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Comment L-1

Response L-1

(City of Henderson)

1 Aswas stated in Section 3.9.1, approximately 14
percent of land within the disposal boundary area is managed
by the BLM. The Regiona Transportation Commission of
Southern Nevada (RTC) assembles data from community
plans and from the Clark County Assessor to determine
existing and planned land uses for transportation planning
purposes. The RTC dataindicate approximately 103,000
acres of private undeveloped (vacant) lands within the
disposal boundary area (RTC 2002a). There are 46,700
acres of primarily vacant BLM lands remaining. Together
with the approximate 6,400 acres of BLM lands that have
been sold since 2002, the majority of vacant land within the
disposal boundary areaisin private ownership. Text has
been added to Section 3.9.1 to address vacant land
ownership.

2 Development of previously disposed BLM lands
would continue under the No Action Alternative. Aswas
described in Appendix E, ongoing development would
continue at the rate projected and would result in complete
build out of the disposed properties by the end of 2013. The
economic impacts of this ongoing development (i.e., No
Action Alternative) were presented in Tables E-19 through
E-27, and E-38 through E-42. These results can be
compared against the economic impacts of the Proposed
Action to determine the relative significance of this
difference.
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Response L-2 (Stoel Rives for City of Las Vegas)

_ RECEIVED
STOEL i,

12 Movember 24

By E-Muil
U5 Bureau of Land Managemesit
Las Wegas Field Office

4701 Moeth Tomey Panes Dinve
|25 Wegns, Mevade 291302301
JefF Seeimy

jeteimme Eny b m. o

Elz

1 Mail
Walley BLM Lend Duspesal E1S

Las Veg
FBS&]
120 Corpormte Circle, Saite 100
Hendersom, WY BHT4-6387

Ivhlmeis®phej.com

Suliject: [huft E15 For the Las YVegas Valley Disposal Bowndary
69 Fed, Reg. 43840-23830 (30 July 24

Diear Mr, Siginmelz:

1 Comment noted.

mpact stlement. However, the City does not support the Conservatson Transfer
"CTA")
; ¥ 2 Comment noted. The specific issues raised in this paragraph
(2002 First. it would b contuy o the purpose o e are addressed in the following responses to the detailed
nin the bousdary so :J:-.Il o e by e comments.

he express provisioes requinieg
hin the Csty boumdary, aad

Comment L-2
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L Tae CosseRvarion TRANSFER ALTERNATIVE
VinLaTes THE SOUTAERY NEVATS PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT ACT

A Congress Intended That The Lands Be Sold For Development

[ the Draft EIS, the Bureau recognized thai the
This EIS will i of

Comment L-2

Under the express language of SNPLMA, Section 4(a)
merely “authorizes’ BLM to dispose of lands within the
disposal boundary area, but dispenses with the land use
planning requirements of FLPMA. In addition, SNPLMA
land disposals are to be conducted in accordance with “ other
applicable law.” Therefore, BLM can withhold from sale
any parcel or area of federa public land if disposa would
not be in accordance with other applicable law. In the case
of area covered by the Conservation Transfer Alternative,
disposal without further analysis or mitigation may not
comply with other applicable laws, namely the federal and
state endangered species laws. The Conservation Transfer
Alternative also meets the requirements of NEPA to consider
reasonable and feasible aternatives. Also see Genera
Response 2 — Range of Alternatives.
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Comment L-2

4 Because land disposals under Section 4(a) of
SNPLMA must be conducted in accordance with “other
applicable law,” it does not follow that the provision of
SNPLMA that allows proceeds to be expended for the
acquisition of environmentally sensitive lands works the
kind of “tradeoff” asserted. The express language of
SNPLMA does not dlow for environmental concerns on
lands within the disposal boundary area to go unaddressed.
The SNPLMA land sales are not exempt from environmental
laws such as NEPA and the Endangered Species Act.

It isthe BLM’s position that the Conservation Transfer
Alternative is alegaly permissible, feasible aternative that
meets the requirements of SNPLMA and NEPA. The
SNPLMA authorizes the BLM to dispose of lands in the
disposal boundary area, either by sale or transfer for public
purposes. Thisalternative does alow for the transfer of the
land within the Conservation Transfer Area (CTA), with
specified limitations on use to be determined through a
consultative process with the BLM and units of loca
government. The broad goal of SNPLMA for land disposal
is met by this aternative, which includes disposa of land to
meet public purposes, such as open space areas, resource
protection, and recreational and educational opportunities
that could be supported by the CTA.

While the Conservation Transfer Alternative would require
consultation and agreement on the specifications for the
transfer, the BLM would work with units of local
government to develop feasible plans that support flood
control, resource protection, and multiple uses of the CTA.

Once lands are transferred in the CTA, the requirements for
management of the area would be the responsibility of units
of loca government.
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Comment L-2

7(cont.) Aswas described in Section 2.4, additiona land use

activitiesin the CTA could be implemented as long as the
actions are protective of the resourcesand consistent with
the provisions of the Conservation Agreement.
Implementation and management of these requirements and
decisions would be the responsibility of local governments,
asrequired by the SNPLMA. Aswas described in Section
4.4.3, management of the CTA would include the potential
for infrastructure developments that would transect the area
aslong as the proposed utility and transportation crossings
are designed and constructed to mitigate impacts to the
resources.

The BLM would work with units of local government to
ensure orderly disposal, including following the land
disposd requirements of FLPMA, for any aternative
selected and implemented. As part of the Conservation
Agreement, the CTA would be transferred from federa
ownership to the units of local government, or to other
parties with mitigation or avoidance requirements that
protect sensitive resources. The SNPLMA does not define
or restrict disposal to include only auction to private parties
for development, but aso includes disposal actions that
result in use of land for public purposes.

Through a consultative process, the BLM and loca
governments would determine the conservation requirements
for the resources identif ied in the CTA. Local governments
have arolein the selection of lands for disposal in areas
surrounding the CTA to control development patterns
congistent with the requirements of the Conservation
Agreement and local land use plans.
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9(cont) The SNPLMA directs the BLM to coordinate disposal

actions so that the resulting land uses would be consistent
with community land use plans. Because the mgority of
federa landsin the area of the CTA were previoudy
managed as Wilderness Study Area, community land use
plans did not specify land uses for this portion of the
disposal boundary area. Under the Conservation Transfer
Alternative, the BLM and loca governments would
implement the conservation transfer process to protect
resources in areas that were not considered in local land use
plans, other than genera designations for open space
preservation or for outdoor recreational opportunities.

| 1 5 e Gt Bt B e 10 Proposals for nomination of specific land areas would be
ca. the Buneau s comply with he ntent. of Cangress, 4 essified in SNPLMA. OF the considered as part of the disposa process, consistent with
Iwematves im the Deaft ELS, enly the Froposed Action comphics with SNPLAA the ReCOl‘d Of DeC|S|0n for the alta'natlve geCtEd tO
Loy g A s SO implement the disposal requirements of SNPLMA. Under
B the Conservation Transfer Alternative, the CTA would not
e g i i SomGarAB 0 - g s i necessarily remain under federal ownership, but would
: ' include management by loca governments for resource
protection as developed through a consultative planning
process between the BLM and local governments.
e atat X 11  Land uses designated in current community plansin the
18] seenie three state ngencies, cas feeral agency, tribes, and 2 volumteee orpasization,” On th CTA, including flood control and recreation land uses could
: be implemented in parts of the CTA, as long as the planned
ot il B T WA e nEy TR activities address the sensitive resources as required by the
N I\ ; ng wuthonzes the Bureau w delégate its authority o povaie indviduals or Conservation Agr%rnent
12 See Response 5above. Aswas described in Section 2.1, an
alternative outside the scope of what Congress has approved
Commant L-2 is still evaluated as the basis for modifying Congressiona
approval in light of the policies of NEPA.
Final EIS H-41 December 2004
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Commant L-2

13

14

15

The function of the committee is to provide input to the
BLM and units of loca governmentsto consider in the
development of options for addressing resource conservation
and protection. Much of the data and information that
evidences the sengitivity of the CTA istoo new for local
governments to have undergone meaningful comprehensive
planning to address these resources.

See Response 5 and Response 13 above.

See Response 3 and Response 5 above.
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Response L-3 (City of Las Vegas)

Movember 12, 2004

By E-Mail

115, Bameau of Lasd Masagement
Las Vepax Freld Office

4701 Marth Torney Pines Drive
Las ¥epas, Nevada §9130-2301
Atn: . Jeff Steinmetz

LAS VEGAS CITY CORNGL teinme @y, him.gav

b OO0, !
+ I:‘JI:M:E:;TI AN By Mail
GAAY AEESE g " T
WANTIA FROTEM L Vegas Valley BLM Lasd Disposal EIS
LARAY SROWN PRS&)
LAWFENGE #EEHLY 2270 Corparats Circle, Suite 100
MICHAEL MACK . ! AN TE R
et et Herderson, MY 3746187

STEVE WOLFEON
Re:  Commnents o the Las Viegas Valley Disposal Boundary Draft
PR R Envirormental Impact Stalement (DEIS)

CaTy WAMAGER

Dienr Mir. Steinmetz

The City of Las Vegas spprecistes the oppertunity 1o comment o the Las
Vepas Walley Disposal Boundary DEIS.  This document describes and 1 Comment noted.
anelyzes the potential emvironmental impacts of throe alwemstives for the
disposal and use of Jasds mansged by the Buremu of Land Management
(BLAL) within the Las Vegas Valley disposal boundary area in Clark County,
Mevada, The alematives include the Proposed Acticm, the Conservation
Transfier Adersative, and the Mo Action Allemative

The Searhern Neveds Public Lands Manngemes Act of 1998, as amended by
the Clark Cowmy Conservatiom of Public Land and Nanmal Resources Aet of
1 2002, makes eligible for disposal federal lands within Clark County thet sne
currensly mansged by BLM. The Clark County Act iscreased the amount of
land available for disposal by approximately 22,000 acres. OF the 22,000
ncres, approximately 7.728 acres genenlly located noeth of Moceasin Road
and west of Buffale Drive wene annexced mic the City of Las Vegas, The City
inlends 1o nominate pomions of these bnds in the Foture and o plan s
development in & manner comsistent with strategic goals and nhjectives
whopted by City Cowseil in the Las Veges Masier Plan 2020 and cther city
policy documents. This ketwer contams our comments in suppart of t
Peoposed Action and expresses comcenss with the Cemservation Transfer
Aherstive.  The City's lepnl counsel, Sioel Rives LLP, will also he

CITY OF LS vEaR submitiing ¢oenmentx o Jegal Essuss,

31 STEWAST AVEMLIE
LA3 VERAS, MEWRDA EnD1

s Comment L-3

Final EIS H-43 December 2004
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CHAPTER 2 DESCRIPTHIN 0F ALTERNATIVES
SECTION 11— DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERMATIVES

Thie last paragmaph of 1he discussion af the development of sltermarives sanes
thaat the Preferred Allersative is the aemative thet would fulfill the BLM's
statuinry mission and responsibilites. Further, this parapraph ststes that the
preferred ahiemetive would be bdemtified in the Final E1S based upon the
puslic and agency comments, Ho o7, 2 public mecting was schedubed for
Mondey Movember 1, 3004 1o discuss and sdemify mitigalion measures for
the Conservation Transfer Ares Allemstive witk many of the fadenl
ngencies, the cilies of Morh Las Vegas and Las Vegas, Clark County, and
wanaus environmental groups such as Duiside Las Vegas ond the Sierm Club,
At this meeting, BLM s1aff publiely sated that the Conservation Transfer
Alternative womld be the Prefemred Alsemative this positon has been
oomsistindly repedled movarious meelings with agencies scheduled so discuss
the EIS. This decsion was made peocr 10 BLM s2ef¥ receiving all comments
froam the public and ngencies. As & coopersting agency the City of Las Vepas
objects % the apprasch of the BLM staff o the EIS process that fes resulied
in the presnalure selection of a peeferred eltermative.  This sction is
inponsisiem with the swtements [n this section thet indicoied that all
comments received would be corsidered in the seleciion of & pn_-:':rn,-.]
aftrmatne. The proces osed by BLM sialf vinlates this stafed intént and is
in conflict with any comman notion of “dis procesa™. The City of Las Yegas
respectfally requests a clear explasation of the dismissal of the EIS process
by BLM stafl m identifying and selecting a prefermed altemative

SECTION 2, 3=PROPOSED ACTION

Ite Crty sapporis the Proposed Action ac the preferred alternative. As a
cooperating agency, and for the reasons given below, the City has concheded
it the Proposed Actiom would be the spvironmentadly prefierast =
and wonld most effectively implemest the SMPLMA.  Ahlh [
recognizes that there are concems sbow pabecesalogical resources an fadem
land within the City, these concens can best be mesobvd. and the resounces
pratectsd, through federal regulation, the State of Mevada Office of Histere
Preservatzan and City of Las Yeges planning and land-ase processes

The Cuty hax idenlified the wpper wesh s open space that would be
Incarported into & culleral perk. Pege £-9 of the Morlheest Open Space
Plan, which is amached 32 Exhibit A, shows that an ares along the upper wash

| st form & culiaral park. which woeld include open spece as well as =

Comment L-3

Aswas stated in Section 2.2, the preferred aternative will be
identified in the Final EIS; however, this does not preclude
the BLM from stating a likely selection of the preferred
aternative based on the results of the environmenta impact
analysis and comments received prior to publication of the
Final EIS.

The open space planning conducted by the City of Las
Vegas is commendable and is anticipated to be compatible
with the resource protection objectives of the Conservation
Transfer Alternative. The Conservation Transfer Area
(CTA) adso encompasses area outside the planning
boundaries of the City and was developed to include dl
contiguous sensitive biological and paleontological resources
in the vicinity.

Final EIS
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Mowenther 12, 3004
Page 3

archeological park. This arca is concepreally similar to the area that would
be inelnded within the conservation anca of the Conservabion Transfer
Alemative.  BLM persorme] participated in the development. of the
Morthwest Open Space Plan as members of the Technical Working Growp.
Although some necessary wiifities would pess chrough the  proposed
conservation aren, the majority of the area would remain open spece.  Peleo
resources within the area would be protecied by 3 peoposed wpstream
detentsan basin, and through the City™s poficies and procedures for protecting
archeclogical and bwological resources outlined on papes 3 th 7, Surveys
woidd be performed before comstruction, and resources identified and
preserved. W understand that concerns have been expressed wbout flooding
of semsitive beologicel mesources identifisd i the DEIS. in paricular
l:*:m_p:.‘ and buckwheat pupnialinn.%. These resources womld best be
peotecied apeinst fooding by the starmwater detention hasin the Cigy bas
planned for the upper wish in eombination with the existing dewestion basia
upstream of the sensitive populations located in the vicinity of Decarur and
Miccasin Rosds. Therefore, the Proposed Action would protect all sensiive

| resources identified within the City by the Draft E1S.

The proposed Action meets the prefemed alternative criterin outlined in
Section 2.2 and complies with the provision in the Sputhern Mevada Publiz
Lands Munagement Act that staies thai “land dispesal setivites of the
Secretary shall B¢ consistern with locel lend use planning and zoceng
requiremenis and recommendstions”. The following catlimes the City of Las
Vegns land use planning and zoning puidelines that support the identifscation
af the proposed action as the prefemed altemative, including policies and
procedures relaied o the srcheological and biological resources identified i
the BLM staff sarvey work performed for this EIS:

Plamning Effarts

A priority of the Mayer and City Couneil, as pablished in the City of Las
Vegns Striegic Plamning Guide, reads: “Creste, insegrate, and manage
omderly and sestainable developenent and growth of our commamity.~

+ The City & sdvassing the potential for sustaicable developmen
theough it effors in [eepanmng for the dispasal af approximately
1,700 seres kraowm g3 the Kyle Canyon Goteway aren. This effort
icliudes a study prepared by the Rocky Mountam Institute with
invedvezest from a broad cross-section of the developmens
coenmisnity, public officiels, and technical experts. The effont also
includes design principles prepared by Pogpemeyer Diesign

Commant L-3

4

See Response 3 above.
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Fage 4

Group, 45d a resalutzon thal cutlines e key principles of smar
commumity design and sussaimable developesert thayr will be
presented Ao the City Council mi its mesting on November 17,
2

The Clark County Regiomal Flond Conrol Disirict Master Plan
Lipdate calls fior the upper Las Yegas wash to be preserved im iis
naturd siste for Dood controd and draimage. The Crty of Las Vegas
conducted & preliminary feasibaliny soudy on the upger Las Vegas
wash, and concheded that g |000-fectceeridor woald be sufficien
fior Bood comtral, provided a defention hasin was construcied ot
the upper end of the wash,

The Regienal Transpodation Commussion {RTT) is beginmang a
siudy o determing tranait secds in the nonbvwest area. The RTC i3
alz0 planning for light-mil fransit throagh the City of Morth Las
Vegss and eventmlly serving the Kyle Canvon Gateway erea and
new development nocth of Moccasin Road. 1n addition, the RTC
is plaening paek and rides and ks rapid traesit alosg the Highway
95 gomidor in the nomkwest ares of the City,

The City has retained expers %o aesist in the pregarstion of an
Open Space Fla. This plan, in its draft form, calls for 3% of
developablis lasd be retalied for open space. It further prescribes
the preservation of whshes and ameyos in their netural state far
site dminnge, trails, open space, preservation of views, wildlife
Fabital, and preservation of nabuml desert arens. The plan also
cells fioe the creatbon of & culueal park. A mapar companent of the
cultural park would be peestrvation of signifieant paleontological
wies, developmeni of interprebive cenbers, fraids and  othes
amenities In preserve these areas for ressanch, sducation and open
Sl

Mlaster P

The City's Masler Plan includes the folkowing goals, objectives,
e palicies;

(oal 3: "Mewly developing areas of the city will contain adequste
educational facilities, and recreational and open space amd be
linked 1o major employment cenlers by mass transit, including
buses, a5 I:l_'.' fraels"

Comment L-3
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«  [hjective 3.4; “To ensure tha adequase portices of the
lands refeased lar wchan develapmenl by the Buemn of
Land Managessenit (BLM) are developed for recnestional
and educatbona] public facilities, ransit facilities and fire
statioms, that will benefit the city ™

«  Ohjective 26: “To ensure that adequate amounts of park
space and irmil systems are designated and devebaped 1o
meet of excesd nastional sundieds  and  stedards
ctblished in the Master Pian Parks Elemen.”

«  al T “lssues of regional significance, requiring i Ciry of Las
Vepas 10 coordineie with other govemmendt entiiies and agencies
'within the ¥alley, will be addressed in 2 imely fashion™

s Ohective 7,10 “Ta ensure that the natural resourpes ot the
City, particularly thege thet disectly ssppont an enhasced
quality of fife Tor its neskdents, ane protected.”

+ Objective 720 “To ensure that arovod, washes and
watercoearses throughout the City are imegrated with urbaa
development in 2 manner that protects the integrity of the
watershed and misimizes eroson.”

o Oimective 74 “Ta idestify, protect and preserve
archenlogical resources amd aneas with anique or sensitive
genlogic fenhares thet exist within the city boamdasies, and
W mlegrate hem arth new whan developmeni it
extends o archeologieally sessitbve areas.”

o Policy T.4.1: “That as new development oooars on
the urbars fringe, perticalesty in ereas with pansal
rock  outcroppings, the City esoure ther an
inventory is made of amy archeological resounces,
such as pelroglypls, within the baundaries of the
propased developenent™

s Polscy T4.2; “That effaris be made {0 presesve any
significamt archealogical resources that may be
dizeovered, [T possible, that such prolection ar
preservation integrates the nestrce inte the context

Comment L-3
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of the community, such & in & park or apen
space.”

" |"'|.\li|.'_l. 14.3: “That the {':'.I:.' prevecd amd preserve
desert Niora and fausa 1o the exsend practicable.”

« Policy T44; “That the City woek with Clark
Cownty and  environmentnl —orpamizations o
preserve viahle desert habitat,”

»  Conservation Element Implesentation Actsan W6 “The City
shall contizue to work to peeseeve the stmie of the Las Vegas Wash
by meimnining naboral feamres in all areas of work ar
constructian within the city portions of the wash. The Ciry should
work with the Regicaal Flood Control Districi to ensure that
nalwral feabores are nol, wnless dictaled by physical necessity,
replaced with concrete flood channels, Matural features shall be
peivately maintaived. In areas planned for whban development
along washes, sztbacks from the washes shoald be implemenied to
minimine the meed for chasmel reconstroction end %0 provide o
valuahle open spece amenity ™

s Comservation Element fmplementation Action HW. L “The Cigy
shall cosvlins: 1o be an active participant in the [mplementation
sed Mamitcring Commitiee of the Claek Coumty Multiple Species
Habdia Coaservation Plea (MSHCP), for e durstion of the
MSHCP, which shall contanue through the year 2028~

+ Conservation Element Implemeniation Action HW.2: “The City
shall continue 1o collect the 5530 per acre foe for mew
development oo beball of the Clark County MSHCP, for e
dumtion of the MSHCP, sed for wse as direcsed hy ihe
Implementation and Monitoring Comesitee,”

o Conservation Element Implementation Action HW.3: “The City
should comtinue to peticipste in the implementation of the
RJ-J[H.EJ Clask Enunl:. Hulll;ie f"'irwtil.'s Hama - Comservotion
Plan.”

+ Comservation Element [mplementation Action HW.12: “The City
shiwld pursue a standard that 30 percest of the leds trarsfermed
from the BLM to the city in the far norhwest past of the city ane

Comment L-2
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i through community measter planning processes as park
ahle 1o the public, open tr pe, nalurml resource mreas gnd
fo er recresticeal amenites duat benefil both oren mesidents
.mdla. iy a8 8 whale.™

SECTION Ld = COMSERY ATION TRANSFER ALTERNATIVE

the Cansgrvanom Triowrf

e Area miry e rominaed G
ECNCIFT nring (hy rav orocesr

Howeve

ervalioe Fransfer An

The City of Las Yeps
5 II'.'||<n'rt':l.|.|n z_.;_'rﬂ"

thet the requiremend lor o
taf @ steering & e i

e o "gfl” parties, an
isposed of is bevond
I’ lands within the

andaries preseri "h.l.! by the '\\|:'| MA u||| i, amlenance of ts
ures will 2k be 2 magor expense with no fundisg source identified. Thus
1k rineria foe -..h:l.'ll-.-.'. of & prefemed alternative that fulfills the BLM s
stammory mission and redpotdabiliied, piing comsideabon {0 ecomomic,
environmental, technical and other factors ... has not been met,

The following discussion cmlines several af the Citys concems which
need 10 be wddressed in onder to demonstrace tha the Conservation
Tmansfer Alternalive meels the criteria oanlined in the DES for seleciion
a5 the praferred altemative:

« Comservation Transler Arca Sige - The conservation transfer

are % considered excessive in oaren ond should be redefined

or sk of 80 8o 100 feet For be arpopoy.and buckwhen sites

E have been delzeaned the DEIS and 300-fegs buffer areas
Il.l.||II\.I. fior the palk pical ot However, when the

I -I prepured 0 gasement, s

k] I-J-:nll' o aroursd these n:
ressive. [n addftion
und a paleo

s, the

dessignaticn h.'k THE
butler anesaf 500 e

excessive, and both the plant species and palen buff
ol Bedn _:u'\.l'.l-:.'nl g the EIX¥ documenl. The City of Las Yepss
would request a elear justification of the buffer aress, their

Commant L-3

The function of the committee is to provide input to the
BLM and units of loca governmentsto consider in the
development of options for addressing resource conservation
and protection. The parties to the agreement would be the
BLM and units of local government that would be
responsible for management. The nomination and sale
process would till include co-selection by BLM and units of
local governments (see General Response 1).

The buffer areas 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 alegal boundary description for the
CTA.
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Pege d

miended functicnality ass reconsideration of the aliguat parced
desigralions

‘-||||i'.' |I||:' rlllli \;A."A:r!l'\."h an anca
i iber of tribes,

it
section, however i is not clear if ey are e
the disposal area, In nddision, Section 3.6.3 says none of
“‘,\' the 15 tnhes "womiacied” by BLM provided any comments
i the wvillages, parden siies, or other
al had been sdentif

hapter it
Alsing of these resounc QUi Tl T BStsrm J
b wir potenisal MEHP elagitality and sipmificance
could pot he determimed.

« The DEIS does not indicste what atempls BLM (or

5. The
evada SHPD on i wer, 1
mnfoemamon in the DEM on bow or why e clgability

recomimendations were made by BLM

o There is ni table showing the cligible sites. There 15 a
diseuszion af tw four critera, ho
between the criteria an ric meriies

shoudd be included s

ligibility criteria, The D fers 10 Appendin F

| sites and their

10

however, o separste, 3
comespanding eriterie

Commant L-]

10

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 Assessment was completed and the results of
this assessment were summarized in Section 3.6.3 and
Section 4.6. The Ethnographic Assessment was compl eted
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.

See Response 7 above. Due to the sensitivity of information,
specific requests to further review documents should be
addressed to the BLM under separate |etter. Aswas 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.

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 sitesfor the National Register of
Historic Places. Due to the sengitivity 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.
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# Mo informotion  is  provided w0 describe  how

resauneed wine mad ta delemmine thal o
5,000-48 000 -nere conservation  tresefer  eres was
required,  Without this infoomation, i i difficult w0
desermbne whether or Bt 8 comservalion Lrnsfer area of
this size cam be justified. Funher, it sgpears thm
mizigation rasures oould oifiet any palential impact an
these resquree the need 1o estabish a
cossrvation anea and reduce developmeent appariumizies

Sectian 3.7.2 of the DELS swates, “Fossils idenified from
thess bocalities consisted of non-dagnostic bone fragments
winch are penerally comsidened 1o bave listle potential 1o be
pateoniokogicaily significant.” And though seene lecalites
contained “langes, welbpreserved hone potions,” these
resources could be addressed through mitlgarion measures,
mol the produbition of development

We believe thel there are a sumber of significant
om measges that could be implesenned o neduce
the size requinement of the comservation wansfer area
Seviral of thes2 megsures inchnde

«  hinigsion measures for mmpacts #0 the Las Vegas
bearpeppy ane mentiosed for wo stuations o the
DE, For the “MNo Actice™ Allemative. BLM would
retain permitlicg horily fr right-ofoway (ROW)
developmeni and Recreation gnd Public Purposes Act
IREPFT) loases dand woubd stipeelate warious mitigation
measwres in conjurction witk thase activities. The
exumpds mitigntion measares lisied in this paragrsph
are standard measures. Far the *Proposed A

“Conservalion Transfer Alternstive”, mitgatios wiuld

-.irp;-*r.'ing o the cirsslanes

«  Relevant Clark Cowty mitgation requgnements of the
MEHCP include:

Commaent L-3

11

12

See Response 6 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.

Mitigation measures would be considered for certain types
of activity within the CTA after transfer, such as roads,
utilities, or public facilities consistent with other
requirements such as the MSHCP. These measures would
be devel oped through a consultative process with the BLM,
USFWS, NDF, and local governments, with input from the
strategy committee, to best accomplish the objectives of land
disposal and preservation.
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Fage 1O

1
“Impesition of B350-per-acre development fee and
Implementation of an endowment fusd,

Pazchase of grazing alloimenss and inderest in real
property and water,

. Mantenance and management of alloimerts, band and
walter fghts which have been acquired, and

Canstruetion, menitoring, ssd mainienange of heriers
along linear feabures.”

¢+ In addition, “Clark County will cooperate and work
with UUSAF, Las Vegas Valley Water Diistrici, BLM,
MPS, USFWS, MDF, NDOT, and THC 1o manage
pepulatians of the Las Veges bearpoppy in key areas
af its distnbution, Also, Clark County will agree 1o
fand for two years a position with NDF o assist in
mion of the meesures et Forth in the
andum ol Agreement {refer w0 Apperadic F
the DEIS). Foully, of required, Clark Counry hes
ogreed o expend wp o $90,000 o protect a critical
population at Neltis Ale Farce Base™

12

v The Conservation Trapsfer Aemative would appesr
| s limdt devel openend im ceriain arcas ard might reguine
miigaticn  for amy  development  permitied in o
Comservatios Anes, The mitigation measures suggesied
whove ane ressonshle to propose for development in the
SOOSEIVELIDE arda.

o We request that the BLM incorpomate appropriste
milsEan measures into e descriplim of the
Conservaban  Tramsfer  Alernstive s the Final
Envireemental Impact Siatement i an effer s reduce
thoe size of the area

« Conservafion Tramsfor Arca Cresies o Barrier - The
13 todtienvalion tansfer ared creates a harrier for the extensioa of
public utilsties meo and scrass the area. Access o holh sides of the

Las Vegas Wash and conservation trassfer aren must be provided,

Comment L-3

13

Upon development of mitigation requirements the
infrastructure and rights-of -way access described in this
comment could be placed inthe CTA. Also, as described in
Section 1.2, the purpose and need for land disposal isto
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.
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Mavember 12, 2004

Pape 11

a5 well as allowance For necessary infrastuciee. Conoerns
include;

Steering Committer - A steering commities esiablished
by the BLM ({including local govemsments, :‘,-Eiu;nal
apeeches, and sme and federal sgencles including Stae
Farks. Stre Historic Preservation Odfice, Division of
Farestry, SFEW, and organdmations such & Friends of
Tule Springsp would have sigeificant impact an the City s
ahility o effectively conrol infrastnuciuee planning and
irstallntion g0 that it is both emvironmentally sound and
campleted i a timely faskion, Rather then peoviding for
Steering  Commbnee. te Cosservalion  Trassfer
Alternative should  consider  npreements with  loesl
povemments o manage the area.

Fitwre Land Develapment Potentinl - The conservalion
casemen wodld Bisect the 12,000-sere pamel moch of
Wioccasin and would impose signaficant obetacles 1o the
dr\-l.'|u-;rm|::|1 ol thbe land north of the copservation mmee.
therehy potentially withholding the majoricy of the laed
marth of Mogcasim from development. By dividing the fand
marth af Maecasis i half, with o panservation sasemeni,
the development poestial of e pareel north of te
conservation casement is greatly diminished Ak, e
Cily of Las Vegas is in negotations with the Siaie to
assume the state land south of Moccasin and wesy of
Drecangr, The Conservetion Transfer Altersative coald
render the stale land undevelopable. with no messs of
raistaaning il Pressovation of this land does mot mppear
weramiod, a5 the m&jority of the land has already been
partially disturbed by mosorcycles sd 4-wdeel vehicles.

Provislons te Accommedate Necessary Infrastrocimre - The
conservation exsement could preatly impede development by
creating an exteme challenge for establishing  necessary
imfessiruciune across the commervatlion easemenl, 1t is cssertial that
provisians be made %o eecommodate mapar streels and arterial
comidors, sewer collection systems, water disiribotion sysems,
prwer, gns, and drminage systems. [nfmstructure fecilities will be
afficted by-

Comment L-J
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13

#

Implementing the Moantain Fdge Parkway (MEF) -
Surveys show then Las Vepes (s im need of sddibonal
major trapsporation cormidors. Housing  densities have
incressed by B0 percent over the las 20 yesrs. with high
land prices expecied @ contimee, The Comssrvation
Fransfer Allenative will limit development of both
surfcs  transpomation  improvements  asd  transit
appartunities, which will add o congession mnd ar
pollution. The MEP is curently on the County's
Transporistion Elemest sad the City of Las Vepss sed
Wonh Las Vegas Masier Plen of Smeets end Highways.
Sigmifican! additional expenses will be incurred for bridpe
stroctured B0 (noss e conservalion easemenl. Delays
asseiated with the uncemainty involving BLM s trestment
af the conservakion fransfer area will produce long-term
sevandary |mpects affecting the mmplementation af the
MEF and Hght mil transit syssess ssaocisted with i1 The
Regionsl Transpomatsaon Coenmission (RTC) hes expressed
# desire for light il transit along the MEP corridor. This
wildd meet the goals of envimamental groups presently
delaying the widening of US93. Timely planned related
fand use development opporhandtics dependent on swio
traved, inlrstructupe amd transil conld be defayed and [ost
oppoctamdties will be experienced. A figame showing
exiseing City of Las Vepas plans for road development in
the wren is mitnched as Exhabil B,

Arterial Rasdways - Traffic cireulation will be restricied
withan the 12,00kacre ares nomh of Moccasin ns a result
off the conseryation exsement

Sewer Collection System - Mone expensive sewer
collectian infcastructane systems will be reguired. sinee a
gravity eolleetion system meght nog be permissible slong
the sxistimg wish within the conservation easement. Pamp
sysiems woukd be required with incressed maintenance
costs. A dunl paraflel system would probably he needsd on
berh sides of the comservation easement, A gravity sewer
collectlon system shoudd be allowed aloag the wash,

Drainage Facilities - The DS propases a consenation
anch that escompusses the entire braided chammel aren far

Comment L-3
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Page 13

the Upper Las Vegas Wash North of Moceasine Brakled
chesmels and alluvial fans are commin place in he Las
Vepas Valley and do not comstiine a meed for a
conservation ares. The Cily has worked with the Corp of
Engineers 80 develop in weshes and braided channels.
However, it should be noted thm it is not the intent of the
Cily o Las Vegas o place o concrete channed along the
wash thar bisects the conservation ares north of Mocassin,
It should be noted that o was the City of Les Vegas that
proposed a [ 000-foot wide natural channel which was
meprporated into the Clark County Regional Flood
Coniral Dasisic’s Master Plan Updare,  The Ciw is
desirous of protecting the nateml channel ond contrected
with Y™ Engineers to exsure this is acoompiished. The
Diraft Study is entitled Upper Las Wepas Wash Facility
Study dated July 2004 This study proposes 1o reduce the
peak flows that would otherwise wash oul peleverological
rescarces. The proposed improvements inelude;

+  FPropesed Detention Basin - The Upper L Vegs
Wash Facility Study proposes o detention basin i the
upper reaches of the Morthem Las Vegns Wash {see
sitached Exhibit Ch This detention basin will ke
locaied at the wery marth end of the conservation arsa
end (8 needed 1o reduce the peak Bow fram a high mie
of ahout 15,000 ofs 40 0 mankgeable rate of 3000 cfs
Witkoat this desention bagin the paleo-resources will
confinue 0 be subjecizd to erosbve velocities in the
wash The Clerk County Flood Controd District Master
Plap (2002} proposed a | 000-food wide nstural wash
he preseryed bo contain fows, 1 ie understood that the
majirily af the palea-resource kcatsons were located
withim the exiszing wash, and it & clear from Exhibic C
that the propased 1, 00M-foct wide rabwml wesh is
within  the Conservation  Transfer  ARemalive
boundeary. Therefooe, preservation of the  1000-fool
daliwal wash would encommuass the majority of the
paleoniologicel resources and secomplish the desied
netion, The VTN Swdy esblishes thet the funae
5000 ¢fs reduced flow oot of the defemtion basin will
be contained within an approximare 800-foor wide
chammel. well withim the 1.000-foot proposed width

Comment L-3
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The 1,00foat wide existing sarural ehannel propassd
by the CCRPCD Master Plan Update (MPU) 2002, snd
fanber defined by dthe VT stady, could be used to
preseTve the pal:v_xrcsuu::er- within thai corndar.
Mepessary sormuwter collectlon facilitles from the
adjicest roadway eetwork imio the existing wash
warnld also need bo be albowed for

As g final note, the ROW for the exisling Las Vegas
Wash ranpes geperally from 150-fool o 200-feet i
widthe Therelome, Eas f:u.'l]il] winld be § oo & times the
width of the existing Les Vepass Wash ROW
downstream. Therefore, this showld provide adequale
width for the development end peesenvation of the
palec-resources, since the mejoty of thess resoumees
were identified within the wash. Constnactiom of the
pmpc.;n:l detention hasin mugt be allowed al the namh
end al the wash

evinus Esvirnnmenial Studies

The Mevuda BLM Statewide Wilderness Report
dated Oetober 1991, Volume ¥ - This repon wes
previously  prepaned by the  BLM  aed
recommended (s land, which includes the 5,000
st consenvation easememl, be relessed. The
Wilderness  Stadv Arsa [WEA)  peport
recommended the disposal al lbe eation L1145
gt of land. The repon reads:

WEA, Page V-189 — “The report recommendetion
for the Wildemess Sy Ans (WEA} was o
relemse &l 12145 acres for usss other than
wildemess, ... Alihough the recommendation is not
the  All Wilderness  Allermative, e
recommendatbon  for  this WA would be
Implemensed in & memmer, which would wilize all
practical means to Evoid  or  minimize
evironmental impagts. .. The quality of the
wilderness values and the reduction af comiticts
walk utihity dnd ral line deselopeent were the key
cotsidertions in the recommendation. While the

Comment L-3
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WA contwmed wilderness wvalugs necessory for
lady, they ame mal considered 10 be of o quelity 1o
medi e anea's inclusion in the  Maliomal
Wilderness Preservaticn sysiem

In resposse, <inoce the study for the WEA
recommended the release of all 12,145 acres. and
the quality of wildeness values were bow for
wildermness dse, the land shoakl be sold and
developed at ils Bighest and best use in o manner iz
misimize eewionmental impacts

WSA, Page V189 - <A wash runs through the
southern pan of the stady area. Thet majos
peodogic formations in the w=R and vepetation

consists of how desert shmabs and grasses.”

In rexponse, simce the W3A did nof identify any
migor gealoge feematsans in the original Cuml
Springs Wilderness Study. which encompassed the
CONSErvation easement arel, DA NEW  MAjME
fermatioes shoubd be sdentified now o preclude the

sale of the land.
Additional Comments

#  Malatenance Cests - In time, ke gndervation imnsfer areas will be
surrcimded by development Mabeerance o c
signifiennt. The Conservation Transfir Alter
the costs of maintenance will be bomi by §
paries.  This assumplion is nreasonakde
the Final EIS without & clesr identification of o fanding source.  The
cinskderstion fir a preferned allemative 1o mclude e r faciprs kends

14 b the conclusion that the Comservation Transfir Anea Allemative does
nod meel this requirement wntil & viable funding soarce for the soccessful
implementaon, eperatsan and maintenance of dhe CTA cwm be
reasomably ddenitfied md agreed to hy the locel units of povemment

}I. .
be included in

targeted 10 neceave awnendhip of this area. This is parsoulardy rue if the
propeny b8 o be excloded from development &nd thes not eligible for
penertion of public revermes commondy affoeded bocal units of
povermanen

Comment L-3
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Funding of actions undertaken to manage land and resources
transferred from BLM management could not be provided
by BLM, unless a specific authorization of funding is
approved by Congress. The distribution of the proceeds
from the land salesis specified by SNPLMA, but may be an
avenue for funding. The types of expenditures and the
process for nominating and funding projects are described on
the SNPLMA web site at:
http://www.nv.blm.gov/snplma/projectsdefault.asp
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v Mitkgation Measures - All palea issues identified m the Draft E15 would

best be resolved with mitigation m
aticar T

15

CONESEMVALKN A,

the proposed conservation eea £
mees necessary 10 maimiain and peotect the et el

e of the Privgaoesd

ve, By working

"
City of Lag Vegas, with its resounces and land ise
oukd best accoenplish the pro
LM

GComment L-3
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Comment noted.
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Alternati

expressed abowe,

16

SErTaon 2.5 — Mo AcTioN

'\.l."\."'ll

'\
damagur, City of Las Ve 4,\."

Sincerely,

L3

Cir

‘x

DSl

-z livgeunes

Exkihil A - Northwest Cipem Space Plan
Exiihit B — Morthwest Cansensus Map
Exhihit [ = Resoarce Map

v In summary, te Uiy does ool supporl
a5 the prefernd ahematve dug @

The City agrees that the Mo Actioa Ahermative should be

the Conservation Tramsfer
e many oncers

il

Comment L-3
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Comment noted.
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The gl of ihe everst plan would ba 1o make Flayd
Lamb aecessibie be sumounding neghtcrhoods and
malre Las Vegas through a system of interconnacied
trails that support hiking, bicyding and equestrian
aciviies

[ T Il ! =

PROPOSED CULTURAL FARK
NORTHWEST OPEN SPACE FLAN

Uity ol L Veggan, Newads

Figure M&: Concept Plan for the Pro-

posed Northwest Cultural Park

The above concept plan depics the pessibie
Iecations for various slements al the propased
Marthwest Cullural Fark. This map i& provided foe
Information purposeEs oniy and i not intendad b
rapresent the final mix of acthity canters, land usa
or bacation of actiities, A separae planning and
design process for the Noriees) Cultural Park wil
B conucted by the Cily of Las Vegas n pariner-
ship with federsl, slake and cther kocal pariners, and
cilizens of the City 1o delemmine the futere design
and impigmentaton for ths Park,

FIMAL DRAFT - November 2004

MORTHWEST OPEN SPACE PLAN 49

Comment L-3
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