U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Environmental Assessment
DOI-BLM-NV-S010-2009-0293-EA
December 15, 2009

P.L. 107-350, Enacted December 12, 2002
For
The Conveyance of Property
To
Clark County, Nevada for a Shooting park

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Southern Nevada District Office
Las Vegas Field Office

Phone: 1-702-515-5000

Fax: 1-702-515-5010

(PTTrere———
maesewass ) N ATIONAL

PUBLIC LANDS




TABLE OF CONTENTS

INEFOTUCTION ... bbbttt bt bt e bbb 1
1.0 Location Of PropoSEd ACION ......cccveeiiirieirieeisiee et 1
1.1 Conformance with Applicable Land Use Plan..........cccoeiniiiiniiincesce 1
1.2 Need fOr PropoSed ACHION ........cciiiiiiiirieiriee e 2
1.3 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations and Agency Jurisdiction ..........c.ccoceecevviennenne. 2
1.4 Relationship to Community Development Plans.........c.cccooveiiiiieicienescscsese 2
2.0 PropoSed ACHION......cciiicecici ettt ettt ettt aenr e 2
2.1 AREINALIVE A ..ottt ettt ettt e naerens 3
2.2 NO ACHON AIEINALIVE ..o 3
2.2 Alternative Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study .........ccccocvvciiiviniiinnnns 3
3.0  Affected ENVIFONMENT ......ccuiiiiieeeese et 4
AL SUMMATY L. e e 4

B BOANY .o bbb 5

C. Threatened and Endangered Species/Special Status SPecies........ccocvvvvvvrierieriennens 5

D. Migratory Bird Treaty ACE ... 6

B WIIAIITE .. 6

Fo S0IIS e ettt rerer s 6

G AT RESOUICES ...cuveuieiieieietesieste sttt sttt et e bbb e st e st s be b e b e sbesbesbesresrenaenreas 7

H. WALEI RESOUICES .....vveieiieiie ettt ettt b e s e be e sneesneeebeesneeens 7

[ FlOO PIAINS.....c.eiiiiiiiice bbbt 8

J. Cultural and Paleontological RESOUICES.........cccviiieiiiieiiie e 8

K. Hazardous MaterialS.........cooiiriiii e 9

L. EnVIironmental JUSLICE .........cviiiiiicecececcceee et 9
IMLLLANG USES.....ovieicieciecte ettt a et st et e sne s enennan 9/10

N. TraNSPOITAtION ...ttt ettt et et e e e e e e e e e e e ens e 11

(O T\ [ PP J11

4.0 Environmental Impacts of the Proposed ACLION ...........ccccvevvevieiieviciieieieseee e, 11
A. Description of Impacts for the Proposed ACtiON .........cccoevvereiinennieneeeeseees 12

B. BOANY .ot e n e e nenre s 12

C. Threatened and Endangered Species/Special Status Species...........ccocvvvrververene 12

D WIIAIIT .t 13

E. Migratory Bird Treaty ACE ... 14

Fo AN QUAILY .ottt 14

G SIS ettt nnes 15

H. WaALET RESOUICES ..ot 15

[ FlOO PIAINS.....c.eiiiiiceee e 16

J. Hazardous Material Assessment/INSPECtiON .......cccvvevveierieiieiierieiesesiesese e 16

K. Cultural and Paleontological RESOUICES ........cccoverierieieieieiesiesesiesesiesiesee e 17

L. ENVIrONMENtal JUSTICE ......c.v et e e .17

L O 157 1 17

N. TraNSPOITATION ...ttt ettt e e e e e et e e e eneenn s 17

0. NDISE .ttt bbbt bbbt naas 18

4.1  No Action Alternative IMPactS........ccciviiiiiiiiceee e 19
4.1.1 Descriptions of Impact for NO ACHON.......ccccvviiiiiie s 19
AL BOANY e 19



4.2
4.2

4.2

4.3
5.0
6.0

B. Threatened and Endangered Species/Special Status SpPecies...........cocccevvrreenne. 19

Co WIIANTE .t 20
D. Migratory Bird Treaty ACE ......ccccviiiiiiiiiiseseeie e 20
E. AN QUAIITY ...t 20
Fo S0IIS ettt n e nes 21
G. WaALEI RESOUICES ....cuvieeeieeiee sttt ee sttt et e te e sta e e e et e e steesseesraeenaeenneesneeenneennes 21
H. FIOOD PIINS.....ccuiiiiiicece et 22
I. Hazardous Material Assessment/INSPECtion .........cccocvevvevierierierieiese e 22
J. Cultural and Paleontological RESOUICES ........cccueieieieieieieieieieseee e 22
K. ENVIrONMENTal JUSEICE .....c.viviieiiiceseese e e .22
L. NOXIOUS WEES ...ttt sttt sb e b srenreens 23
IV INOESE . bbb et 23
I TR I =Ty oo 7= Y4 o] o TR 23
Cumulative IMpPact ASSESSMENT.........ciiirrererieere ettt 23
I o o o To 17T I £ o o SR PTRR 23
AL BOTANY ...ttt b e nheerenre s 24
B. Threatened & Endangered Species/ Special Status SPecies ........c.cccvevreerieennes 24
C. Migratory Bird TIEALY ....ccvoveieieiiieieieie ettt 24
DL SOUIS .. bbb 24
E. AN QUAIILY .ot 25
F. WALEr RESOUICES ...uveiieiieiee sttt sttt et et e e b e snneenneennes 25
G. FIOOAPIAINS ...t 25
H. Cultural and Paleontological RESOUICES...........cccoeiiieininiiircesee e, 26
[ NOXIOUS WS ...ttt 26
N I LY o To] i =L o] o PR 26
[ N (0 £ PSP 26
2 NO ACHION AIEINALIVE .....ocveivie et 26
AL BOTANY ..o 26
B. Threatened & Endangered Species/ Special Status SPecies ..........ccocvveervrireene. 27
C. Migratory Bird TIEALY ......cvcerueuiieieirieise e 27
5 2 1o | 3PS 27
E. AN QUAILY ..ot 28
F. WALET RESOUICES ...ttt 29
G. FIOOAPIAINS ... 29
H. Cultural and Paleontological RESOUICES..........ccveiiieiiiirieieeieieee e 29
I. ENVIFONMENTAL JUSTICE ..ot 29
B R I =1 5] oo = U1 o] OSSR 30
K NI .ttt et e e s e e e a e e rt et et et et e nnennennan 30
Description of Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts..........ccccceevvieviveiennene. 30
Persons/Agencies CONSUITE. ... 30
RETEIENCES ... bbb bbb 31



Appendix 1: P.L. 107-350
Appendix 2::Resolutions and Letters Supporting Regional Shooting Park
Appendix 3:Cultural Resources

Exhibit 1:Shooting Park Map

Exhibit 2:NDEP Approval Ltr — Lead Mitigation Plan

Exhibit 3:Bureau’s Approval Ltr

Exhibit 4:Population Change and Distribution

Exhibit 5:BLM’s T&E Species No Affect-May Affect Determination

Exhibit 6:EPA Best Management practices Certification for Clark County Shooting Park
Environmental Stewardship Plan



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
P.L. 107-350, ENACTED DECEMBER 12, 2002
FOR
THE CONVEYANCE OF PROPERTY TO
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA FOR A
SHOOTING PARK

FEDERAL LAND DISPOSAL
LAS VEGAS FIELD OFFICE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA)
EA Number:DOI-BLM-NV- S010-2009-293 EA

Serial/Case File #:N-76647

Introduction:

In 2002, Congress passed P.L. 107-350, requiring Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to
convey to Clark County, Nevada, a specified and approximate 2,880 acres of public land for use
as a centralized shooting facility. The BLM conveyed the land on November 26, 2003.

The shooting park facility has been funded with county, Federal and private money. Since 2003,
Federal funding for this project has totaled $64 million. The Federal funding was provided under
the Southern Nevada Public Land Act of 1998 (SNPLMA), Parks Trails and Natural Area
program. This money was used for site planning, development and construction.

The BLM released EA # DOI-BLM-NV-S010-2009-0293-EA on August 3, 2009. During the
comment period, 1,046 comment letters were received on the EA. Most of these expressed
opinions in favor of the shooting park conveyance. These comments do not require a response
from the BLM.A total of 56 comment letters provided new information or raised questions or
concerns regarding the EA which went beyond simple expressions of opinion.

Based on an analysis of the public comments and internal BLM review, it has been determined
that a new EA is needed in order to consider a wider range of alternatives. Therefore, the BLM
has prepared the present EA and is providing the public with 45 days to review the analysis.

1.0 Location

The legal description for the shooting park siteis T. 18 S., R. 60 E, Section 25, S1/2; Section 26,
S1/2; Section 27, S1/2; Section 34, All; Section 35, All and Section 36, All, containing
approximately 2,880 acres. A map of the shooting park is attached as Exhibit 1.

1.1 Conformance with Applicable Land Use Plan

Disposal of the subject lands is consistent with the Las Vegas Resource Management Plan
(RMP) approved in October 1998. This land conveyance action was legislatively mandated
under Public Law 107-350, enacted by Congress December 17, 2002. A copy of the law is
attached at Appendix 1 of this document.



1.2 Purpose and Need

The purpose and need of the proposed action is to comply with Congressional direction under
Public Law 107-350 to convey the above described lands to Clark County, Nevada for use as a
Shooting Park.

1.3 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations and Agency Jurisdiction

The proposed action is specifically authorized by Public Law 170-350. This law directs the
Secretary of the Interior, through BLM, to convey the subject lands to Clark County, Nevada, for
development of a shooting park. Legislated sales are completed using regulations at 43 CFR Part
2700, which details the procedures for disposal of public land under the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). The BLM is required to follow Federal regulatory
procedures when conveying land in conjunction with legislation unless the legislation
specifically removes BLM from the requirement to follow Federal regulations, or the legislation
dictates a time frame for conveyance of the land which does not allow BLM the opportunity to
comply with Federal regulations.

Along with the Congressional requirement for conveyance of the land, various resolutions from
state and local governmental entities also provided support for a regional shooting park. (See
Appendix 2.)

1.4 Relationship to Community Development Plans
The 2,880 acres, more or less, as identified in P.L. 107-350, is located within or near those lands
encompassed by the following land use plans:

e Clark County Master Plan Update 2007
e Las Vegas Valley Disposal Boundary EIS (December, 2004)
e Las Vegas RMP (October 1998)

2.0 Proposed Action - Legislative Conveyance of 2,880 Acres

The proposed action is to convey 2,880 acres identified in Public Law 107-350, with all right,
title, and interest for no consideration to Clark County, Nevada, along with terms and conditions
to protect the interests of the United States Government as described below. All right, title and
interest means that the Secretary of the Interior would convey all property interests it holds in the
land to Clark County, including all interests it would otherwise be required to “reserve” to the
United States Government in accordance with Federal regulations, laws and guidance, such as
reserving valuable mineral interests, and the right to construct ditches and canals.

P.L. 107-350 also requires the Secretary to convey the land for “no consideration.”This means
that the land is conveyed to Clark County at no cost. To comply with current Federal laws,
policy and guidance, the Secretary would normally prepare an appraisal to determine the fair
market value of the land and require Clark County to pay the purchase price for the conveyance.
To comply with P.L. 107-350, the Secretary would not complete a mineral potential report to
determine mineral values or prepare an appraisal for this project.

To protect the interests of the United States Government, the proposed action would convey
these lands subject to: (1) valid and existing rights, (2) indemnification for the United States, and
(3) reversion at the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior. Other important provisions to
protect Federal interests and to ensure public safety would be implemented by Clark County



through a Plan of Development for the Shooting Park. These extra provisions would include
such things as set-backs and buffers for noise mitigation and safety, and the curtailing of
unauthorized dumping, trespassing and illegal off highway vehicle use within and adjacent to the
Shooting Park.

2.1 Alternative A

Alternative A would convey 2,880 acres to Clark County for a Centralized Shooting Park with
patent reservations that would further protect the interests of the United States Government,
compared to the Proposed Action. It would also include development of the site in accordance
with Clark County’s Plan of Development. These extra provisions would include such things as
set-backs and buffers for noise mitigation and safety, and the curtailing of unauthorized
dumping, trespassing, and illegal off-highway-vehicle use within and adjacent to the Shooting
Park. The patent reservations in Alternative A would be as follows:

(1) The BLM would except and reserve to the United States a right-of-way for ditches or canals
by the authority of the United States pursuant to the Act of August 30, 1890 (43 U.S.C. 945).(2)
The BLM would identify and reserve valuable minerals as identified in an approved mineral
potential report for this conveyance. This reservation would include the right for the United
States to grant its permittees, licensees and lessees the right to prospect for mine and remove the
minerals owned by the United States under applicable law and such regulations as the Secretary
of the Interior may prescribe, including all necessary access and exit rights. The “no known
valuable minerals” would be transferred to Clark County in compliance with Federal laws, policy
and guidance.(3)The BLM would complete an appraisal of the property to determine the fair
market value and require Clark County to pay the appraised value for the property.(4)The BLM
would not include a reversionary clause in the patent, since a non-revisionary transfer of the
lands to Clark County (that is, not allowing the lands to return to the U.S. Government) would
be, in some cases, in the best interest of the BLM for future administration, land management,
and potential liability reasons. Overall, this alternative would not comply with P.L. 107-350
since the law required transfer of the lands “for no consideration,” rather than at fair market
value.

2.2 No Action Alternative

Under the no-action alternative, the 2,880 acre parcel would not be transferred to Clark County
for a centralized shooting facility. However, the lands would remain available for community
development subject to SNPLMA. This alternative would not comply with P.L. 107-350 since
Congress required BLM to convey public lands to Clark County at the location where the
Shooting Park now exists.

2.3 Alternative Considered but Eliminated from Detail Study

This alternative would convey 2,880 acres to Clark County for a centralized shooting facility at
some other location on BLM-administered public land. In considering this alternative, it became
apparent that locations of this size, with similar close proximity to the Las Vegas Valley, are
unavailable for several reasons. For one, the locations would be similarly close to residential
areas. In addition, some sites that otherwise might have been appropriate are being studied for
possible resource protection and retention, rather than disposal. An example includes the area
within the BLM’s CT A, west of the current Shooting Park. Other lands would be outside the Las
Vegas Disposal Boundary. While the current Las Vegas Disposal Boundary could be enlarged,
the expansion would need Congressional action or an amendment or revision to the BLM’s Las
Vegas RMP. Pursing an RMP amendment or revision to identify

3



additional lands for disposal may, or may not, result in a BLM decision to sell more land,
depending on the analysis. In any event, BLM’s pursuit of an alternate site for the shooting
facility would not comply with P.L. 107-350 since Congress required BLM to convey the
specific public lands to Clark County at the location where the Shooting Park now exists.

3.0 Affected Environment

A. Summary

Supplemental
Authority

Not
Present

Present/
Not
Affected

Present/May
be Affected

Rationale

Air Quality

The Las Vegas Disposal Boundary EIS
assessed indirect impacts of land disposal
actions.The parcel identified for this
sale/conveyance was included in the analysis
and the effects will be identified in the EA.The
County will comply with the Department of Air
Quality and Environmental Management
Regulations.

Area of Critical
Environmental Concern
(ACEC)

Resource is not present.

Cultural/Historical

No historic properties are present

Environmental Justice

No minority or low-income groups would be
disproportionately affected by health or
environmental effects.

Farmlands Prime or Unique

Resource is not present

Noxious Weeds/Invasive
Non-native Species

Resource is not an issue.The BLM-Las Vegas
Field Office (LVFO) has prepared the LVFO
Weed plan that provides guidance for an active
integrated weed management program using best
management practices (BMP). This plan also
identifies priority areas for weed treatment and
management. The LVFO Noxious Weed Plan was
approved on December 18, 2006.As described in
the 2006 LVFO Noxious Weed Plan, noxious
weeds do not need to be considered for proposed
projects on disposal lands in the Las Vegas Valley
due to the existing level and future degree of
urbanization.

Native American Religious
Concerns

Tribal consultation was conducted for the Las
Vegas Valley Disposal Area. No issues were
identified for this portion of the Las Vegas
Valley.

Floodplains

Areas right within the floodplain will have
minimal to no development. A flood control
plan was approved by the Clark County
Regional Flood Control District City of North
Las Vegas, City of Las Vegas and Clark
County Development Services. There will be
no increase to flood risk for the Upper Las
Vegas Wash.

Riparian/Wetlands/

Resource is not present.




Supplemental Not Present/ Present/May

. Not Rationale
Authority Present Affected be Affected
v
'Srhrez?\tenedand Endangered Impacts Assessed in EA.
pecies
Migratory Birds v Impacts Assessed in EA.
Waste —Hazardous/Solid v Waste will be managed in accordance with a

waste management plan.

Impacts to water quality could occur as a result
of this project. Permits from the Nevada
Water Quality v Department of Environmental Quality and
Army Corp of Engineers will be required to
comply with the Clean Water Act.

Wild & Scenic Rivers v Resource is not present.
Wilderness 4 WA is not an issue for this proposed project.
Forests and Rangelands 4 Project does not meet HFRA criteria.

(HFRA only)

v Human Health and Safety is not an issue for

Human Health and Safety. this proposed project.

The BLM completed an analysis of resources that provided 100% coverage for all 46,701 acres
of public lands considered in the Disposal EIS.A full description of the affected environment that
surrounds the area may be found at pages 3-1 through 3-73 of the Disposal EIS. This section of
the EA highlights/augments information from that document that addresses the amount of
habitat, plants or animals and any cultural resources that are potentially impacted by the
presently proposed action.

B. Botany
In May, 2001 a botany survey of the proposed sale/conveyance area was completed. A review of
the report indicates that no rare plants were present. Cactus and Yucca were found to range from
low to moderate density throughout the sale/conveyance area..

C. Threatened and Endangered Species / Special Status Species

The sale/conveyance parcel is located within the Las Vegas Valley and located directly north of
the disposal boundary (see map).Threatened and Endangered Species and Special Status Species
found within the Las Vegas Valley are discussed in the Disposal EIS. Pages 3-30 through 3-32
of the Disposal EIS identify the only federally listed species known to occur on the proposed
sale/conveyance parcel which is the threatened desert tortoise (Mojave population). Surveys
conducted in support of the Disposal EIS adjacent to the identified parcel indicate very



low density tortoise habitat (0-10 tortoises per square mile) in the area. The survey indicates that
2 live tortoises, 24 tortoise carcasses, and 189 tortoise burrows were observed within 1 mile of
the sale/conveyance parcel. A Threatened & Endangered Species No Affect-May Affect
Determination was written by BLM on October 29, 2003, prior to the land transfer. A copy is
provided at Exhibit 5.

A desert tortoise survey conducted for the Clark County Department of Parks and Recreation in
May 2001 found 4 desert tortoises and 40 desert tortoise burrows on the 5 randomly selected
40 acre sample plots on the sale/conveyance parcel.

Pages 3-30 through 3-32 of the Disposal EIS identify special status wildlife species including
species that are: proposed or candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act of 1973
(ESA); species identified by the BLM as sensitive; and those listed or proposed for listing by a
state or county in a category implying potential endangerment or extinction. According to the
definition of a BLM sensitive species (see definition page 9-5 of the Disposal EIS) discussed in
the Disposal EIS (pp. 3-26, 3-30 to 3-32), the following sensitive species are known to
potentially occur within the parcel: phainopepla, western burrowing owl, and banded Gila
monster. Phainopepla occur within the cat-claw acacia and mesquite habitat. Western
burrowing owl and banded Gila monster occur in washes and Mojave Desert scrub uplands in
undeveloped parcels.

D. Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The parcel contains Mojave Desert scrub habitats that support numerous wildlife species
including migratory birds. Species-specific surveys were not conducted for common wildlife on
the parcel; however, a list of common wildlife known to occur in the Las Vegas Valley was
compiled for the Disposal EIS. See Disposal EIS, B-7, Table B-3, Appendix B

E. Wildlife

Some 300 wildlife species have been recorded in the Las Vegas Valley. These include over 240
species of birds, 27 species of mammals and approximately 25 species of reptiles. Pages 3-30
through 3-32 of the Disposal EIS discuss common wildlife species known to occur within the
Las Vegas Valley. That list includes species that are expected to be found on the sale/
conveyance parcel.

F. Soils

Soils within the Project Area consist of gravelly sandy loams derived from limestone and
dolomite and located on fan remnants and skirts. See the Supplemental Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Clark County Regional Flood Control District
(CCRFCD) 2002 Master Plan Update, 2004 EIS pages -51 through 62 for a complete review of
soils within the Project Area.



G. Air Resources

See pages 3-1 through 3-9 of the Disposal EIS for a complete analysis of the air quality issues in
the Las Vegas Valley non-attainment area. This section identifies the State Implementation
Plans (SIPs) for Carbon Monoxide (CO).Particulate Matter of 10 Microns or Less (PMjo) and
Ozone (O3) as well as lists all criteria pollutants as set forth in National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) and identified by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

It is important to note that land sale/conveyance is exempt from General Conformity Regulations
(Section 176© of the Clean Air Act (CAA) according to 40 CFR 93-153(C)(2)(xiv), which states
the following exemption to the rule, “transfers of ownership, interests, and titles in land, facilities
and real and personal properties, regardless of the form or method of the transfer.”The BLM
would, however follow all conformity regulations for any future designation of non-attainment
for regulated pollutants.

Potential Health Effects for CO and PMjpand O3. See pages 3-2 to 3-6 of the Disposal EIS
for a full description of health concerns of the pollutants CO, PMjo and Os. Acute exposure to
CO can cause decreased respiratory function; PM, enters the lungs and can cause lung diseases
and O3 can cause long term decreases in lung function.

The EPA changed the standard for O3 from 84 ppb to 75 ppb, in March of 2008. This new
standard will require implementation of Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) reduction strategies.
There are a number VOC reduction strategies, including but not limited to reformulated fuel,
vapor recovery, double walled under-ground storage tanks, increase mass transit and car pooling.
It is not known as this time which of these reduction strategies would be implemented by Clark
County Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management (CCDAQEM) as part of the
SIP to show attainment for the new O3 standard. The BLM will work closely with CCDAQEM
to ensure BLM authorizations are included as part of the SIP for the affected area. The
CCDAQEM is not required to submit a completed SIP to the EPA for signature until sometime
in 2012,

H. Water Resources

The Disposal EIS (p 4-61) presents an assessment of water needs out to the year 2018, based on
70,000 acres being developed over that timeframe. The expected water needs amount to an
additional 175,000 acre/feet of water by the year 2018, based on a figure of 2.5 acre/feet/year of
water needed for each acre of developed land. The same number was used to calculate water
needs for this proposed action.

Water resources within the Project Area consists of both surface water and groundwater
resources. Surface water flow through the Project Area originates from the Las Vegas Range
collecting in tributaries and forms sheet flow towards to the Upper Las Vegas Wash. The Upper
Las Vegas Wash collects flows from the Las Vegas Range, Sheep Range and Spring Mountains
and conveys them to Lake Mead.

The Project Area is located in the Las Vegas Valley groundwater alluvial basin. Water levels
within the basin are typically 200 or more feet below ground surface. Groundwater recharge



occurs in the surrounding mountain ranges and most of the evapotranspiration from the system
occurs on the valley floor.

See the Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for the Clark County
Regional Flood Control District 2002 Master Plan Update, 2004 EIS pages 65 to 88 for a
complete review of surface and groundwater resources within the Project Area.

. Flood Plains

Page 3-18 in the Disposal EIS depicts the 100-year floodplain as identified by Federal
Emergency Management Agency. Based on this map, a portion of the Project Area is located
within or adjacent to the 100-year floodplain zone.

The CCRFCD is responsible local entity for developing a coordinated and comprehensive
Master Plan to solve flooding problems, regulating land use in flood hazard areas, funding and
coordinating the construction of flood control facilities and developing and contributing to the
funding of a maintenance program for Master Plan flood control facilities. All new
developments requiring flood control must have flood control plans approved through the
CCRFCD.

J. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires Federal agencies to take
into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. For the purposes of Section
106, historic properties are defined as those cultural resources that are listed in or eligible for
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

To comply with Section 106, the BLM Archaeologist conducted an existing data review that
showed the area of potential effect (APE), a 2880 acre parcel, had never been evaluated for
cultural resources. To prepare for a potential land transfer, Clark County contracted a Class 111
cultural resource inventory of the APE. The inventory was completed and results are detailed in
BLM Cultural Resource Report 5-2452.0ne cultural resource property was documented. The
site (26Ck6714), an historic road, was determined not eligible for nomination to the NRHP under
any of the Secretary of the Interior's criteria of eligibility. The Nevada State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) concurred with the BLM's determination in a letter dated

June 3, 2003. The SHPO also concurred with BLM's determination that the undertaking as
proposed would have no effect to historic properties.

Fossils resources must be considered and evaluated as “scientific values” under the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976. The Las Vegas Formation in the Upper

Las Vegas Valley Wash contains the remains of extinct Pleistocene animals such as ground
sloths, mammoths, and camels. The San Bernardino County Museum (SBCM) conducted a
pedestrian survey of those portions of the Las VVegas Formation within the parcel proposed for
transfer. A total of 33 localities were recorded. Fossil remains are apparent on the surface and
there is a high probability that fossils lie beneath. Clark County plans to avoid impacts to fossil
resources by restricting construction activities to those areas lying outside the wash.



K. Hazardous Materials

An Environmental Site Assessment was prepared for Clark County Parks and Recreation by
SWCA Environmental Consultants November 2003.No recognized environmental conditions
were found on the property. Once conveyed the property is likely to be used for shooting
activities using lead ammunition. Any discharge of lead in this area will be managed under the
approved lead mitigation plan. The Nevada Department of Environmental Protection (NDEP)
approved Clark County’s plan by letter dated December 12, 2006.See Exhibit 2 for the State’s
approval letter and Clark County’s mitigation proposal, as prepared by Poggemeyer Design
Group.

L. Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994, states that “each Federal agency shall make
achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations in the United States.
The subject lands are located in the very northern edge of the Las Vegas Valley, abutting the
Desert National Wildlife Refuge on its northern and eastern boundaries, with public lands
located on the western and southern boundaries.

There are private lands lying adjacent to the property, with the majority of others approximately
% - 1 mile south of the sale/conveyance parcel were evaluated for the presence of potential issues
relevant to Environmental Justice. A field trip was conducted on the parcel to evaluate the
potential for Environmental Justice issues based on the demographic information collected. The
field tour revealed that the private and public parcels adjacent to the subject land are either
undeveloped, public facility or residential forms of development. Those properties developed
were observed to be either recently developed properties or are properties under construction.

M. Land Uses

The 2,880 acres, more or less, of public land identified under legislation P.L. 107-350 were
undeveloped public land. The area was being managed in accordance with the Las VVegas RMP
and Final EIS, approved October 1998.Access to the property prior to the legislation was along
unauthorized OHYV roads and right-of-way alignments. Pending land use applications on file
with the Bureau were as follows:

1.) N-52308 —a ROW application filed by the City of North Las VVegas for a detention basin
and dike;

2.) N-76602, N-76603 and N-76604 — ROW applications filed by the City of North Las
Vegas for three individual potable water reservoirs;

3.) N-37233 —a ROW filed by the City of Las Vegas for a water retention basin.

These applications were withdrawn by the responsible entity in order to allow the patenting of
the lands to Clark County for the purposes of the Shooting Park Facility.



The remaining valid and existing rights were identified as a right-of-way N-75025-01, a
temporary use permit issued to Nevada Power Company for the construction of a 500 KV
transmission line.

Prior to the legislation, use of the site were off-road-vehicle use, dumping and recreational
shooting. Dumping consisted of a large number of tires, spent brass, empty ammo boxes,
shooting targets, glass bottles, spray paint cans and plastic buckets. There are two dirt roads on
the site and one on its eastern boundary that provide unregulated access to the Desert National
Wildlife Refuge (DNWR); these will be closed during the development of the site at request of
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Two other dirt roads run east and west across the property.
The road centrally located will be closed and the other dirt road (Moccasin Road) serves as the
southern boundary of the site and provides access for the large power lines that also form part of
the southern boundary.

The Clark County centralized Shooting Park Facility has been designed to provide buffers on all
four boundaries. All shooting ranges are pointed north, away from populations, and all rifle and
pistol ranges are designed to capture all of the discharged projectiles. A one-mile buffer zone
from shooting areas has been provided on the southern edge of the property which is located
nearest to private residential areas. There is a large buffer zone along the west boundary and a
quarter-mile buffer zone along the northern boundary. The conceptual master plan displays all
the projectile fall zones. Projectile fall zones are laid out as 300 yards and are all located and
contained on the Shooting Park property. The average projectile distance for target shot shell
loads is approximately 175 yards. All projectiles and those containing lead will be contained in
internal drains and through a double settling basin to prevent materials from escaping the site.
The rifle and pistol ranges are recessed into the property and protected by berms and backstops
meeting the criteria established by shooting range design safety standards. In addition, the
northern drainage channel which prevents the offsite flows from the Sheep Mountain range from
mixing with any onsite flows that may occur on the ranges, is located south of the northern
property line by 56 feet to protect and mitigate any potential impacts to DNWR property.

The area surrounding and abutting the Shooting Park Facility is undeveloped. The closest
private land, approximately 80 acres, more or less, lies on the southern boundary and is legally
describedas T. 19 S., R. 60 E., section 3, Government Lots 1 and 2. These lands were conveyed
under State Selection 11, from the United States to the State of Nevada in June 16, 1880. Lands
abutting the southern boundary are also leased under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act of
June 14, 1926 (R&PP) to the City of Las Vegas for use as Floyd Lamb State Park under lease
number N-36876-01.Another R&PP lease, N-62830, also issued to the City of Las Vegas, is
proposed to be developed according to the original plan of development filed by the State of
Nevada for Floyd Lamb State Park. The two R&PP leases encumber a total of 1,361.33 acres of
public land. The majority of the lands are currently undeveloped.

Lands lying to the south of the Shooting Park Facility are also encumbered by the following
rights-of-way (ROW):

a. N-53584 — ROW issued to City of North Las Vegas for the Upper Las Vegas Wash
storm water detention basin and diversion dikes.

b. N-76357 — ROW issued to City of North Las Vegas for roadway, water, sewer and
drainage improvement on the west side of Decatur Boulevard.
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c. N-77820 — ROW issued to the City of North Las Vegas for a waterline and reservoir on
the east side of Decatur.

Portions of these 2,880 acres were included in the Quail Springs Wilderness Study Area (WSA)
as identified in the RMP. The boundary is a combination of roads, a shared boundary with Floyd
Lamb State Park, the DNWR, the corporate boundary for the City of Las Vegas, a common
border with the Moapa Indian Reservation, and an abandoned railroad grade. As identified in the
RMP, this study area originally contained approximately 12,145 acres of public land.

N. Transportation

Current access to and within the subject area is provided by a BLM Letter of Agreement, dated
April 26, 2007, and BLM rights-of-way issued to the City of North Las Vegas. Along with the
development of the shooting facility, access and road alignments will need to be determined.
The responsibility for those alignments belongs to the jurisdictional entity. If public lands, other
than those identified in this sale/conveyance are used for these proposed road alignments, the
jurisdictional entity will need to file the appropriate land use application with the Bureau and
request authorization of the use. As a result of the construction and operation of the Shooting
Park Facility, it is anticipated that there will be access and transportation issues.

The City of Las Vegas filed a right-of-way application October 29, 2003, for a road alignment
for the Outer Beltway. The right-of-way requested a total of 2,451.25 acres of land and varies in
width from 0’ to 1,320° wide as proposed. This application proposed to cross the southerly
boundary of sections 34, 35 and 36 of the Shooting Park Facility. The general alignment for the
Outer Beltway is proposed to follow from 1-15 west along the Iron Mountain Road alignment to
Decatur Boulevard; then along the alignment for Moccasin Road to Fort Apache; then
southwesterly to the Tropical Parkway alignment. The BLM issued a partial rejection of the
application on November 20, 2003.The partial rejection covered only the lands identified in
sections 34, 35 and 36 of the Shooting Park Facility. No appeal was filed. Since the land
transfer in November 2003, Clark County has been coordinating with the City of Las Vegas
regarding the Sheep Mountain parkway (Outer Beltway) alignment. A 200-foot wide buffer
from the southerly boundary of section 34, 35 and 36 has been identified for the future Sheep
Mountain Parkway and Nevada Energy Transmission corridor purposes.

O. Noise

The site is rural in nature. Current noise on the site is generated from unregulated recreational
shooting and off-road vehicle traffic, and aircraft from Nellis Air Force Base.

4.0 Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action

It is anticipated that the impacts of the action alternatives (Proposed Action and Alternative A)
would be the same, with the exception that the County would be required to pay fair market
value for the land under Alternative A. While the U.S. Government would retain other rights
under Alternative A, such as the right to authorize mineral development, the BLM would be
prohibited by Congressional intent, and its own regulations, from authorizing permits, licenses or
leases which would interfere with the County’s operation of the Shooting Park.
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A. Description of Impacts for the Proposed Action

The act of transferring title of property causes no direct impacts to the environment. All impacts
to the environment from such title transfers are considered indirect as the local governments
would issue permits for construction projects, in the future. However, BLM is required to assess
the indirect impacts of reasonably foreseeable future development. Such an assessment has been
done in the Disposal EIS for all remaining BLM administered lands consisting of 46,701 acres
within the Las Vegas Valley Disposal Area, including the cumulative impacts of development of
70,000 acres of private land out to the year 2018.

B. Botany

The introduction of exotic species may occur from disturbance activities within the subject lands
during development. However, BLM’s sale/conveyance of land, in itself, would not lead to the
spread of invasive species and noxious weeds.

Since the land will be permanently conveyed to the proponent, and we are not aware of any local
requirements for cacti and yucca evaluation and salvage, it is anticipated that it will not be
required. However, Clark County has stated they will direct the construction contract to perform
cacti and yucca salvage and incorporate native revegetation as part of the landscape plan for the
Shooting Park Facility.

No rare plants were present, therefore no impacts are expected.

C. Threatened and Endangered Species / Special Status Species

Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the Las Vegas Valley Disposal
Boundary EIS (1-5-96-F-023R.3) indicates that activities occurring within the sale/conveyance
parcel may affect the desert tortoise or its habitat. The disposal of BLM lands and the transfer of
title would not have a direct impact on threatened, endangered or special status species.
Subsequent development and change in land use would result in indirect impacts through loss of
thermal cover, vegetation and forage, mortality and harassment of individual animals, decreased
local genetic flow, and decrease in habitat value of adjacent remaining “wildland” areas due to
increased human activity in the area. Direct incidental take of desert tortoises and their habitat
would be covered under the Clark County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(CCMSHCP) Section 10(a)(1)(a) permit. Under the MSHCP, desert tortoise clearance surveys
are voluntary on private land and rarely conducted. The activities following the disposal of the
proposed parcel are anticipated to result in the eventual loss of 2,880 acres of desert tortoise
habitat and an estimated 45 desert tortoises. Due to increased human activities in the area an
additional 5-square miles of habitat surrounding the parcel could be degraded in habitat value
and may eventually no longer support desert tortoise populations.

An unknown number of banded Gila monsters, phainopepla, and western burrowing owls would
be impacted by activities occurring after the disposal of the parcel. Very little is known about
the actual distribution of Gila monsters and western burrowing owls in southern Nevada.

Effects to Gila monsters occupying the sale/conveyance parcel would be similar to those of the
desert tortoise. No direct impacts would occur. Subsequent development and change in land use
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would result in indirect impacts through loss of thermal cover and forage, mortality and
harassment of individual animals, decreased local genetic flow, and decrease in habitat value of
adjacent remaining “wildland” areas due to increased human activity in the area. Due to their
reclusive nature, an unknown number of Gila monsters would be killed by development of the
parcel.

No direct impacts to burrowing owls and phainopepla would occur. Subsequent development
and change in land use would result in indirect impacts through loss of nesting habitat and
forage, mortality and harassment of individual animals, and decrease in habitat value of adjacent
remaining “wildland” areas due to increased human activity in the area. Land containing cat-
claw acacia habitat occupied by phainopepla would be lost once the native vegetation is cleared,
reducing the winter and nesting habitat for the species in Clark County. The relative importance
of this habitat to the phainopepla is unknown at this time. However, there are adequate acres of
un-fragmented habitat outside the Las Vegas Valley for the phainopepla. These species are both
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

Title 11 of the Clark County Act released the Quail Springs WSA and the Nellis A, B, and C
WSASs from further consideration as wilderness and included 11,251 acres of these former WSA
lands in the disposal boundary area (including the sale/conveyance parcel). These lands were
identified in the Clark County MSHCP as Intensively Managed Areas. The plan identified these
lands where management actions provided the most stringent habitat protection. In order to
remain in conformance with the MSHCP, the BLM participated in an expedited review with
Clark County, USFWS and other Federal agencies to determine the appropriate mitigation for
loss of these 11,251 acres of habitat. The review, completed in May 2008, determined that the
loss of 65,459 acres Mojave Desert Scrub habitat within Intensively Managed Areas and Less
Intensively Managed Areas throughout Clark County as a result of legislative mandates and
private land development represents a small decrease (-1.9%) in habitat. This is not considered
an adverse change and has been mitigated by the Clark County MSHCP.

D. Wildlife

The disposal of BLM lands and the transfer of title would not have a direct impact on common
wildlife species. Subsequent development and change in land use would result in indirect
impacts. Development construction activities would cause loss of vegetation and wildlife
habitat, mortality of wildlife through crushing and burying during construction, habitat
fragmentation, and an increase in the potential for illegal kill and harassment of wildlife.

The magnitude of impacts to wildlife resources would depend on a number of factors including
the type and duration of disturbance, the species of wildlife present, and time of year.

Construction activities could effectively remove existing habitat, thereby reducing its availability
to local wildlife populations. Permanent and temporary loss of habitat as a result of construction
activities could affect some small mammal, reptile and/or amphibian species with very limited
home ranges and mobility. However, most of these species would be common and widely
distributed throughout the area and the loss of some individuals as a result of habitat removal
would have a negligible impact on populations of the species throughout the region. In addition
to these indirect effects, some less mobile species (e.g., reptiles, amphibians and a number of
smaller mammals) may be sensitive to the potential fragmentation of habitat associated with the
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installation of linear facilities, such as roads, that may act as a barrier to the movement of these
animals. Dry washes are known to be an important habitat for many species of wildlife.

Indirect effects due to displacement of wildlife would also occur as a result of construction
activities associated with the proposed project. In response to the increase in human activity
(equipment operation, vehicular traffic and noise) wildlife may avoid or move away from the
sources of disturbance to other habitats. This avoidance or displacement could result in under
utilization of the physically unaltered habitats adjoining the disturbances. The net result would
be that the value of the habitats near the disturbances would be decreased and previous
distributional patterns would be altered. The habitats would not support the same level of use by
wildlife as before the onset of the disturbance. Additionally, some wildlife would be displaced
to other habitats leading to some degree of overuse and degradation of those habitats.

Public vehicle use of roads built to access facilities and use of the facilities themselves can have
a similar, additive or possibly a synergistic influence on reducing wildlife use of adjacent
habitats, as well as causing additional impacts. Public access to facilities in the Project Area
increases the potential for mortality and general harassment of wildlife.

E. Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 and subsequent amendments (16 U.S.C. 703-711),
it is unlawful to take, kill, or possess migratory birds. A list of those protected birds can be
found in 50 C.F.R. 10.13.

The disposal of BLM lands and the transfer of title would not have a direct impact on migratory
birds. Subsequent development and change in land use would be indirect impacts, including loss
of nesting and foraging sites; loss of nest and young during clearing and ground disturbing
activities; avoidance or displacement as birds avoid construction and developed areas. The net
result would be the value of the habitats near the disturbed areas would be decreased or
diminished

F. Air Quality

Page 4-9 of the Disposal EIS clearly states that the Proposed Action there, disposal of 46,701
acres, would not result in an exceedance of the PM;q standard. Levels of CO would continue to
be in compliance with SIP requirements. Further, the Proposed Action would be in compliance
with the 8-hour ozone standard in 2009 and 2018 the out years modeled, as exhibited on page 4-
12 of the Disposal EIS. This sale/conveyance falls within the analysis already completed for the
Disposal EIS and Argonne National Laboratory modeling results indicate attainment would be
reached and maintained for PM;o, CO and Ozone out to the year 2018.

Simulations using the Argonne National Laboratory air-quality model indicated potential for
future O3 concentrations from development of disposed lands to temporarily exceed the 75ppb
standard for select areas of Las Vegas Valley. The temporary exceedances were considered a
“worst-case” scenario because the model was constructed using very conservative approaches
and only included reformulated fuels as a VOC reduction strategy. The Argonne National
Laboratory air-quality model also assumed a disposal rate of approximately 4,000 acres per year
based upon the rate of sales at the time and the assumption that the market could support this rate
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of disposal into the foreseeable future.In the past 2-3 years, deteriorating economic conditions
have reduced demand for additional housing and land; the number of acres actually disposed has
dropped considerably in the Las Vegas Valley from a high of 11,000 acres in 2005 to a low of 35
acres as of June 11, 2008.The current trend in lands sales is expected to continue for the next
several years based on the present economic conditions.

The results projected in the Oz model still adequately address future expected levels of O3 in the
Las Vegas Valley. Future O3 concentrations resulting from development of disposed lands
probably will be less than predicted by the model because of the greatly reduced rate of land
disposal, conservative modeling approaches and likely implementation of VOC reduction
measures not considered in modeling scenarios. The new 75 ppb O3 standard probably will not
be exceeded based upon this rational, but there is some uncertainty involved with modeling
results. In order to address uncertainty, the following measures will be implemented.BLM will
coordinate CCDAQEM to ensure Federal actions are consistent with the future guidelines
provided by CCDAQEM.BLM, in coordination with CCDAQEM, also will determine if
additional modeling is needed in the future if disposal rates increase to initially assumed values
and specific VOC reduction measures are identified and implemented under a revised SIP.

G. Soils

During the construction phase of development on the subject lands, the exposed soil surfaces are
likely to be affected by wind erosion and soil losses or movement. Soil erosion occurs during
construction when the protective vegetation and organic materials are removed. Excavation and
fill stockpiles or grading can also create steep, erodible slopes. However, after a surface is
prepared, applying water or other erosion control applications to the prepared surface can reduce
erosion from wind. Access roads can also be a potential source of erosion unless the preliminary
design calls for paved roads and holding areas. Erosion control measures are recommended
within the subject lands during construction until the remaining unpaved disturbed areas are
stabilized. The County requires construction contracts to comply with DAQEM Air Pollution
Control Regulations Section 94, Construction Activities Dust Control Handbook and obtain a
dust control permit prior to construction commencement. Therefore, dust emissions are a short-
term concern. In addition, completed developments will stabilize surfaces throughout the subject
lands.

H. Water Resources

Development of this sale/conveyance would eventually lead to a need for approximately 2,250-
acre feet of water.

Page 4-19 of the Disposal EIS outlines the process needed to ensure analysis of the impacts of
the proposed action altering the surface flows of waters of the U.S. Any action that would
impact a water of the U.S. requires a section 404 permit. Before a section 404 permit may be
issued, the action must be in compliance with section 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act, and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The
Army Corp of Engineers has jurisdiction over this permitting process. Environmental impacts
cannot be determined until a site-specific project is proposed, at which point the Corps prepares a
NEPA document reflecting complete analysis of the site-specific impacts. In July 2007, the
Army Corp determined that 2.7 acres of jurisdictional waters would be impacted by this project.
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Additional permit requirements for compliance with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act
permitted by the Nevada Department of Environmental Quality would be required for this
project.

All culinary water and waste water will be part of local water and sewer systems. There will be
no impacts to groundwater resources within this Project Area.

I. Floodplains

The Project Area is located along the Upper Las Vegas wash on an alluvial fan discharging from
the Las Vegas Range. With the proposed action, flows from the fan will be collected into
channels and routed around the area. The flows will then be discharged into the Upper

Las Vegas Wash. Just downstream of the discharge point in the ULVW is a Clark County
Regional Flood Control detention basin. All flows discharged into the ULVW from the Project
Area would be collected behind the existing detention basin and flow would be regulated into the
wash.

In Clark County, developers must submit plans for addressing drainage from the proposed
project, as well as drainage into the property. These plans are reviewed by the County on a case-
by-case basis to check that any increase to the runoff, expansion of flood boundaries, increase in
depth or velocities of runoff, are, or will be mitigated during the development of the property
(Weber, 2003). Clark County requires all construction contracts to comply with the provisions
of Nevada Revised Statutes, Chapter 445A: Water Pollution Control; and adherence to all
Federal regulations under 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14). Clark County requires their construction
contracts to submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to submitting a
Notice of Intent to the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection prior to construction
commencement.

J. Hazardous Material Assessment/Inspection

The parcel of public land recommended for transfer out of Federal ownership via
sale/conveyance was inspected and existing records were examined in accordance with Section
120(h) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, as
amended, (42 USC 9620(h)) (CERCLA).An ESA was completed on November 2003.

Lead collected from the Shooting Park Facility will be managed under the management practices
detailed in Poggemeyer Design Group letter to NDEP dated November 16, 2006. The NDEP
provided written approval for Poggemeyer’s proposal concerning the Clark County Shooting
Park Facility and the Lead Mitigation Management Practices by letter dated December 12, 2006.
Both letters are shown at Exhibit 2.

In May 2008, Clark County completed an Environmental Stewardship Plan for the

environmental management of the Shooting Park Facility. On July 25, 2008, Clark County
received a Best Management Practices certificate from the EPA.A copy is located at Exhibit 6.
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K. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

No historic properties are located on the sale/conveyance parcel. The transfer as proposed will
have no effect to historic properties.

Fossil remains are apparent on the surface of the sale/conveyance parcel. There is a high
probability that fossils lie beneath. Clark County plans to avoid impacts to fossil resources by
restricting construction activities to those areas lying outside the wash.

L. Environmental Justice

There are no EJ populations identified in the vicinity of the subject parcel and therefore no
disproportionately high or adverse human health or environmental effects were identified for
minority or low-income populations.

M. Lands

The pending land use applications for North Las Vegas, Nevada (4) and City of Las Vegas,
Nevada (1) were withdrawn in writing by the respective jurisdictional entity. The voluntary
withdrawal letters are included in the Bureau’s case file N-76647 established for this transaction.
The remaining temporary use permit, N-75025-01 will be identified in the patent as a valid and
existing right of record.

Clark County, Nevada, can continue to access the Shooting Park Facility, provide water and
power to the site under the BLM’s Letter of Agreement, dated April 26, 2007. Once the CTA
EIS is complete, the City of North Las VVegas will maintain the improvements installed by Clark
County until they request the BLM assign those rights to the City of Las Vegas, the appropriate
jurisdiction which resides on the west side of Decatur Boulevard.

With the subject lands released from Wilderness study by P.L. 107-282 and PL. 107-350, the
Bureau can convey the identified public lands for a Shooting Park Facility. The Bureau’s patent
includes a reversionary clause that states if the property ceases to be used for a shooting facility,
the lands shall revert to the United States, at the option of the United States. Valid and existing
rights held under temporary use permit N-75205-01 will also be included in the patent.

With issuance of the patent and development of the site by Clark County, the area will cease to
be used for dumping, OHV use, and random recreational target shooting. Development will also
confine the deposits of lead and other debris into manageable recyclable areas, allow for safety
supervision, and reduce the use of recreational shooting on adjacent public lands.

N. Transportation
Clark County completed a traffic study entitled, A Traffic Study for Clark County Shooting Park,

November, 2006 for this area. The report identifies a single access point for the Shooting Park
Facility at the intersection of future Moccasin Road and Decatur Boulevard. The report

17



describes access to the Shooting Park Facility, on-site parking and circulation of traffic, off-site
signage and special events. A separate Special Event Traffic Management Plan for the Clark
County Shooting Park, dated July 2, 2007 was also prepared for the Shooting Park Facility.

The BLM has no jurisdictional responsibilities for reviewing and approving the two
aforementioned traffic studies. Those actions along with implementing them are solely the
responsibility of the jurisdictional entity.

The City of North Las Vegas obtained right-of-way grants for the extension of Decatur
Boulevard, prior to the Conservation Transfer Area (CTA) environmental studies. The existing
grants are sufficient to provide transportation access to the Shooting Park Facility. Clark County
can continue to access the site, provide water and power to the site, under the BLM’s Letter of
Agreement. See Exhibit 3 for a copy of the letter.

O. Noise

Clark County’s noise assessment report includes (a) live noise field measurements using ANSI
certified Type 1 Precision sound level meters of individual discharges of various firearms; (b)
simultaneous ambient noise measurements at two locations along the nearest residential area; (c)
firearms noise 3 Dimensional modeling using the U.S. Army Small Arms Range noise
Assessment Model (SARNAM), that incorporates the physical topography of the site on noise
impacts and (d) noise impact analysis.

The Executive Summary of Noise Assessment Report for Clark County Shooting Park, dated
February 16, 2009, report concludes, “Based on the measured ambient noise levels of between
44 and 50 dBA at property lines of the closest residences and the projected noise levels
associated with individual firings of various firearms, it can be reasonably concluded that most
individual discharges of firearms would be much below ambient noise levels and likely would
not be discernable. In any case, all firearms would be much below the Clark County’s 56 dBA
noise limit.

The predicted noise levels for individual shots for all anticipated firearms modeled as well as the
various scenarios of simultaneous shootings at the three shooting ranges indicate that the Clark
county noise limit of 56 dBA for impulse noise will not be exceeded. Consequently, no noise
impact on the community is expected.”

DDR, Inc. prepared another report on the noise impacts of the Shooting Park Facility which
comes to different conclusions than the County’s noise assessment report. This report is entitled,
Review of the Results and Conclusions Presented in the Report titled: Noise Assessment Report
for Clark County Shooting Park, dated March 23, 2009. The conclusions in this report were
questioned in a recent court proceeding to enjoin the construction of the Shooting Park Facility
(ultimately the court did not enjoin construction of the Park).At issues is whether the DDR, Inc.
report correctly measured noise levels from the property boundary line, instead of directly at the
firearm discharge location. Therefore, it appears that the conclusions in the DDR, Inc. report
may be unreliable for the purpose of determining significant environmental impacts.

In any event, Clark County, Nevada, has the jurisdictional responsibility for ensuring compliance
with the appropriate laws and ordinances regarding noise.
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4.1 No Action Alternative Impacts

Public Law 107-282, dated November 6, 2002, established the 2,880 acres as part of the
additional 22,000 acres available for disposal and future community development, prior to Public
Law 107-350 passing which determined this land would be better suited for a shooting park.
With this premise, the no action alternative will look at current management direction or level of
management intensity prior to the shooting park legislation.

Under the no-action alternative the 2,880 acre parcel of land would be available for community
development consistent with the Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act requirements
for disposal.

4.1.1 Description of Impacts for No-Action

The act of transferring title of property causes no direct impacts to the environment. All impacts
to the environment from such disposals are considered indirect as the local governments would
issue permits for construction projects, in the future. However, BLM is required to assess the
indirect impacts of reasonably foreseeable future development.

A. Botany

The introduction of exotic species may occur from disturbance activities within the subject lands
during development. However, a BLM disposal action, in itself, would not lead to the spread of
invasive species and noxious weeds.

Since the land will be permanently conveyed to the proponent, and we are not aware of any local
requirements for cacti and yucca evaluation and salvage, it is anticipated that it will not be
required.

In 2001, a rare plant survey was completed for the on the 2,880 acres. No rare plants were found
within the .Project Area

B. Threatened and Endangered Species / Special Status Species

The disposal of BLM lands and the transfer of title would not have a direct impact on threatened,
endangered or special status species. Subsequent development and change in land use would be
indirect impacts. Those activities following the disposal of the 2,880 acres are anticipated to
result in the eventual loss of 2,093 acres of desert tortoise, banded Gila monster and western
burrowing owl habitat.

An unknown number of banded Gila monsters and western burrowing owls would be impacted
by activities occurring after the disposal of the parcel. Very little is known about the actual
distribution of both these species. The MSHCP does not establish requirements concerning the
Gila monster, as it is an evaluation species. As for burrowing owls, when title is transferred and
the land is developed under the MSHCP, no inventory is required by the private land owner.
Burrowing owls can be taken as part of an overall permit to develop. The BLM has agreed to
maintain habitat outside the Las Vegas Valley for these species so that development can continue
in the Las Vegas Valley. Land containing cat-claw acacia habitat occupied by phainopepla
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would be lost once the native vegetation is cleared, reducing the winter and nesting habitat for
the species in Clark County. The relative importance of this habitat to the phainopepla is
unknown at this time. However, there are adequate acres of good un-fragmented habitat outside
the Las Vegas Valley for the phainopepla.

C. Wildlife

The disposal of BLM lands and the transfer of title would not have a direct impact on common
wildlife species. Subsequent development and change in land use would be indirect impacts.
Development construction activities would cause loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat and
mortality of plants and animals through crushing and burying during construction, digging and
earth moving.

Disposal of the remaining land available for disposal in the Las Vegas Valley would not
jeopardize the existence of the threatened desert tortoise. Most other species are common and
widely distributed throughout the area and the loss of some individuals and their habitat would
not affect the species’ populations throughout their range.

D. Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 and subsequent amendments (16 U.S.C. 703-711),
it is unlawful to take, kill, or possess migratory birds. A list of those protected birds can be
found in 50 C.F.R. 10.13.Due to the existing fragmentation, it is unlikely the area analyzed
would interfere with the movement of migratory wildlife species. Therefore, the disposal of this
land analyzed in the EA is unlikely to interfere with the movement of migratory wildlife species.

E. Air Quality

In accordance with the CAA amendment requirements, this conformity analysis focused on non-
attainment criteria pollutants CO and PM3o.An action is considered regionally significant if the
emissions associated with the project are 10 percent or more of the region’s emissions for that
particular pollutant. The regionally significant thresholds are 12,100 tons/year for CO and
17,800 tons/year for PMy, based on the total budgets identified in each respective SIP. The
following section summarizes the quantification of emissions using the June 2003 Land Sales
Air Quality Analysis Model derived by BLM Senior Air Quality Specialist Scott Archer (EA
Number:NV-050-2003-89).The analysis included emission calculations for all six criteria
pollutants (CO, PMyg, NO,, SO, VOCs, and PM,5).

Emission Factors

The emission factors used for this emission analysis were generated by BLM Senior Air Quality
Specialist, Scott Archer. The emission factors take into account vehicle miles traveled, vehicle
exhaust, vehicle road dust, natural gas use (hot water and furnace), electricity use (Reid Gardner
Power Plant), and developed property fugitive dust. Construction emission estimates are not
included as part of this analysis because there are no widely accepted standard emission factors,
the impacts are temporary, not cumulative and not additive. The emission estimates projected in
the analyses are additive once the land is developed. The calculated emission factors for each
criteria pollutant/land use are provided in the units of measurement of tons/year.
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Air Pollutant Inventory Emissions Factors

Criteria Single Family Home | Office Building Convenience Apartment Moderate Casino | City Park
Pollutant Store Complex

CcoO 0.37 T/ac 0.29 T/ac 5.40 T/ac 1.37 Tlac 1.06 T/ac 0.01 T/ac
Co2 642T/ac 318T/ac 1,593 T/ac 2,142 Tlac 924 T/ac 7.37 Tlac
NOXx 1.14 T/ac 0.86 T/ac 8.77 T/ac 4.35 T/ac 2.55 T/ac 0.02 T/ac
S02 0.08 T/ac 0.07 T/ac 0.17 T/ac 0.32 T/ac 0.15 T/ac <0.01 T/ac
VOC 0.23 T/ac 0.25 T/ac 6.82 T/ac 0.94 T/ac 1.05 T/ac 0.01 T/ac
PM10 0.44 T/ac 0.45 T/ac 8.72 T/ac 1.62 T/ac 1.50 T/ac 0.08 T/ac
PM2.5 0.16 T/ac 0.14 T/ac 1.85 T/ac 0.54 T/ac 0.41 T/ac 0.03 T/ac

Assumptions

Several assumptions were made to assist in the air emission analysis.These assumptions include
the designation of projected future land uses and the anticipated duration for development of
these lands.

Land Use. The evaluation of emissions for this disposal assumed current lands are converted to
the following land uses: single family homes; apartment complexes; office buildings;
convenience stores; moderate size casino/hotels; and city parks. Based on data provided by the
Clark County Comprehensive Planning Department, the percentage of the total land sale acreage
assigned for each land use is shown below. The total acreage associated with each land use is
based on this assigned percentage.

Development of 2,880 acres for community development would increase criteria pollutant levels
as follows based on a community development scenario of, 65% single family home 1,872 acres,
13% office buildings 374 acres, 2% convenience stores 58 acres, 15% Apartment Complex 432
acres, 2% moderate casino 86 acres and 2% city park 58 acres: The numbers estimate the
increased without any mitigation that Clark County may enforce, CO 1,797.88 tons, NOx
5,064.04 tons, SO2 337.52 tons, VOC 1,416.58, PM10 2,331.22 tons and PM2.5 729.46 tons. It
is estimated that it would take 7-10 years to develop the 2,880 acres, therefore these reflect the
total emissions not the per year emissions.

F. Soils
During the construction phase of development on the subject lands, the exposed soil surfaces are
likely to be affected by wind erosion and soil losses or movement. Soil erosion occurs during
construction when the protective vegetation and organic materials are removed. Excavation and
fill stockpiles or grading can also create steep, erodible slopes. However, after a surface is
prepared, applying water or other erosion control applications to the prepared surface can reduce
erosion from wind. Access roads can also be a potential source of erosion unless the preliminary
design calls for paved roads and holding areas. Erosion control measures are recommended
within the subject lands during construction until the remaining unpaved disturbed areas are
stabilized. Therefore, dust emissions are a short-term concern. In addition, completed
developments will stabilize surfaces throughout the subject lands.

G. Water Resources

Development of 2,880 acres would increase water usage by approximately by 7,200 acres feet
based on an acre per foot factor of 2.5 ac/ft per acre developed.
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Any action that would impact a water of the US requires a section 404 permit. Before a section
404 permit may be issued, the action must be in compliance with section 401 of the Clean Water
Act (CWA), section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. The Army Corp of Engineers has jurisdiction over this permitting process.
Environmental impacts cannot be determined until a site-specific project is proposed, at which
point the Corps prepares a NEPA document reflecting complete analysis of the site-specific
impacts. The BLM has no site-specific proposal for development of the land to analyze.

H. Floodplains

In Clark County, developers must submit plans for addressing drainage from the proposed
project as well as drainage into the property. These plans are reviewed by the County on a case-
by-case basis to check that any increase to the runoff, expansion of flood boundaries, increase in
depth or velocities of runoff, are, or will be mitigated during the development of the property
(Weber 2003).

I. Hazardous Material Assessment/Inspection

The 2,880 acres of public land recommended for transfer out of Federal ownership via title
transfer were inspected physically, and existing records will be examined in accordance with
Section 120(h) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act,
as amended, (42 USC 9620(h)) (CERCAL). The ESA was completed in November 2003, and no
hazardous materials were located.

J. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires Federal agencies to take
into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. For the purposes of Section
106, historic properties are defined as those cultural resources that are listed in or eligible for
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).See Appendix 3 for comment
regarding cultural resources.

To prepare for a potential land transfer, Clark County contracted a Class 111 cultural resource
inventory of the area of potential effect (APE). The inventory was completed and results are
detailed in BLM Cultural Resource Report 5-2452. No historic properties were recorded. The
Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) concurred with the BLM's determination in a
letter dated June 3, 2003. The SHPO also concurred with BLM's determination that the
undertaking as proposed would have no effect to historic properties.

San Bernardino County Museum (SBCM) conducted a pedestrian survey of the Upper Las Vegas
Wash and the Las Vegas Formation within the parcel to be transferred and recorded 33 localities
where fossil remains are apparent on the surface of the formation. If this parcel were to leave
federal ownership and be commercially developed, these sites would have no protection.

K. Environmental Justice
Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994, states that “each Federal agency shall make
achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate,

disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
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policies, and activities on minority populations and low income populations in the United States
and its territories and possessions, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
and the Commonwealth of the Marian Islands. ”The subject lands are distributed throughout the
northwest, west and southern areas of the Las Vegas Valley. The profile of Clark County’s
population by race is as follows (US Census Bureau), White 71.6%, Black/African American
9.1%, Asian 5.2%, Native American/Alaska Native 0.8%, Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific
Islanders 0.5%, Other 8.6% and Two or More Races 4.2%.0f the total collective Clark County
population for all races, 22% of the population lists their heritage as either Hispanic or Latino
(ibid).

L. Noxious Weeds

A long range weed plan approved by the BLM needs to be in place contingent to the transfer of
these lands. Weed management must control and contain weed populations, to protect the
adjacent public lands from infestation. Land disturbance is a primary activity that invites weed
establishment, and the weed management plan should address control measures throughout the
ground breaking and construction phase to minimize the potential effects, as well as provide an
ongoing assessment and treatment protocol. The Desert National Wildlife Refuge to the north
and the conservation areas to the south are both sensitive areas of concern for ecological
integrity.

M. Noise

Noise generated by the development of this property will be managed like any other master plan
developed community in Las Vegas, Nevada. Federal, State, and Local laws, regulations and
ordinances will be applied and enforced by the jurisdictional entity.

N. Transportation

Transportation patterns and traffic management will be determined by the jurisdictional entity.
Federal, State, and Local laws, regulations and ordinances will be applied and enforced by the
jurisdictional entity.

4.2 Cumulative Impact Assessment
4.2.1 Proposed Action:

The geographic area for this cumulative impact analysis is defined as that portion of
hydrographic basin 212 identified for attainment demonstration, also defined as the BLM
disposal boundary.This geographic area contains approximately 41,161.193 acres of the 46,701
acres of BLM-managed lands analyzed in the Disposal Boundary EIS. This is the area where the
vast majority of the community development will occur. The BLM does not consider the
sale/conveyance of the subject lands as a growth-inducing action, because Las Vegas is growing
independent of any land BLM may sell at auction; see Exhibit 4, Population Change and
Distribution.

Resources were analyzed on Pages 4-58 through 4-66 of the Disposal EIS for the cumulative
impacts associated with disposal actions for all remaining BLM lands in the Las Vegas Valley
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Disposal Area, and these analyzes are incorporated by reference. Specific details of that analysis
will be presented where appropriate.

A. Botany

Disposal and future development of BLM lands would lead to the loss of from 90% up to 100%
of the native vegetation within the Las Vegas Disposal Area, depending on future development.
It is expected that approximately 10% of the land would remain in its natural state. This loss of
native vegetation habitat would represent less than 1% of the total habitat existing within the
Las Vegas planning area.

B. Threatened & Endangered Species / Special Status Species

Impacts of land sale/conveyance on the desert tortoise Mojave population were analyzed under
the Las Vegas Valley Programmatic Biological Opinion (1-5-96-F-023R.3 as amended).That
biological opinion determined that the loss of approximately 125,000 acres of desert tortoise
habitat in the Las Vegas Valley would not jeopardize the continued existence of the species. No
critical habitat for the species will be affected.

The Las Vegas Valley is not likely to contain the majority of any common wildlife species’
population. The loss of 2880 acres of habitat would represent a negligible loss of the 4,900
square miles (3.12 million acres) of similar habitat estimated to occur in Clark County; therefore,
it is expected that the proposed action will result in minimal contribution to declines of common
wildlife species.

Banded Gila monster, Western Burrowing Owl and Phainopepla habitat will likely continue to be
lost in the Valley as BLM land is disposed of and as associated rights-of-way are granted, as well
as leases authorized under the Recreation and Public Purpose Act, 43 U.S.C.88 869 et seq.
Banded Gila monster, Western Burrowing Owl and Phainopepla habitat occurs in Nevada
outside the Las Vegas Valley but within Areas of Critical Environmental Concern and National
Conservation Areas in Nevada, as well as within Valley of Fire State Park, thereby receiving a
greater level of protection from future threats. Therefore, the loss of such habitat in the Valley
would not result in a critical reduction of habitat for these species.

C. Migratory Bird Treaty

The Las Vegas Valley is not likely to contain the majority of any migratory bird species’
population. The loss of 2,880 acres of habitat would represent a negligible loss of the 4,900
square miles of similar habitat estimated to occur in Clark County; therefore, it is expected that
the proposed action will result in minimal contribution to migratory bird population declines.

D. Soils
Page 4-60 of the Disposal EIS notes that 95% of the BLM managed land had less than 20% soil
disturbance. Once lands are developed there is typically less soil erosion than on undeveloped

land. Land that is disturbed and not developed contributes approximately 40% of the overall
emissions in the Las Vegas Valley.
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Disposal and future development of BLM managed lands would lead to the disturbance of 90%
of the Las Vegas Valley soil surfaces located within the Las Vegas Disposal Area.lt is expected
that approximately 10% of the land would remain in its natural state.As the lands are developed
from natural areas to urbanized settings, construction and grading activities will disturb large
areas.These temporarily disturbed areas will be stabilized as streets and sidewalks are paved,
buildings and other structures are built, urbanized areas are landscaped, flood control
conveyances are constructed, etc.The BLM Las Vegas RMP/EIS does recommend erosion
control measures be implemented during construction to minimize soil loss while these
temporary disturbances occur as lands are developed.

E. Air Quality

A cumulative impacts analysis was completed in the Disposal EIS on pages 4-59 through 4-60
for complete sale/conveyance of BLM land within the current disposal boundary and
development of 70,000 acres of land. The model used by Argonne National Laboratory’s
assessed cumulative impacts of development in the Las Vegas Valley. The result of this
modeling indicates the Las Vegas Valley would be in attainment for PM1 by the year 2006.The
model also predicts a decrease of 0.5% for CO, which has not exceeded the standard for 5 years
now, and that by 2009 and out to 2018, the area would be in compliance with the O3 standard.

F. Water Resources

A cumulative impacts analysis was completed in both the Disposal EIS on page 4-61 and the
RMP on pages 4-55 to 4-56, which addressed the increased water demand expected, based on
development of 54,000 acres of private land and 26,000 acres of currently Federal land which
would be subsequently developed when privatized. Over a 20-year period it is expected that an
additional 200,000 acre-feet of water may be required to meet future demands for water. The
SNWA is also working with the Secretary of the Interior to acquire additional water rights from
Lake Mead to meet projected future needs.

All projections for water use, which may result from the sale/conveyance of the Project Area
analyzed in this EA, fall within the estimate regarding water use projected in connection with
disposal of all the Federal lands identified for disposal within the disposal boundary, as presented
in the RMP and Disposal EIS.

Page 4-61 of the Disposal EIS states in part, “Development within the disposal boundary area
would most likely cause fill to waters of the US if permitted by the US Army Corps of
Engineers.”This could cause increased runoff and storm water flow velocities, which could cause
increased sedimentation and convey constituents downstream that could reduce water quality.

G. Floodplains

The cumulative impact of the development of the Project Area on floodplains could be increased
as to the volume, depth, velocity, and duration of flooding. However, these impacts will be
mitigated during development of the area by the developer, as required by local government and
collectively through a regional authority. This mitigation will be in the form of construction of
adequate flood control facilities that could include underground drainage pipes, channel stability
measures, surface impoundments, or other features. The Clark County Department of
Development Services reviews the design for these facilities.
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H. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

No historic properties or Native American concerns were identified within the sale/conveyance
parcel. The action as proposed will have no effect to historic properties.

Fossil remains are apparent on the surface of the sale/conveyance parcel and there is a high
probability that fossils lie beneath. Clark County plans to avoid impacts to fossil resources by
restricting construction activities to those areas lying outside the wash.

I. Noxious Weeds

A long range weed plan approved by the BLM needs to be in place contingent to the transfer of
these lands. Weed management must control and contain weed populations, to protect the
adjacent public lands from infestation. Land disturbance is a primary activity that invites weed
establishment, and the weed management plan should address control measures throughout the
ground breaking and construction phase to minimize the potential effects, as well as provide an
ongoing assessment and treatment protocol. The Desert National Wildlife Refuge to the north
and the conservation areas to the south are both sensitive areas of concern for ecological
integrity.

J. Transportation

Transportation patterns and traffic management will be determined by the jurisdictional
entity.Federal, State, and Local laws, regulations and ordinances will be applied and enforced by
the jurisdictional entity.

K. Noise

Noise generated by the development of this property will be managed like any other master plan
developed community in Las Vegas, Nevada. Federal, State, and Local laws, regulations and
ordinances will be applied and enforced by the jurisdictional entity.

4.2.2 No Action Alternative:

The geographic area for this cumulative impact analysis will be the same, the 2,880 acre parcel
except for the Air resource Argonne National Labs used in the air modeling study to perform
cumulative assessments of future air quality trends in the Las Vegas Valley. The entire
geographic area contains approximately 41,170.681 acres of the 46,701 acres of BLM-managed
lands. The BLM would not consider the disposal of the subject lands as a growth-inducing
action, because Las Vegas is growing independent of any land BLM may sell at action.

A. Botany

Disposal and future development of BLM lands would lead to the loss of from 90% up to 100%
of the native vegetation within the Las Vegas Disposal area, depending on future development.
It is expected that approximately 10% of the land would remain in its natural state. This loss of
native vegetation habitat would represent less than 1% of the total habitat existing within the Las
Vegas planning area. There would be no impact to rare plants as know were found on the site.
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B. Threatened & Endangered Species / Special Status Species

Impacts of lands sales on the desert tortoise Mojave population were analyzed under the Las
Vegas Valley Programmatic Biological Opinion (1-5-96-F-023R.3 as amended).That biological
opinion determined that the loss of approximately 125,000 acres of desert tortoise habitat in the
Las Vegas Valley would not jeopardize the continued existence of the species. No critical
habitat for the species will be affected.

The continued development of 4,800 acres of land per year would result in the permanent loss of
special status wildlife species habitat. Development of BLM lands will lead to the loss of from
90% up to 100% of the native vegetation within the Las Vegas Disposal area. The Las Vegas
Valley is not likely to contain the majority of any species’ population. The loss of 125,000 acres
of habitat would represent a loss of approximately 4% of the 4,900 square miles (3.12 million
acres) of similar habitat estimated to occur in Clark County; therefore, it is expected that the
proposed action will result in minimal contribution to declines of common wildlife species.
Banded Gila monster and western burrowing owl habitat will likely continue to be lost in the
Valley as BLM land is disposed. Banded Gila Monster and Western Burrowing Owl habitat
occurs in Nevada outside the Las Vegas Valley but within Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern and National Conservation Areas in Nevada, as well as within Valley of Fire State Park,
thereby receiving a greater level of protection from future threats. Therefore, the loss of such
habitat in the Valley would not result in a critical reduction of habitat for these species.

C. Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The future development of BLM-managed lands will lead to the loss of from 90% up to 100% of
the native vegetation within the Las Vegas disposal area. It is not known at this time if wildlife
would continue to inhabit any native vegetation areas not developed over time. The Las Vegas
Valley is not likely to contain the majority of any species’ population. The loss of 70,000 acres
of habitat by 2018 would represent a loss of approximately 2.23 percent of the 4,900 square
miles of similar habitat estimated to occur in Clark County; therefore, it is expected that the
proposed action will result in minimal contribution to wildlife population declines.

D. Soils

The BLM determined that 95% of the BLM managed land had less than 20% soil disturbance.
Once lands are developed there is typically less soil erosion than on undeveloped land. Land that
is disturbed and not developed contributes approximately 40% of the overall emissions in the

Las Vegas Valley.

Disposal and future development of BLM-managed lands would lead to the disturbance of 90%
of the Las Vegas Valley soil surfaces located within the Las Vegas Disposal area. It is expected
that approximately 10% of the land would remain in its natural state. As the lands are developed
from natural areas to urbanized settings, construction and grading activities will disturb large
areas. These temporarily disturbed areas will be stabilized as streets and sidewalks are paved,
buildings and houses are built, urbanized areas are landscaped, flood control conveyances are
constructed, etc.
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E. Air Quality

Cumulative impacts analysis was completed in the RMP on pages 4-53 to 4-55, which addressed
both PM10 and CO increases over the next 20 years, based on 25,540 acres of public land
disposal and 54,000 acres of private land development over the same period and is tiered to and
incorporated by reference. Itis clear from the analysis that the use of best management practices
and any new technology may be required to ensure SIP budgets are not exceeded. The BLM will
work closely with the CCDAQM on any land disposal action within the non-attainment area.
The following formulas were used to calculate the emissions for the criteria pollutants for the
designated land use. The formulas are a function of assumed (percentage of total land sale
assigned to given land use and construction duration) and calculated (emission factors)
parameters.

Total Emissions (Tons) = Emission Factor x Total Acreage (given land use)

Total Emissions (Tons/Year) = Total Emissions (Tons) / Construction Duration (10 Years)

The calculated emissions are intended as estimates based on trends in development within the
Las Vegas Valley. These estimates may or may not represent the final development that occurs
on the lands, but these projections are reasonable, based on past and future development
proposed within the Las Vegas Valley. The 4,800 acres was provided by Clark County Planning
Staff as the number of acres that are currently being developed each year as of 2002. This
disposal number can fluctuate over time.

CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSION ESTIMATES IN TONS/YEAR
FOR DEVELOPMENT OF 4800 ACRES IN ONE YEAR

Criteria Single Family Office Convenience Apartment Moderate City Park Totals
Pollutant Home 65% Building Store 2% Complex 15% [ Casino 3% 96 ac 2% 4,800 ac
3120 ac 624 ac 96 ac 720 ac 144 ac

co 1,154 181 518 986 153 1 2,993
NOx 3,557 537 842 3,132 367 2 8,437
S0O2 250 44 16 230 22 1 536
VOC 718 156 655 677 151 1 2,358
PM10 1,373 281 794 1,166 216 8 3,838
PM2.5 499 87 178 389 59 3 1,215

Regional Significance as Defined By EPA

As demonstrated by the analysis, development occurring in one-year would not result in
emissions that would be considered “regionally significant” with regard to air pollution
emissions.EPA defines an action to have a regionally significant impact if air emissions will
exceed 10% of the total regional emissions budget for a criteria pollutant.

The regionally significant thresholds within the attainment demonstration area are 17,800
tons/year for PM3p and 12,100 tons/year for CO, based on the total budgets identified in the SIP,
for the attainment demonstration area. Estimated emissions for the development of 4,800 acres
of land over a one-year time period are 3,838 tons of PM10 and 2,993 tons of CO, well below the
10% threshold set by EPA. Therefore, impacts from both BLM and Private development are
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unlikely to become regionally significant. It is important to note that even using all lands
developed in one year there still is not an issue with regional significance. All other criteria
pollutants fall within acceptable limits, and the Las Vegas Valley is in attainment for each of
these pollutants

F. Water Resources

A cumulative impact analysis in the RMP on pages 4-55 to 4-56, which addressed the increased
water demand expected, based on development of 54,000 acres of private land and 26,000 acres
of currently Federal land which would be subsequently developed when privatized was assessed.
Over a 20-year period it is expected that an additional 200,000 acre-feet of water may be
required to meet future demands for water. The SNWA is also working with the Secretary of the
Interior to acquire additional water rights from Lake Mead to meet projected future needs.

All projections for water use, which may result from the disposal of the subject lands analyzed in
this EA, fall within the estimate regarding water use projected in connection with disposal of all
the Federal lands identified for disposal within the disposal boundary, as presented in the RMP
and Disposal EIS.

Development within the disposal boundary area would most likely cause fill to waters of the U.S.
if permitted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.”This could cause increased runoff and storm
water flow velocities, which could cause increased sedimentation and convey constituents
downstream that could reduce water quality.

G. Floodplains

The cumulative impact of the proposed land disposal on floodplains could be increased as to the
volume, depth, velocity, and duration of flooding. However, these impacts will be mitigated
during development of the parcel, as required by local government or collectively through a
regional authority. This mitigation will be in the form of construction of adequate flood control
facilities that could include underground drainage pipes, channel stability measures, surface
impoundments, or other features. The Clark County Department of Development Services
reviews the design for these facilities.

H. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

No historic properties or Native American concerns were identified within the sale/conveyance
parcel. The action as proposed will have no effect to historic properties.

Fossil remains are apparent on the surface of the sale/conveyance parcel and there is a high
probability that fossils lie beneath. Clark County plans to avoid impacts to fossil resources by
restricting construction activities to those areas lying outside the wash.

. Environmental Justice

The neighborhoods surrounding the various parcels of the subject lands were evaluated for the
presence of potential issues relevant to Environmental Justice. No developments are within 1
mile of the 2,880 parcel. The private parcels adjacent to the subject lands are undeveloped.
Therefore, there are no environmental justice issues relative to the disposal of the subject lands.
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J. Transportation

Transportation patterns and traffic management will be determined by the jurisdictional entity.
Federal, State, and Local laws, regulations and ordinances will be applied and enforced by the
jurisdictional entity.

K. Noise

Noise generated by the development of this property will be managed like any other master plan
developed community in Las Vegas, Nevada. Federal, State, and Local laws, regulations and
ordinances will be applied and enforced by the jurisdictional entity.

4.3 Description of Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts

Under the terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion, no mitigation fee is collected upon the
sale/conveyance of this land. The fees will be collected prior to development in accordance with
the Clark County MSHCP.

See page 3 of Reasonable and Prudent Measures of Appended Biological Opinion #1-5-96-F-
023R.3.APD19 for additional mitigation.

Residual impacts to air quality include a short-term increase in dust emissions from construction
phases of any development of the land and vehicle activity. In addition, an increase in
hydrocarbon and combustion emissions from internal combustion engines would be expected in
the .No long-term residual adverse effects on Air Resources are expected from the proposed
action.The impacts are expected to occur during development after the land is sold. Once
developed, the dust emissions would be minimal to none for the entire Project Area and a slight
increase in VOCs would be expected due to vehicle combustion during construction, however
are temporary in nature.

The land purchaser will be required to take measures to control fugitive dust, in compliance with
the Clark County DAQEM permitting regulations for construction activity.

5.Persons/Agencies Consulted:

BLM, LVFO Staff Specialists

Mark Slaughter, Wildlife Management Biologist

Katharine Kleinick, Natural Resources Specialist

Carolyn Ronning, MSHCP Coordinator

Susanne Rowe, Archaeologist

Sarah Peterson, Hydrologist

Lisa Christianson, Environmental Protection/Air Quality
Michael Moran, Environmental Protection/HazMat Specialist
Fred Edwards, Botanist

Nora Caplette, Acting Weed Coordinator

Jeffrey Steinmetz. Lead Planning and Environmental Coordinator
Robert B. Ross, Jr., Field Manager - Las Vegas

Anna Wharton, Supervisory Realty Specialist
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Wendy Fenner, P.E., Principal Civil Engineer, Public Works Design Division
Don Turner, Clark Shooting Park Manager, Parks and Recreation

Local Citizens
Lorraine Lennard
Robert Hall
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