Transfer Alternative in the Final EIS has 

not been changed and thus the reason for extending the 
comment period is not applicable.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


