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APPENDIX H
COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

This appendix contains copies of the comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
and the associated responses of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The comment |etters were
received during the 60-day comment period from September 10, 2004 through November 9, 2004. The
comment period was extended one week for the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), aswell as
other interested parties that needed additional time to comment. Comment letters were separated based
on recipient and assigned a number. The chronology of the comment letter was random. Each numbered
comment letter is subdivided into specific comments and these comments are numbered sequentidly.
Table H-1 lists the |etters in the order in which they have been presented in this appendix and the number
assigned to each letter.

TABLE H-1
COMMENT LETTERS
Number* Commentor Representing
F1 Grady McNure U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
F-2 LisaB. Hanf U.S. Environmental Protection Agency — Region 9
F-3 Amy Lavoi U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
F-4 Robert D. Williams U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
T-1 Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma The Hopi Tribe
S1 Don D. Canfield Il Division of State Lands
S2 Roddy Shepard NV Department of Wildlife, Southern Region
S3 John Jones NV Division of Forestry
S4 Paul Buck Desert Research I nstitute
S5 Kent Cooper NV Dept. of Transportation
S6 James Morefield NV Natural Heritage Program
S7 Robert Martinez Water Resources
S8 Amy Roulu Bureau of Health Protection Services
L-1 Brenda Pohlmann City of Henderson
L-2 Lawrence S. Bazel City of Las Vegas, Law Firm of Stoel Rives
L-3 Douglas A. Selby City of Las Vegas
L-4 Timothy E. Sutko Clark County Regional Flood Control District
L-5 Gregory Rose City of North Las Vegas
L-6 Christine L. Robinson Department of Air Quality & Environmental Management
L-7 Gregory Rose City of North Las Vegas
o1 Charles S. Watson, Jr. NV Outdoor Recreation A ssociation
o2 Cheryl Martin Archeo-Nevada Society
o3 Mark Rosenzweig Tule Springs Preservation Committee
O-4 Jane Feldman Sierra Club
O-5 Micki Jay Northwest LV Equestrian Safety Coalition
0-6 Terri Robertson Tule Springs Preservation Committee
o7 Janet Bair Nature Conservancy
0-8 Hermi D. Hiatt Red Rock Audubon Society
o9 Robert W. Hall Nevada Environmental Coalition Inc.
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TABLE H-1
COMMENT LETTERS

Number* Commentor Representing

B-1 Paul B. Aguirre Nevada Power Company

I-1 Nancy Gentis Salf

I-2 Terri Robertson Self

-3 Confidentially requested Self

-4 Terri Robertson Sef

I-5 Ronald W. Marlow Salf

I-6 Jack/Elaine Holmes Sdf

I-7 Mark Beauchamp Sdf

I-8 Harold Larson Salf

1-9 Donald W. Hendricks Sdf

I-10 Rob Mrowka Sdf

I-11 Helen Mortenson Self

I-12 Steve Rowland Sdf

1-13 John E. Holman Sdlf
* Recepients
F— Federal Agency T—Tribe S-— State Agency
L — Local Agency (City or County) O - Organization B — Business

| — Individuals

A number of comments received had common concerns. The two dominant concerns were: (1) questions
on the procedures used to nominate parcels for sale and the rate of lands sales, and (2) suggestions that
BLM anayze a broader range of alternatives with additional planning objectives. Because these two
issues were reoccurring, a general response to each has been prepared. These genera responses are
presented in the following pages and are referred to by name in the responses to individual comments.

Final EIS

December 2004



Las Vegas Valley Disposal Boundary Appendix H

General Response 1 - Parcel Nomination and Sale Rate

Comment: Certain comments questioned the procedures used for the nomination of parcels to be sold
under the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS. These comments proposed that the parcelsincluded in
each sale should be selected based on land uses and with consideration of development patterns (i.e.,
promote disposal of in-fill parcels) to decrease environmental and socioeconomic impacts by controlling
the rate and distribution of land development. Commentors suggested that deferred costs for large-scae
extensions of infrastructure into currently undeveloped areas, decreased near-term air quality impacts
because of dower increases in vehicle traffic, and preservation of open space in outer portions of the Las
V egas metropolitan area could result from this approach.

Response: Theland disposa actions are conducted pursuant to SNPLMA, which authorizes the BLM to
transfer or sell land within the disposal boundary area, as amended by the Clark County Act. Section
4(d)(1) of SNPLMA specifies aland disposal process based on joint selection of parcels for transfer or
sale by loca governments and the BLM. The joint selection process provides local governments with a
direct role in the selection of lands for disposa and ensures that the land disposal actions are consistent
with local planning requirements and policies. The BLM relies on a nomination process by local
governments to identify parcels for sale. Local governments consider the planning and zoning
requirements in the nomination of sale parcels. Once the land has been sold at auction, enforcement of
these planning and zoning requirements is the responsibility of the local governmental entities.

Regarding BLM’srolein the joint selection process, SNPLMA states that BLM is authorized to make
land available for disposal as specified in section 4(a). This section of the law authorizes BLM to make
land available within the disposal boundary, and specifies that the disposal processis excluded from
certain federd land use requirementsin FLPMA. The law also requires that the disposal actions be
conducted in accordance with the procedural requirements of FLPMA for land transfers, in accordance
with other applicable law and subject to valid existing rights. Because the land use planning requirements
of FLPMA are not applicable to disposals authorized by SNPLMA, the BLM has only limited discretion
to exclude parcels from auction that have been nominated by a local government. One purpose of
SNPLMA isto privatize the lands so that local land use can be regulated and guided by local

governmerts, not the federal government.

Nominations for sale by loca governments are based on demand for land to support development and
community land use plans and zoning requirements. The amount of land offered at auction and the timing
of the sales are also based on the procedural requirements to prepare for sales. These requirements
include appraisals needed to determine fair market value and preparation of legal documents for transfers
to successful bidders at each auction.

Also, as explained in the impact analysis performed in the EIS, development of disposed land does not
always occur immediately after the sale has been completed. The development of auctioned propertiesis
undertaken by private parties and these activities may take place over a number of years, especially for
large-scale developments such as master-planned communities. The approvals necessary for construction
are entirely within the purview of state and local governments.

Projected rates of sale and subsequent development have been estimated for each of the aternatives.
These projections provide the basis for evaluating indirect impacts related to devel opment and subsequent
land use activities. The rate of development for disposed land, and the types of construction and post-
development activities were compiled for lands that have been disposed by BLM in the Las Vegas Valey
since 1998. The rates of disposal and development for this period are considered representative of
continued land disposal and development in the disposal boundary area.
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General Response 2 — Range of Alternatives

Comment: Certain comments suggested that BLM analyze a broader range of alternatives with
additional planning objectives. The comments noted that other alternatives could be developed that
avoid, mitigate, or reduce impacts of the land disposal action. Example aternatives that were suggested
for anaysis included selection of parcels for sale by the BLM and the sale of land at a reduced rate to
control impacts.

Response: The process of developing aternatives was described in Section 2.2. The three alternatives
analyzed (Proposed Action, Conservation Transfer Alternative, and No Action) and those considered but
eliminated from further analysis were developed to meet the intent of SNPLMA , as amended by the Clark
County Act. Because SNPLMA states that local governments are to be included in the joint selection of
lands for sale and excludes these disposal actions from certain land use planning requirements of FLPMA,
the BLM is authorized to dispose of land based on requests by local governments. Therefore, the
alternatives anayzed are the most likely, reasonable and feasible aternatives known to BLM.

Further information on the parcel nomination processis provided in General Response 1.

Alternatives that are based on areduced rate of land sales would not necessarily change the extent of
impacts that would occur as aresult of development. Thisis because resources are impacted as a result of
development and are not controlled by the rate of disposal (sale). Reduced sae rates may affect the
timing of impacts but would not affect the overall impacts that would occur once development occurs.
The EIS analyzes scenarios based on the rates of development that have occurred in the recent past, and
thus the EIS discloses reasonably foreseeable impacts. Any reduced sale schedule that may occur in the
future as aresult of decreased demand and devel opment rates would not result in any different impacts
that have not been disclosed. For example, if the BLM has 100 acres to sdll, it need not analyze the
impacts of selling less than 100 acres as the impacts that would result from the lesser action have been
considered in the overal analysis. This meansthat the BLM and the local communities can choose a
range of actions in the future.

Because SNPLMA excludes the lands within the disposal boundary area from certain FLPMA land use
planning requirements, the BLM’ s discretion and responsibility for resource values of these landsis
limited. Thus, the selection and scheduling of land disposal actionsis based primarily on requests by
local governments. The Conservation Transfer Alternative was devel oped to meet the intent of SNPLMA
that BLM make land within the disposal boundary available for selection and offer nominated properties
for disposal pending compliance with other applicable laws. The Conservation Transfer Alternative
meets this requirement of SNPLMA by offering lands for disposal to public entities while protecting
sengitive resour ces identified during inventories of these lands.

As was described in Section 2.6, other aternatives were considered for the analysis but none were
identified that meet the purpose and need of land disposal within the intent of SNPLMA. The NEPA
regulations require that an EI'S consider a broad range of reasonable and feasible aternatives, along with
the No Action Alternative. Based on these considerations, no other aternatives were identified that could
be considered reasonable and feasible under the requirements of existing law.
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Las ¥egas Valiey Disposal Boundary E18, Clark County, Nevada Papge 1 of ||
From: McNure, Grady SPK [Cirady, McNure @ s soe.army-mal|
Sent: Wednesday, November 10, 3k 8:23 AM

Ta: Tvhimeis@phg).com’
Suhject: Las Yegas Valley Disposal Boundary EIS, Clack County, Mevada

In pocomdance with Sechion 08 of the Clean Waler Act, the Carpd of Engenesrs, Sacramento Disinct megelaies the
scharge of dredged and fill maberial in waers of the United Staies (waters). Waters inclode ephemreral streams that
are tributanies of the Las Vegas Wash watershed in Clark County, Neveds

| Yiour propesed action will denectly Facilitate the loss of waters. In yoer Environmental Impact Stalement, you should
ia;;n;va ledpe, idemitify and map these waters; evaluate their functions &nd imporiance; assess aniscipated impacts to
these waters; and identify miligalion measures o avaricl amed mrindmize adverss impacts, and finally, 1o COMpersate for

|I|'c mnavindable adverse mpacls,

Clur wiebsite for addibanal eformason an the Corps of Enginesrs Regulutory Program is given below, Thank you for
the opportunity 60 comment

Gray L. McMure

Chaf, 51. Gecnge Raguisiory Office
Gorpe of Engineses, Sacramento District
221 Mort Mall Drive, Swie L-101

3L Geoege, UT B4780-7210

415-28E-30TS; 4350030k (FAX)
‘Wabsile; www.spkusace. gy, miyreguiatony, him

Comment F-1

Response F-1 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

1 As was stated in the beginning of Chapter 4 under
Andysis Methods and Assumptions, the land disposal action
and subsequent transfer of title do not have direct impacts
because these administrative actions do not cause any change in
the environment. If land isto be developed by a private party
after it is sold, that devel oper would be responsible to determine
if any ephemeral washes planned to be filled are in fact waters
of the U.S. and if so, apply for a Clean Water Act Section 404
Permit. Therefore avoidance and mitigation requirements
would be based on regulatory decisions made by agencies other
than the BLM at the time a specific development project is

proposed.
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i

UNFTRD STATEG EMVIROMMENTAL FROTRGTION AGENCY Response F-2 (Environmental Protection

REGICH X

o et T5 Hawihome Sirest RE Agency)
CEryg,
D

wany
{,_1!"'
et

San Framcteca, CA D4R0S-3001

November 16, 2004 a
: 854,
Jedi Seeinmetz
BLM Las Vegss Field Odfice
47010 Moeth Torrey Pines Dnve
Las Vegas, NV §9130-2301

Subject  Draft Environmental Impact Stalement (IXEIS] for the Las Veges Valley Digposal
Boundary, Clark County, Nevada (CEC) #8H042T)

Drear Mr. Steinmetz:

The LLS, Environmental Frotection Agency (EPA ) has reviewed the shove-relerenced
document pursaant to the Macdonal Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council an
Envircnmental Quality (CEQ) regulabons (40 CFR Pems 1500-1508) end Sedtion 309 of the
Clean Alr Act. We apprecaste your office granting us an miormal extension of the doe date for
lhede CoMMmeEnis.

The DELS snalyzes the posentinl imgacts associated with the disposal and use of public
lands under the manespemest of the Burean of Land Managesnent as directed by the Southemn
Mevada Public Land Managesmen Act of 1998, s amesded by the Clark County Conservation of
Pabiic Lands and Natural Resouces Actof 2002 The Proposed Action, a Conservation Transfer
Alvemutive, and a Mo Action Aliernative ane analyzed in the documens.

Based on our review, we have rated the DELS as Environmental Concems - Insufficient
Information (BC-2). We have concerns shout impacis (o wedlands and wiiers of the US.,
general confarmaty ander the Clesn Air Act, the nalysis of alternatives, and consultaon with
Tribal Govemments. Flease see the enclosed Dietailed Commests for & description of these
concerns and car fecommendsticas. A Swwemary of EPA Bating Defininians is also enclosed.

We spprecinte the opporvanity to review this DEIS., When the Fanal EIS is released for
public review, plesse send o copy (o the addres above (mail code: CMD-2). If vou bave sy
questicms, please costact me or David P. Schmidh, the lead reviewer for this project. David can
be reached & 415-972-3T92 or schmidt.davidp@epa. gov,

Simeerely,

Lisa B. Hanf, Damager
Federa) Activities Office
Cross Media Division Comment F-2

Prinsad o Revyoled Poper
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS 0N THE DRAFT ENVIRDMMENTAL IMFPACT STATEMENT (DELS) FOR
THE LAS VEGAS VALLEY [HEPOS AL ROUNDARY PROJECT, MOVEMBER, 16, 2004

Water Respuries
Impacts te Werlands and Waters of the [L5.

Chapter 4 (Environmental Cossequences) of the DELS indicates that the disposal of BLM
lninds and the transfer of title wauld nof have dirsst impects om water and biofogical resaurces, It
recopnizes that subsequent devebopment and changes in land use patterns would produce indirect
impacts oo these mEources

While the DEIS states that wetlamds and rpaman communsties [ocated within the :'.":r\-'l'c:ll
boumdery area include the Las ¥egas Wash and its imbutaries, incheding Flaminge, Tropicans,
a0l Blue Dismond washes {52 displayed in Figure 3.3-1, p. 3-17), the document provides no
scdilstional information os specific weilsad bocations and doss not attemgt o guentify the screape
af wetlands within the boundary area

Inderect impacts of the proposed action would include the degradation and loss of
wetlands and ather Wasters of the LS. (waiers) that ane located within the propased dispoasl
hisandary, and the habjtats associated with therm, Walers, a3 defined by the Chean Waler Act
{CW AL at 20 CFR 2340, 41}, include washes in the Lis Vegas ¥alley thet ure tribotry to Lake
Mead mnd the Colorsdn River,

Blecamame ndation:
located within the proposed dispasal boundnry. Based on proposed of reasonably

1 foreseesble lend wses, the FEIS should describe and quantify the screage of
wellsnidsiwalers that wall be impacted under each alemative. The document shoald alss

‘ The Fimal EIS (FEIS) should sdentily, delieate, and quantily all wetlands and walers

describe pvoidonce messures that can be implemented 1o minimize the ?nhzn-'i.ll n:guli\'r
| Impacis 1o these TesmTces.

Individuals or agencess that plian to devebop limd purchased under this disposal may need
io abtnin 2 WA Section 404 nationwide permat ar individy permit, :I:':r.\;'m:lil';r_L an the pn'\-_;a:;,-crl
sctivity, the type of waters impacied. and the total number of scres impacted. Section 404
reguires that “no discharge of dredped o fill materiad shall be permitied if there &5 a practicable
altemagive &0 the r\mp{;m.-:l |E:5rh.1rg|: wiich would have bess adverse i.-npl:;l an the mjunli:
ecodyslem, 50 long as the sernative does not have other significant sdverse environments]
consequences” [40 CFR 230,10a)]. The DEIS does not mentsan this permitimg process.

Commant F-2

The description of water resources, wetlands, and riparian
communities provided in Section 3.3 was prepared to meet
the requirements of 40 CFR §1502.15. A genera discussion
of water bodies and aquatic habitats is sufficient for the land
disposal process because of the limited aguatic habitats, low
precipitation rates, and high runoff and evaporation ratesin
the desert environment.

Only a general discussion of impacts to water resources was
provided in the EIS because potential impacts and avoidance
measures may vary widely depending upon site-specific
features of the aguatic environment and the nature of
development activity that may occur. For example,
residential construction may have very little effect if the
development does not require filling of an ephemeral
drainage and where the landscaping resultsin little change in
the amount and quadity of runoff. Conversely, filling of a
major ephemeral drainage or significant changesin the
amount or quality of runoff from the site could have
significant impacts on drainage and water resources. In
addition to the site-specific nature of development actions
and potential impacts on agquatic environments, avoidance
and mitigation requirements would be based on regulatory
decisions made by other agencies at the time a specific
development project is proposed. State and local agencies
are responsible for reviewing and approving site
development plans, drainage features, and storm water
pollution controls.
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Riecommendalion:

[t FELS should anclude & discussaon of he requirements under Section #04 of the CWA
The informaetion provided should inclode the permitting rode of the 115, Army Corps of

2 Enginesre, ather enviranmental lves sed regulations that must be complied with befare a
permil can be issued, CWA Section HH(b)(1) Guidslines, and the mgamement for 2 waler
quadity cemtilicalion, or waiver of cerification, issusad pursuant ro Section 400 of the
CWA.

CWA Kpetion 303(d) Impaired Witerz

[he CWA requines slates o develop a Bst of impaimed waiers that do not meet waler
qradity sandends, establich prionly rankings, ol develop action plans, called Togsl Maximum
Craifly Logds (TMDLs), o improse water guality. The Las Vegas Wash is listed in Nevada's
B2 CW A Section J05(d) Impaired Waiers List. The list indicates that \Bere are existing
TMDLs far ammonia and phosphorus, fron and total suspended solids are |sted & pollutants of
concers, ind selesium 58 Hited as o poflutant of concern warmanting further imvestigatian,

Onee land is disposed under either actlon ahiemative, development activities underaken
by the new camers could have sha long-werm smpacts on the water guatity of 1he Las
Yegst Wish. The DEIS does not discuss CWaA Section 303(d) letings priec] are, he
TMIXLa that have been established, pollutants of concem, or the impact the proposed land
disposal maght bave on motting CWA Section 303 grals

Recommendation;

The: FELS should provide informaitian shout all CWA Section 303(d) impaired walers snd
efforts o develop and revise TMDLS. i should describe existing ressoratian and
enhancemeni wis for those wabers, how the proposad priject will ing
3 gaimg pent
aviid larther

s, and any matigaion measies thit will be implemented in order in
racation of impained waters. The FEIS should alse peovide a descriplion
of the CWA Section X13(d) program in Section |4 (Relevast Statutes, Regolatians, and
Gl ).

Alr Resources
(reneral Conforminy pader the Cloen Air Aef (CAA )

e DEES
Stale bnplemental

that land disposal actions are nod subject to canformity with exsing

uns (51Fs) because land dispnsal does nof create or increase sounces of
pollucanss or &mis les [1.e., enempl onder 40 CFR 53,1530 2)(xiv])] (p4-4). Severs] papes
later, the documents stales that for BLM bo spprove dnect actioes, such as night-of-way (ROW)
gramits and Recreation and Public Parposes (R&FP) Act leses that resull in constmaction

A

Comment F-2

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issues permits for filling
wetlands and waters of the U.S,, as defined in 33 CFR
§328.3, regardless of ownership of theland. The Corpsis
responsible for these permitting actions on BLM and private
lands and are not actions undertaken by the BLM. The
Corps would be responsible for allowing fill to areas under
their jurisdiction. If land is to be developed by a private
party after it is sold, that devel oper would then be
responsible to determine if any ephemera washes planned to
befilled arein fact waters of the U.S. and if so (as agreed by
the Corps), abtain a Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit
from the Corps. Therefore avoidance and mitigation
requirements would be based on regulatory decisions made
by other agencies at the time a specific development project
isproposed. A description of the Clean Water Act Section
404 requirements has been added to Section 4.3.

A description of the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) status
of the Las Vegas Wash has been added to Section 3.3.1.2.
The TMDL development process and water quality
restoration and enhancement efforts for impaired waters
cannot be directly related to the land disposal actions and
subsequent development activities that may occur in the
area. Water quality problems of the types described in the
comment are typicaly attributed to substandard control of
sewage, either from leakage of collection systems or
improper operation of septic tanks and drain fields. Thereis
not sufficient information to estimate any water quality
effects for these pollutants from land disposal and
development since these activities are not typica sources for
these pollutants. Explanation of the TMDL devel opment
process does not relate to the alternatives or potential
impacts or their impacts to the environment.

The Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Bureau
of Water Pollution Control is responsible for setting
requirements and enforcing the State water pollution control
laws and regulations under the National Pollutant Discharge
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emissaons, consideration of conformity must be incboded in the approval of the proposed action
(p. 4-6)

Althowgh a confoeeicy analyiis may nod be required on disposed land until development
nctivities are undertiien by new owners, all three propoded alternatsves wold have the BLM
comtinue 10 imsplement realty scticed such a5 imsuance of ROW grands, permits, and R&PP leases,
all of which appear wo require conformity. Accordingly, information on general conformity
requircments under the CAA should be provided

Recommendatioa:

The FEIS should include a thorsagh discassion ea peneral conformity, including
regulatory requitements, relationship io the SIF, bow the conformity analysis i
perfoemed, and the time-frames in which determisstions meit be made for each crileria
pallutant.

Revised Hd'l-l.lll‘\'ﬂr}' ﬂt’ﬁrrl'ﬂr:'.lr Il_|r the Ozaeie NoneA Meimment Arex

The DEIS staies that the EPA designaed Clark Counly a8 non-gltsinmenl for ozone on
April |5, 2004, bat granted & request from the $tate of Nevada so defer the designatios date to
Seplember 13, 2004, 10 allow additional analysis of the nos-stainmeat ares boamdary (p. 3-6)
Om September 10, 2004, EPA set the geagraphical boundary for the Las Vegas B-houwr ozone non
siainment asea, which became effective oa September 13,

r':l\.'\.".l\.'lll nemdarion:

The FEIS should expladn EPA's revised baundary definition, provide & map of the non
silnimmend boundnry area that shows the reletionsiip 1o the land disposal boundary, amd
describe the required time-frame for conformity determingtions

Air Modeling

The BLM contracbed with Argonne Matioes] Laborstory o assess the cumulative sir
quality dmpects of land disposition actions within the Las Wegas Valley Disposal Boundary. The
pesult is the Coomuiarive Las Vegas Valley Air Quadity Modeling Assessment {AQMAY, which
dioes an impressive jab in asessing the nir impacts of the varisus pollutants, explaming
mettadology and assumptions used in the models, and presenting results. A nunsber af
asgumpaions bad to be mode for land use and fubure regulstions, but ihese assumptions appesr i
be masanabl and gemerally conservative (1.6, protective of air qualityl. EPA commends BLM
foor thad therough ard sophisticated nn:ll}*m

Comment F-2

3 (cont.)Elimination System permitting program. Therefore the
potentia impacts on water quaity would be based on
regulatory decisions made by other agencies at thetime a
new discharge (including storm water discharge) is
proposed.

4 The issuance of redlty actions by BLM are considered a
federal action and thus subject to Clean Air Act conformity
regulations. Aswas shown in Table 4.1-1, anticipated reaty
actions have been evaluated for PMy, emissionsand
projected emission rates for these actions are below the
threshold for applicability of conformity requirements
specified in 40 CFR 893.153(b)(1). The BLM has not
approved aredty action that has required a general
conformity analysis as of the date of publication of this Fina
ElS. These assessments demonstrate that no further
evaluation of conformity requirements is needed for issuance
of redlty actions that fall within these assumptions for PMy,
emissions. The estimated total emission rates for direct and
indirect impacts related to each alternative are provided to
meet the requirements of 40 CFR §1502.16 for analysis of
impacts that may occur regardless of the applicability of
conformity requirements. Construction sources such as off-
road equipment are the only significant sources for CO and
ozone precursors that would be associated with actions on
federa lands that require BLM approval. Controls for these
types of equipment under the SIPs would include restrictions
on fue characteristics and pollution control devices that
would be required for off-road construction equipment used
on both federal and non-federa lands. Because there are no
additional site-specific sources that would be controlled for
construction activities on federal lands under the CO and
ozone SIPs, further consideration of conformity for these
pollutants is not required for BLM’s evaluation of
construction on federd lands. Since the BLM has
determined that the alternatives do not result in controlled
emissions that exceed the conformity threshold, a discussion
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Recommendaticns

EPA sapgests that the BLM mclude information oa model performesce, including
performance siatistics, in the FEIS, as well & in Section 5.4.5 of the AQMA. Addad
materisl for Appendis A could briefly summarize the discussion in the AQMA. Tdea I:,-_
tiath woukil melude o able with model performance stafistics for the polkatants modeled,
such a5 l:npaj'.'l:r_i ptuk acoarecy, nofmalied bk, gross has, and emmor in peak liming
S stabistics ane discussed in EPA's Guideling for ngy.'"';gn' l-tll_:_.;;-,'.'(..r,'|'f\-,l| .;:.l'r,l;g Urhan
Airsted Mipdel (EPA-45004-91-013, July 1991} Thie sdditional matesial woald help the
ﬁ pubilic in evaluaring the validity of the modeting resulis,

Twio usefil additicas to the AQMA would be- 1} a discussion of the disgnostic and
senstivity testing done in developing the model spplication (see e.g., Section 4 of EPA's
Ulrban Airafied Miods] guidarce ), and X} a disciseon of model performence for other
chenucal specaes than just the criteria pollucants that wene evaolusted. For -:j,an'_:'.lu,'_ TiERe
axude and nitrogen déoaide performance can help evaboate how well the model predicts
ozone chemistry. A brief summary of model diagnostics and performance for other
apecies stoubd be included in the FEIS.

Analvsis of Altermatives

Thee DEEIS siates that the Prapased Action was developed to strctly rompdy with the
requircmenls of the Southern Nevida Public Lands Management Act (SNPLMA), and that all
BLM ands within the disposal Boundary would be available for dispesal wnless the dispesal
witlhd violate 8 law (p. 2-1). The Conservation Transler Albermative, the olher action altemative
propased in the DEIS, 1& similar 1o the Proposed Action except that approximasely 5,000 acres of
lapwl are identified as a Conservation Trust Ares {CTA)L

The stated purpose of the SNPLMA, 15 to provide for the orderly dispesal of cerain
Pederal fands in Clark County, Mevada, and to provide for the acquisition of enviranmentally
sensitive londs in the State of Nevada' It sppesss, however, that many af the lands being
proposed for disposal, particuladdy usder the Proposed Action, are environmestall v senaitive,
eapecially areas in norbern Las Vegas, surmounding the Upper Las Yegas Washe Thes appesrs ta
conflict with the purpose of the SNFLMA and, sccondingly, the parpose and need of the project

At ecrestil opponts f ’
oL ahnave lflil.f reragrm :'I' ] ard drough consal d:l:'-'.r of Padaral gwner -.r i o )
othermise serve the poblic imeresr. {Fubtic Law 106-263)

Comment F-2

4 (cont.) of the procedural and technical requirements for a generd

conformity analysisis not relevant to the disclosure and
comparison of impacts required by NEPA.

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

In accordance with 40 CFR §1502.21, the air quality
modeling study is incorporated into the EIS by reference.
The modeling report prepared by Argonne National
Laboratory is available for review by those parties with an
interest in the technical aspects of the air quality simulations.
While the modeling study provides the basis for assessment
of air quality impacts, the technical basis for the model, the
input parameters, and verification of results are beyond the
interest of most members of the public to include such detail
inthe EIS. Nevertheless Argonne did evaluate CMAQ
model performance against ozone air measurements in Clark
County in accordance with what was outlined in the draft
modeling protocol (Las Vegas Modeling Protocol, 2003).
This protocol was distributed to the EPA and DAQEM for
review and comment, but no comments were received.
Although the protocol did not make reference to EPA
guidance for applications of the UAM mode (as described in
EPA-450/4-91-013, July 1991) it did cover measures for
evaluating model comparisons with observations.
Performance measures such as scatter and bias were assessed
and time series, scatter, and surface-level contour plots were
generated and included in the report by Argonne.
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Kecammendabions

The FEIS should clanfy how the Propased Actiom, which provicdes for the sale of
envaranmintally sensitive lunds, fulfilis the purpose and need of the project. It shoald
also indlicate why the Conservation Transfer Alernative was not put forwand as the
Proposed Aliernative, since it appears bo betier Fulfill the purpese and need

The FEIS should explain why a redoced disposal opon that would retain cestan
-:nnr-.':nmmu_l} sendiive lands under BLM costrsd was ol evalunied &5 an nlbermagive
Tor this progect, This &lemative would appenr to be consistent with the SNPLMA

The Conservation Transfer Altemative sdentifies the 5,000 acres of land in the CTA
based on the unigue palesniological respurces, caltural rescurces, and special status plant species
thal were [acabed durimg field surveys conducted within the disposal boundary srea, The special
stalas plunt species include the Lis Yepas bearpoppy sad the Las Vegas buckwheat, Since the
devalopment of the DEIS, addsisonal pepulabons of the twa plants have been foand nezar, but
outside af, the CTA

Recommendarics:

The FEIS should evaluste the benefits of expanding the CTA in andes to affard addibonal

B provection of the Las Vegas bearpoppy and Lag Vegas buckwheat. [f expanded, the FEIS
should expiain how projections made in the DEIS pertaining to development of disposed
andki and environmenial impacts have been adjusted sccondingly.

Consultation and Coordinatbon with Indian Tribal Governments

The DEIS indicates that the BLM consults with Native Americen tribes w idenlify their
cultural values, religious beliefs, and traditanal practices that may be affected by BLM actions
Fifleen trbes were contacied by the BLM for input regarding this land disposal sction, and none
of the tribes contacted provided any comments regarding the significamce of the villages, garden
sites. and culturally significans places listed in bles 3.6-1 and 1.6-2 (p. 3-3%), The DEIS also
stated that ke BEM corsubied with the Nevads Stme Histonic Preservation Officer, wha
cancusTed that the efforts to identify propenies of religious =d radstional cultural significance
were acequace (p. d-31). The DEIS does not sddress two Executive Orders that sppear 1o have
relevance to the land sule actions of this project

Execistive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Siter (May 34, | 9986), calls for Federad agencies to
{1} accommedate access to and ceremonial use of Indise sazred sites by Inslian religious
practitioners and (2} avend adversely alfecting the physical imtegnity of such sacred sites.
Executive Order 13175, Consuitarion and Coardinanon with Indian Tribal Governments
{Movember 6, 20000, wies isswed in arder to establash regular and meaningful consuliation and
collabarstion with tribal afficials in the development of Fedenl policies that have tribl

Comment F-2

Aswas stated in Section 2.2, the Proposed Action was
developed to implement the provisions of SNPLMA, as
amended. Aswas stated in Section 1.2, the purpose and
need for land disposal isto alow loca governments to
manage and regulate the use of BLM lands interspersed
among private parcels, which makes these lands difficult for
the BLM to manage. The Conservation Transfer Alternative
also meets the purpose and need. The consideration and
exclusion of other aternatives was described in Section 2.6.
See also General Response 2.

The occurrence the Las Vegas buckwheat and Las Vegas
bearpoppy outside the Conservation Transfer Areaand
potential impacts have been analyzed under the Proposed
Action. Specific mitigation to minimize impacts on this
habitat outside the CTA is being addressed collaboratively
by the BLM, USFWS, and the City of North Las Vegas.

Final EIS

December 2004



Las Vegas Valley Disposal Boundary

Appendix H

10

implications, amd vo strengthen the Lnited States gavemment-to-govemment relations hips wath
Indian tnbes. The DEIS indicates that leners were sent 1o the 13 tribes and, receiving no
response, the BLM has fulfilbed it ohligation & cossult with the inbes on the disposition of
lamds that podeniaally comiain andiscovered tribal artifacis,

Recommendstion

The FEIS should provide information om the process end caicome of government-to-

govemment consultation with the tribes in accordance with Executive Order 13175,

Comeultation aed Coordingtion with Inadian Tribal Governmenrz, Hshould also clanly

the rale that BLM will play to meet its frust respansibalsties 1o the trbes, promoting the

peoeection of religious and ceremoniad siles i acoontnce with Executive Order 13007,
| Dnadlan Sacred Sites,

Coprdination with Land Use Planning Activities

The DEIS references the Clark County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MEHCT) il acknowledpes that Clark Counily and several federal, state, and bocal agencies are
respinsible for the long-term prodectian and mensgement of the MSHCP-covered species and
their habirats ip. 125}, The docament doss not ;:n:.'.i-'_lc ] ;]u:_u;np;u:." af conservalion mensares
in the MERCE designed to protect covensd species, and does net discuss the impact of the Lasd
disposal on those measures

Recommenclation;
The FEIS should provide s description of comservation efforis called foe in the Clark
County MSHCP, It should disclose specific psograpise locations that ars sddressed

under the MSHCF, and discass how potentisl uses of the propessd disposed land would
support or coaflict with those conservation efforts

Comment F-2

10

Aswas stated in Section 3.6, an Ethnographic Assessment
was completed and the results of this assessment were
summarized in Section 3.6.3 and Section 4.6. The
Ethnographic Assessment was completed in accordance with
Executive Orders 13175 and 13007. A brief summary of
these executive orders has been included in Section 1.4.6.

The mgjority of the disposal boundary areais an Unmanaged
Area (UMA) designation according to the MSHCP. The
northern part of the disposal boundary areais classified asa
Multiple-Use Management Area (MUMA) and the released
Wilderness Study Areas (WSAS) were under the Intensively
Managed Area (IMA). The MSHCP covered species are
under the current protection of the incidental take permit in
areas designated as UMA and MUMA. The IMA
designation calls for the most stringent habitat protection (no
net unmitigated loss). If aMUMA area contains a maority
of abiologica resource, it fals under the stipulation for no
net unmitigated loss. It appears that a mgjority of the Las
Vegas bearpoppy (an MSHCP listed species) and the Las

V egas buckwheat (an M SHCP watch species) occur in the
MUMA and appropriate mitigation measures would be
likely. To remain in conformance with the MSHCP, the
BLM is participating in an expedited review with Clark
County, USFWS, and the other Federal agenciesto
determine the appropriate mitigation for loss of these 11,251
acres of habitat. Thisinformation has been added to Section
444,
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Response F-3 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service)
United States Department of the Interior E

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE ¥
TaxE PRIDE
SAMERICA
Dresert Natsonal Wikdlife Refuge Comples Mevada Fish and Wildkife Office
4701 Morth Tomey Pines Dove 1344 Financial Bealevard, Saite 234
Las Vegas, Mevadn 39130 Beno, Nevads 89502
(702 515-3450 ~ Fax: (702) 515-3460 [775) B6I-6300 - Fax: (T75) 861-0301

Wovemnbaer |5, 2004
SMFO File Mo, RLM 810

Memorandum

Ta: Field Manag gas Field Office, Bures of Land Management, Las Vegas,
w7

Froen: Progect Leadef, Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex, Fish and Wildlife

Service, Las Vegas, Nevada

Field Supervisor, Nevagda Fish and Wildlile Oifice, Fish and Wildlife Service,

Subject: Cosnments on the Las Vegas Valley Dispasal Boundary Environmensal Impact
Starement, Drafl, September 204, Clark Cousty, Nevada

This memorasdum respands w yeur letter dated September 3, 2004, requesting comments on the
Lzs Vegas Valley Disposal Boundary Enviranmental Impact $2atement (DEIS) drafied
September, 2004, The DEIS eniafies the environmental cansequences that miy result from the
dispessl and use of all rerssining Busean of Land Managemest (BLM) managed lands within the
expanded dispoaal bourdsry area, Autharization for BLM to dspase of lands within the original
dispezsl boundsry srea i3 fram the Southem Mevada Public Land Maragement Act of 1998
(SNPLMA), and exgansion of the dispasal boundary area was sutharized under the Clark Cousity
Conservation of Public Lard and Matural Resources Act of 2002 (Clark County Act). Expansion
of the dispessl boundary srea by 22 000 2cres was mads in respanss 40 demand for Federal land
by bocal governmenis and prrivate parties for development to accommodase the rapid incresse in
gravwth in the Las Vegas Valley.

Three alternatives, s associated environmenial conseqoences and mitigation meagures, were

comsidered in (ke DEIS, including the no action altermative, the proposed action altemative and &

comserration ansfer allemative. The mo action altemative would allow BLM to continuz 1o
U%MBLH Iends in accordance with the existing management direction cutlined in the

4 N

3 L

Comment F-3
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1998 Las Vepss Resource Management Plan. The peoposed action would regaire BLM 1o
strictly comply with the requisements of the SMELMA and Clark Courty Act by niaking all Jand
availablz for dispessl within the expanded boundary ares. unbess the transfer would vielsic a law.
In the DELS analysic, the proposed actson alternative assames full build-out which woald result
in all resowrces within tbe disposal kands Jost or mitigabed. The conservation ransfer aliernative
14 i lar to the proposad setion except that spproximstely 5 000 acres of b would become &
corgervaiion wransder area (CTA) 10 pratecl ungue pﬂJ‘.".IIII.\JllJEiL'al. resanireed, higore ratsunces,
and special stats plast species.

As DESERT NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE COMFPLEX

The Fish and Wildlife Sepvice (Service) prepared the following comments under the sutharity,
and in accordapce with the provisions of the Mational Wildlife Refuge System Impravement Act
of 1997 and the National Wildlife Refuge System Admindstration Actof 1966, As depicted in
thee DEIS (Figure 1.3-2), the Desert Maticoal Wildlife Range (Desert NWE) borders the
northemmost lands proposed for dispesal. This national wildlife refige was established in
1936 to pratect the desert bighom sheep and its habitat, Desert WWER also supporis 2 diverse
array of endernic wildlife and plont communities,

The: DEIS states that lands available for disposal located adiscer to the Desert NWH would be
mare sensilive in tenms of changes 1o vieaal charscter {p. 4371, 1f those lands are developed, the
cuatity of the scenic ar vinz] values of the Desert NWE, woald be negatively impacted.
Additomally, development of residential, commercial ar indusirial uses an adjseest parcels cowld

have an indérsct acl'frse impact on the Desert XWE and its natural resources Jd.-.}mu-lzrhan 1 Comment nOtai
interface issues related to potential illegal or trespass aclivities such as off-rosd vehicle use, trash
dumping, casunl target shooting, mvasve species (vegetative or wildlifs), fire, domestic animals,
etc, [pp 4-43 andd 424},

Tao avond or mitigate for thess potertial innpacis to the Desert NWER, we strongly recommend that
the bocal entities with jurisdiction and the developers who purchase the disposal lands sdjacent 1o
the refuge, seck the inpat of the Desent NWER during the plansing process. It is impartant Lo
imvolve s o5 early &3 possible to achicve ssccessful planning of compatihle wses on the lands
adjacent to the Desert WWR. The Desert WWR Complex is currently levedved m a
Comprehensive Conservaticn Planmng Peocess that will et the prigram of management over the
next L5 years. We welcome the oppariumity 1o week coaperatively with existing and petential

neighbers,
Finally, one recreationsl opporundity on the Desert NWE, “OHY driving on existing roads and s . . ‘a .
2 | irails for pleasure,” i incorreely stased o page 3-51 of the DEIS, The sentence ;h?:s,n.j he 2 The deSCﬂ ptlpn of available recreatllonal. oppor'Funltles inthe
comrected 1o read “Wikdlife dependent recreationl opportenities inchade camping, hiking, Desert Wildlife nge has been revised in Section 3.10 to
) reflect allowable recreational activities in the refuge under
4 USFWS management.

Comment F-3
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2 backpecking, bird watching, and horseback riding  All vehicles traversing Desert WWR nust use
designated roads, All vehicles anywhers on Desert NWE must be sireel legal,™

B.  MEVADA FISH AND WILDLIFE OFFICE

The following comments were prepared by the Service under the authonty, a in accordance
wilh the provisions of the Mational Enviranmental Palicy Act of 1569, as amended (42 115.C
4321 4347y, Endungered Species Act af 1973 (ESA), a5 smended (16 LLS.C, 1531 o seq.), the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended {16 US.C. M3 o seq ), the Frsh and Wildlife
Coordination Actof 1958 (48 Stal 400, as amended; 106 LL5.C. 661 et saq.], and ather sutharilies
mimdating that the Depariment of Intecbar’s envine al concems he i

1. Special Slatus Plant Species

We suppart selection of the comseramtion rrangfer alternative. [n addiion, BLY fas agreed ro

work wink the Service, the Nevida Division of Faresiry, and the City of North Las Fegas io 3 Comment noted.
medifi the bowndirnas afthe CTA to provide sufficient pravection for the special starus plams
species. The howndary of the CTA would e formulized throwgh conpermive development of e
Conservaiion Agreement to provide fomg-term maragement and prafecrion af the CTA

The two special status plant species, Las Vegas baarpoppy [ Arcramecan calfforniea) and the Las
Vegas buckwheal (Eriogomum copwhorum var, mitesi Reveal in press) have fairly restncted
habatat needs, as described m the DEDS, Best avalable informatian indicates that the mejonty of
habatat for the Las Yegas hackwhen! oocurs within the Lies Yegas Valley, with a large percentage
of historical habitst boet to developmet and other ground desturbing aclivities We agres with
the: amalysis in the D¥ELS {pages 4-23 to 4-18) that the propesed action would result in the loss of
3 all plam resoarces in the disposal lands, and thereby have o significant impact bo these plam

species, especially the Las Yegas buckwheat, through long-term bass of individual plants and
permaneni reduction of potential habiial. Thes signaficant loss to the Las Vegas buckwhem
would prampt the Service to evaluate the nead for profecting the species under the ES4. The
DEIS memions mitigatsan for these species as part of the proposed action; bowewer,
transplanting and resceding the Las Vegas bearpoppy has been very umsuccessful, while
transplanting of the Las Vegas backwheat has been successfill in & regularty maintained narsery
seiting, but has not been tested in the wild. Even if Las Vepas bockwheat plants are salvaged,
suilable habitet is necessary 1o sccommaodabe the ransplants. The most appropriae mitigsticn
for the two special status plant species is 1o avoid impacts atiogether and provide long-term
pratection 1o curmrenily occupied habiiat.

Thus, we recommend that BLM prosect the special stabas plant species by implementing the
conservaton transfer aliemative. However, the peaposed houndaries of the CTA, in 1he DEIS
were based om initiel surveys performed by the cantractor. After discovenmy inaccuracies in the

3

Comment F-3

Final EIS H-15 December 2004



Las Vegas Valley Disposal Boundary

Appendix H

Feeld Manager SNFD File Me. BLM E-10

survey datn, BLM completsd additional plamt sirvess inihe proposed dispesal area. The
| additional survey datn was nol availabls untif after issuance of the DEIS. 4 ;igqi_F-_'qn'. naumdher
of individual plants at high densities were locuted by BLM on disposal lands outside of the
praposed CTA, The magonty of these additional plamts wene located in the parcel propased for
sale by the Cily of North Las Vegas. To evaluate this n formation, we understars that the
City of North Las Yegas has withdrawn the parcels nominated for sale in Febmary 2005

It is crithcal to the long-term conservatson of e Las Yegas bearpoppy, and mast importanily, the
g | LasVegs buckwheat that the BLM guarsntees these areas are fully protected through signing of
a Conservation Agreemsent prior to sale of percels. Thus, the 3L, Mevada Division of
Forestry and Cicy of North Las Wegas intend bo work cooper wr modify the CTA
boundaries within the City of North Las Vegas' junisdict afl & Comgervation Agreement
Lo provide sufficient prosection for the plant species and paleantolagrcal respurces, as will as
allow for necesgary infrastructure and development in serounding areas, It is our understandmg
thiat thi i mit wauld be completed 25 soon a5 possible in arder
for the City of North Las Vegas io nomirase surrounding parcels in o BLM Iand sale scheduled
for surrmerfall KHS.

wortion of the Conservatic

1. Waters of the US. and the Clean Waler Act

W support selection of ihe comservalion trawgfer altomative. Hewever, through the casperative

avernmenis and orker stakeholders, the Servier
T in e fiitiure bo pr

ik aamel thee unig

tele meafiicient pratnction
logrom!, kistarical
nagement and profecian afthe OTA would

Ephemcral sircaens or washes that connect to navigable waters, sach as the Colorado River via
Lake Mead end the Las Vegas Wash, sre comssdersd waters of the 1.5, and are regulsted by the
U5 Armay Corpa of Engineers (Corps) and Environmentad Protection Apency under seciian 404
4 of the Chean Water 1972, as amenled. Discharges or placement of Al in waters of the
LA, require a pemi m the Carps. BLM should address this law and polengial negative
ienpacts o wilers of the U135, in the DEIS

It i5 stated in the IXEES under the proposed action that all BLM e wAibin the disposal boumdary
area would be available for disposal unless the ransfer would vielsle a lew, Implementation of
the propased action and the Conservation Tranafier Altemative woull cause significant indirect,
adverse impects to ephenteral weshes that sre comsdersd witers of the U5, BLM should ensuze
that buvers of disposal lards are aware of patential violisans of the law and the need for permits.
BLM shoald include appropaate language om section 404 of the Clean Water Act in the terms of
the szle, or provade he huyer with a section 404 fact sheet (available on-line &

4

Comment F-3

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

Only agenerd discussion of indirect impacts to water
resources can be provided in the EI'S because potentia
impacts and avoidance measures may vary widely depending
upon site-specific features of the aquatic environment and
the nature of development activity that may occur. For
example, residentia construction may have very little effect
if the development does not require filling of an ephemeral
drainage, and where the landscaping results in little change
in the amount and quality of runoff. Conversely, filling of a
major ephemeral drainage, or significant changesin the
amount or quality of runoff from the site could have
significant impacts on drainage and water qudity. As stated,
mitigation requirements would be based on regulatory
decisions made by other agencies at the time a specific
development project is proposed.

Aswas stated in Section 3.3.1.1, the Clark County Regional
Flood Control District (CCRFCD) is responsible for
developing and implementing a comprehensive flood control
master plan which serves as a planning tool for the
implementation of the flood control system in the Valey and
the design and construction of master plan facilities.

Impacts to floodplains and biological resources potentially
resulting from the construction and operation of these flood
control facilities were addressed in the Flood Control Master
Plan Supplemental EIS recently completed by the CCRFCD.
A reference to the CCRFCD Supplemental EIS was added to
Section 3.3.1.1.
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[ hetpiwwow cpa gaviowowwetlands'pdfreg_authority prpdl}. Buyers should be aware that
there are fiew mitigation options availsble in Clark County for loss of ephemeral washes, Only
one maligalion bark is authorized by the Coms of Engineers in Clark Cosmby and mitigation rates
nre currenily ol just oves $14.000 per 010 sere. Thus, it is importent to protect ephemeral
washes through appropriae plansing and crestive site design.

We are most cancerned abaut adverse impacts from the propoesd sction to the major tributaries
or ephemeral washes mapped in e DELS (Figure 33-1) and further exemplified in the
foodways and Noodplaing map {Figure 3.3-2). Impacis to these ephemeral washes should be
wvoided or minmized (e.g., theoagh baffers) on disposal lands 1o protect the integrity of these
systemns, and i sonve instances, the habdtat they provide for & variety of plant and wildlife
seiaes.

Bocause of the imporant flood contral, weter quakity, end bickogical Funections ephemeral washes
provide throughout the Mojeve Desen, we disagree thet because there is limited riparian and
aquatic habdtat present i ephemeral washes, impects from the disposal of lands would be
insignificant (page 4-20). [ is trwe that impects o surface drainsge downstream woald be
Insignifcast due 1o Clark Cousty Regional Flood Control District (OCRFCL) requirements,

4 Huwsgver, imnpacis io the natural draimage patterns and the integrity of the ephemeral washes an
dispisal lands could be significant if the lands are fally developed after dispoeal

Specifically, the upper reaches of Picmian Wash would be heavily impacted by the proposed
wetion and the alternative action. Additionally, if the proposed action is implemented, irreparable
damage to the Upper Las Vegns Wash would occur. The DEIS states that the CCRFCTY indends
1o redain the Upper Las Veges Wash in a natural slate; however, the CCRFCD does nol comtrol
the design of the communitics sarrounding the washes, Without sufficient buffers, developmem
inthe Las Vegas Valley typically encroaches on ephemeral washes and leads w condlicts
betwoen Aooding'erosion and property/life. Ultimately, the situation forces Jocal entities and the
CCRFCD o modify and channelize washes, pormally through concrets liming. The CTA would
provide protection ta the magority of the main channel of the Upper Las Viegas Wash and the
conservation transfer allernetive slould be selected. However, we recommend that the
boundaries of the CTA he expended, especially in the upper reaches (see sitached fgure for the
Service's initial proposal), through & cooperative process with the BLM and stakeholders to
ensure sufficient boandaries or buffers are in place to peotect the inbegrity of the netural wash
gyt and the urique resources if harbors.

R - Reereation & Pablic Purposes Leases and Reservations

Page 4-27 of the DEIS states that the BLM would avaid issuing nghts-of-way through areas
comtaiming 1he special status plant specics or their habitat in the CTA; bowever, some Recreation
| & Public Purposes (R&PF) leases wonld be allowed and reservations in mle palents are not

5

Comment F-1

4(cont.) Establishment of buffer areas around the Upper Las Vegas

Wash is one option that could be considered during the
development of mitigation strategies for the Conservation
Transfer Area (CTA). See Response 5 below.

As was described in Section 2.4, title to land identified as the
CTA would not be transferred until a Conservation
Agreement is developed on how the resources in this area
would be protected and/or mitigated. The strategy
committee would have input regarding the content and
structure of the agreement. Any avoidance or mitigation
requirements associated with realty actionsin the CTA
would be required to include site-specific measures to
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discussed. To succesafully corsorve rare plants and other unique resaurces i the CTA, BLM
must analyze potential effects to the CTA from existing and fisture R&PP leases and other
reservations wiitten ino sale patenis. For example, expansion of the existing R&PF lease for the
detentzon basim and PNood controd stmectures n the E_Epp:r Las ‘n.'.:'sus Wash could .;dn.'m:l}'
impact e resources m the CTA. Expanssan aof the delention hasin and flesd contmel siruchemes
is dependent on the deaign of development on the lands adjzeent 1o the UT A, which includes
disposal lands analyzed in the DEIS.

Additiomalky, we enderstand there are 2 number of applications for R&PP leases snd patertial
reservalions in sale patents thal are on hold wnt] the DES is completed. Thess applications or
reservations include projects such as transmission lives, road and utility corridars, and a
propossd Mourdain Edge Paskwsy. For exsmple, proponents of the propased Mountain Edge
5 Parkway could request thet reservations for the westemn corve of thas ouler beliway be wntten
into the sale of the disposal lands mf the Kyle Canyon gateway which is nomsnated for sactan
12 next HLM land sale. This reservalion on those lands would nod directly affect the CTA;
horwever, the central partson of the propased Moantan Edge Parcwny is cumrently designed to
traverse through the CTA and would have signiflcant impacis. 1f these R&PP leases are
processed or reservations written imlo sale pabenis sccording 10 status quo, they could have &
significant mmpact oo the success of the CTA and the fiture Corservalion Agreement.

We recommend that if the Conservation Transfer Albtemative is chasen, BLM should flag the
lands within the CTA for special consideratbon and anal ysis in all BLM Realty systems and maps
wntil the Conservation Agresment is signed aod managemsent of the CTA is no longer the
respansibality of BLM. Leasss or reservations should not be authorized by BLM if the lease ar
reservation ooukd wlermine the mlegrty and saccess of the CTA

4. Deserd Torinise

Thie desent tortoise {Gapherus agessizid]) 15 federally listed a5 threotened under the ESA.
Historical and presently occupéed habatat occurs throughoat the Las Vepns Valley inchuding the
parsele propesed for disposal (41,500 acres of potential habital), The magority of this habirat
contzins very fow to Jow numbers of desert tortoises. However, habatal an the Dessnt NWE,
adjacent 1o the northernmost lands proposed far disposal. is conssdered impariant 1o the recovery
B | af the species. Desert toripise habitat on the refuge i protected wnder the managing prnciples of
ihe sstional waldlife cefuge system. Dispesal of the lands adjacent 1o the Desert NWE could
have cignificant sndirest impacts on the quality of the desert tortaise hbitet oo the reflige. The
impacis i the desert tomoise oo dispesal lnds throaghout the Las Vegas Valley will be
addressed through section T consultstion usder (ke ESA that BLM has requested with the
Service,

Comment F-3

5(cont) address sensitive resources, as was described in Section
4.4.1. Procedures for managing the CTA, including
development of realty tracking procedures, would be
developed and implemented by the BLM with local
governments for the selected aternative.

6 Concur. Section 4.4.2 has been edited to clarify
responsibility of the developer under the MSHCP.

Final EIS
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Fiehd Manager SNTFO Fils Mo, BLM B-10

Infarmatzan in the IXETS related bo the Clark Courty Multiple Species Hobilat Conservation Flan
(MEHCF) should be clarified hecsuse impacts to the desert Sorinise are not directly coversd by
the MSHCP meidental take permit since the dispazal lands are stll in federal ownership
{p-4:27} As il bs described on page 5-3 of the DEIS, BLM mast enter inlo section 7
comsultalon with the Senvice io abtain excrnption of incidental take for the deseri tortoise. As
g | af the BLM's proposed minimization measures, the BLM intends 10 minimize arsd miligate
fior the propased action’s impacis to the desert tortoise throwgh the MEHCP and its associared
section 106a) 11 BY meidental tnke pemmit (FTE-034927-5) and biological opinkan (Service File
Mo, [-5-00-FW-575}, which would not occur umiil the dispesal lands are sold to nona-lederal
entities. To disturb tortoise habitag, the private landowner will be required 1o pay a fee o Clark
County and the funds are used o conserve higher quality desen torioise habii elsenhene and
implement important conservation sctions for the species.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the peoposed DEIS. W look farward ta working
canperatively with the BLM, local govennmyents and other staleehokdens ta plan compatible uses
an the lands adjacent to the Desert NWER, as well as to dralt tve Comservation Agreement that
will pravide long-term protection to the unique ressurees it the CTA

For questions regarding this correspondencs that relate 1o the Dessrt NWR, please contect Amy
Spranger-Allwerth, Refuge Manager, at (702) 879-6110. For questions regarding this
comespondenes that relate to Nevada Fish and Wildhife Office issues, pleass contact Amy
LaViie in our Southem Mevada Field Offiee &1 (702) 515-5230,

or;

Manager, Economic Develapenent Division, City of Nosth Las Vegas, Morth Las Vopes, Nevada

Dhrector, Ceffice of Admimsarative Services, City of Las Vepas, Las Vegas, Nevada

Dresert Conservation Program Admirstrasor, Air Chiatity & Environmentsl Manapemsers, Clark
Couonty, Las Viepas, Mevada

Supervisory Biologst - Hsbitst, Nevada Depariment of Wildlife, Las Vepas, Nevads

Regional Farester, Soulhem Region 3, Nevada Division of Forestry, Las Vegas, Nevada

Chief, Wetlands Regulatary Office, 1S, Environmeesdial Prosection Agency, Regicn [X,
Sim Frameiscn, Califomia (Abin: Audrey Lin)

Refuge Manager, Desent National Wildlife Range, Fish and Wikdlife Service, Las Vegas, Mevada

Comment F-3

Final EIS
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
1340 Financial Blvd_, Suite 234
Reno, Mevada 89502
Ph: T75-861-63003p it 3-86 16301

Bureau of Land Managament
aran

[ i
=

TAKE PRIDE
MAMERICA

K ik

{ Movember 10, 2004
LAS VEG

fis File Mo, 1-5-56-F-003R3

FIELD OFFRCE

Las Vegas, Navada

Memorandum

Ta: Asaisiant Field Office Munager, DRvision of Recreation and Benewahis
Resources, Las Vegns Field Office, Bureau of Land Maragement,
Las Vegas, Nevada

Froam: Field Bupervisor, Nevads Fish and Wildlife Office, Reno, Nevedn

5u|.ljl.'l:l :'{untsx to Blednitiate Formal Consulistion for Jmp'.mun:.ﬂinn of Progmammatic

Activities within the Las Vegas Valley, Clark County, Nevsdn

O Septembes 10, 2004, the Fish and Wikllifz Service (Sarvice) received vour request dated the
same, for reinitiation of formal cosgulistion wnder seetion T of the Endangered Species Aot of
1%73, as amended (Act). At issue are those potential effects upos the federally listed ==
tEmeatened deserl fortoise | (fopherus eparsizii] that may result from the Buresa of Land
Maragement's implementation of programmatic sctivities described in the September 24
bialogical assessment (BA) provided with your request and 1996 biobagical opinian wssued for
activilies in the Lat Vegas Valley {Service File Nos, 1-5-86-F-023R and 1-5-06-F-023H.2, as
amersded).

We are concemed about the pofentinl effects the propased action may have oo the Las Vepas
bsckowheat ( Eriogorum corpmbosum Bentban var. riferi Reveal fm press), B taocon limised to
three populations in Clark County, Nevads and oee in Mokave County, Arizona

Implementation of the proposed action and subsequent develapment of the disposal lands in
Morth Las Wegas would result in the loss of a significant pectice of this species’ mnge.  Although
1 | thelas Vegas buckwheat is currently pot profected under the Act, 2 Joss of this magnitude would
promnpd the Service to evalunte the need to protect the species under the Act . Because of the
paitential threats to the species 2 a result of the proposed action, we recommend ibar the BLM
conference with the Service to identify sppropriase eonservation mensares hat would alleviae
the nead to list the species as a resalt of your propased acton

In cnder fo reimitinte consultation an the proposed aetion, we reguest that e BLM respand 4o our
2 reduest for a conlerence oo the buckwheat and indicate whether BLM conciara with our request,
I BLM concurs, please pravide supplemental infiemation on the BA with cuerent infossmatson on
the Las Viegas buckowhest, including bt not lirsdted to- Species account, species siabs in the

Comment F-4

Response F-4 (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service)

1 The BLM has agreed to conference with the USFWS

regarding the Las Vegas buckwheat in accordance with 50
CFR 8402.10, dthough the speciesis not proposed for
listing. The intent of the conference isto collaboratively
develop advisory recommendations on ways to minimize or
avoid adverse effects to the species to dleviate atrend
toward listing of the species. .

2 The BLM has agreed to provide supplementa information

regarding the Las Vegas buckwhest in the Biological
Assessment dated September 10, 2004. However, the BLM
is not reinitiating formal consultation with the USFWS as
thereis no obligation to do so under 50 CFR 8402.14
because the speciesis not listed under the Endangered
Species Act. The BLM anticipates the USFWS will adhere
to the established consultation timeframes.

Final EIS

December 2004
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Asgigtant Field (Mfice Manages File Mo, 1-5-06-F-0230.3

| eneasures, including consideration of modificstioes: to the disposal boundiy s conserve
impartant populations of the plant. Upon receipt of adequste informution to inftiate comsultatian,
2 | repslations requine that the Serviee comelude formad comsultation within 90 duys of initiation and
deliver n béalogical nnd conference opinion o the Federal agency within 45 days of concluding
farenal cossultstion (50 CFR §402.14(elL

Should you have sy guestions, please contact me at (775) 3561-6300 or Michael Burroughs, in
the Southem Nevada Field Offiee, at (702) 515-5230

A

Robert . Williams

=

Regional Forester, Soathern Region 3, Nevada [Nvision of Forestry, Lag Vepss, Nevads

Deputy State Disectos, Rescarees, Land Use and Planning, Burean of Land Managemess,
Reno, Nevada

Assistant Regional Direcior, Ecological Services, Fish and Wikdlifie Service, Pariland, Oregon

Bemine Fesident Agent, [iviston of Lew Enforcement, Fish and Wildlifie Service, Boise, Tdaha

(]

Comment F-4

Final EIS
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Response T-1 (The Hopi Tribe)

op
Y
Q

TH E RECEIVED
OPI TRIBE "5

- Wayne Taylar, Jr
]

W oatebs Johnaon
WCE-CHARNAN

September 30, 2004

Mark T. Marse, Field Mangger \
Agtentson: Stan Rolf, Jeff Steinmetz. E
Buresu of Land Managemend, Las Veges Field Office
4701 M. Torrey Pines Dinve a
Las Vegas, Nevads §9130-2301 I"\'

Re: Draft Emvironmenial Tmpact Sixtement: Las Yegas Valley Land Disposal Area Propect

Dhear Mr Morse,

This lister i5 im response to your correspondence dated September 3, 2004, regardmg the
enclose Imaronmental fmpact Statemest {DEIS) for the 50,000 acre Las Vegas Valley Land
Diisposal Area Project. As you know from our December 29, 2004, letter end consultations with
ﬂilm_'.' Bl of the Chamberi ﬁ'ruup. I an fhis pmpma]. |J'lQ'HJ.‘I|1I Tribe apptpwlﬁtlw
B of Land Masagemess (BLM), Las Vegas Freld Office’s contimang solicitation our imput
end vour offorts to address our concenms

s wora know from car previcas lesters, the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office suppors the 1 Comment noted.
identifi.ion &nd avaidence of prebistodc archaeological sites and opposes BLM Insinucticn
1 Memoranda ¥8-131-2, which prohibil reburial af Natne Amesican human remains excavated from
BLM I - and subject to the Matve Amencan Graves Prodection and Repairiation Act,
(MAGPRA) on BLM land. Therefoce, we oppose data recovery propased an BLM lasd under this
BLM i

The Hogu Culrursl Preservation (ffice understands thal the contrsctor conduciing the
cisftural soamces survey for this proposal recammendsd 23 of 100 sentified sites as National
Regster ehgible, thet the BLM recommended 9 of these sies &3 eligible, thes the Siave Historic
Preservatoon Ofice has concurred with the BLM recammendations. and that 4 eligible prefistoric
sites will be adversely effected by thes undertaking These sites are, 26Ck4247, deseribed as an
apen capsate, 26000808, described as & rock sheller, 2606507 6913, and 26Ck6910, described
as hearih Featuzes

P.OBOKAZ: — KYROTSWOVLAZ — 86038~ (908) 734-3000

Comment T-1
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2

Sark T Pefrss
Page 1
Sepsamber 50, 2004

The DEIS states that the Mo Action Alternabive would have “direct beseficial imgact” an
ciftaral and Natrve American resources wathin the disposal boundary area that are kcated oa
BLM lands 2 there vwould be no change i land use or koss of rescaos profection Usavaidable
amipacts of the action alsematives include disturhance of ancheeologicsl sites not detersined
eligible, potentml remeval of eligible cultural sites from the ndscepe, and loss or disnsbance of
previcusly unknivsn MNative Amenican stes of taditiosal or celural sgmificance

Therefiore, we sapport the No Action Aliemative in this DEIS. 1 lands containing sy of
thi eligible prehistonc siles are subsequenthy propossd for disposal, please provide us with & copy
| af the emtigation reatment plan for review and comment

Shondd vou have any questions o need additional information. please contact the Hopt
Culharal Preservation Office. Thank you again for your considerstion.

Kuﬁaf;mm-rm. Dhrewsion
{Hopi Cufrural Preservation (ffice

e PESEL, LY Villey Disposal E15 Tan, 22 Corposate Circle, Sune 000, Herdemon, NV 391786337
(Girry Bengsom, Charshers Groop
P Blarker, State: Archasologret, BLM Mevadi Stale O
Rebevca Paleier, Mevads SHPO

Comment T-1

Comment noted.
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ALLEN BIAGH EEMNY . GLTRN Saix Land Oflge
rese— [ Sunin Land Ul Plangdeng Agency
[ T T —— % E“r
T — A ED e Rep i

Ditvition ol Sikc Lrats
113 'W. Myc Lase, Maarm |18
Cancn City, Kevads ¥
Prons (71751687

FAMELA B WL
Admiririroiar

Fai (T3 BT
Wb www ok Bu g

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATHIN AND NATURAL RESCURCES

Mwvision of State Lands

Octnber 20, 2004

Miki Stafford

Nevada State Oearinghouse

209 East Musser Street, Room 200
Carsan Oy, NY 85701

RE:  EX005-065, DEIS — Las Vegas Valley Boundary Land Dispasal Program
Diear Mike:

The Division of State Lands has reviewed this propasal and offers the following
Comments,

The Draft ELS is very straightforward in &5 descriptions of the Proposed Actian,
Conservation Transfer Altermative and No Acion Alternative.  However, the Draft
EIS b5 extremely unclear in the relatonship between the three options and the
rationale far choosing the Proposed Action. After completing the review of the
1 document, the reader is left asking the guestion:

= "Why choase the Proposed Action when ® appears the Conservation
Trensfer Akemative seems more beneficial to the general public, local
govermment and BLM?Y

All three ahematives in the Draft have meticulous detsdl In their unique impacts
and propesed mitigation measures, However, there is a lack of any discussion as
1o why the Propasad Action is the prefered choice,

2 v [f the answer & that BUM policy 5 to dispose of all lands regardless of
| emvirenmental characteristics, then this should be clearly detailed In the
Draft 53 the reader can understand the justification for the Proposed

Action.

Comment 5-1

Response S-1 (Division of State Lands)

An explanation of the aternatives (which includes the
Proposed Action) required by NEPA was provided in
Section 2.1. An explanation on the development of the
aternatives for the impact analysis was provided in Section
2.2 dong with the statement that the preferred aternative
would be identified in the Final EIS. The BLM has selected
the Conservation Transfer Alternative as the preferred
aternative based on the results of the environmental impact
analysis and from comments received from the public. This
is described in Section 2.4.4 of the Final EIS.

See Response 1 above.

Final EIS

December 2004
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Cictoiber 70, 2004

Mike Stafiord

EIMS065

Page 2

Az written, the Draft offers a number of merits assaciated with the Conservation

Trensfer Alternative that appear fo be much more desirable than the Propased

Action, Table 2.7-1 on pages 2-10 and 2-11 chearly detail the consequences.

Pefarence page 2-5, Section 2-4, discussion regarding the Conservation Transfer
Alterrative, which text states:

“Land within the Cansenatan Transer Areg may be nomingted & fransfer fo
focd ar regiovia’ goverimenls wang e ame swocess a5 the offier Gisposa
ands.  However, the BLM wowld nat franser ke o any faios mithin the
Conservalion Traisfer Area wnfil & oovisenation agreement 5 signeg’ by 2
pavties o the agreement. This agreemend woukd provide for the long term
protection of senstive respunces within the 5000 aore awa.  The agencies woud
e required 1o matage the Bngh comsislend wilh the apomoved consenation
agreement i ensure protection of senstve resourEs.  TD devaig and
implament the conservabion agreement, the BLM wowl! actahiich an inter-agency
steenng comanlfes i adoiess apbias on fow best o0 oonsene bhe senslive
FESOUTTES.

Your missicn statement i printed on the nside cover of the Draft. it appears
that the mission of BLM would be o probact sensitive resources on public lands.
Isn't the mission mare i sync with the italiczed quote above? If not, where 5
the discussion on the reasons why the BLM does not believe it & prudent to
address 5,000 acres of seasitive lands and alow collsborative discussion va an
agency steering committee? The Draft should clearly explain the repsons for
thoosing the Propasad Action.

Thare appears to be conflicting statemeants on page 4-40, second cofumn, first
paragraph, The Draft states:

Disposing of ke in the Conservation Transfer Araz with restrcblons on the fpe
of devedopment Bhal okl oo wowd' fave @ indiect adverse impact on the
land use pianing By the focal commuoniies.

Why wauld there be adverse impacts If a steering committee ware formed to
addvess senskive lands and disposals would not ocour untll 3 corservatian
agreement is signed by al parties to the agreement? This agresment would
pravide far the long term protection of sensitive nesources within the 5000 acre
area,

| On page 4-44, the Draft states:

"The Conservation Transfer Area identified in Fowe 24-1 & the novthemn part of
the disposy’ boundary ames would be restricted a5 fo e Apes of fdwe
devaipment Biat cowly ooy wihout impacting Bhe resoroes. The aed would

Commant 5-1

See Response 1 above.

The statement that the Conservation Transfer Alternative
could have an adverse impact on land use planning by local
communities refers to the restrictions that would be placed
on the types of possible land uses and planning decisions by
the local communities. Without the conservation
requirements of this alternative, the loca communities
would have the full authority to make planning and zoning
decisons for the lands after disposal, as dlowed by their
ordinances and planning procedures, consistent with other
applicable laws.

See Response 1 above.

Final EIS
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Dctober 20, M08
Mika Shaffond
EXO0%-085

Fage 3
e maniinad as apan space with Smiter recraabion develnnment B s and
Mtemrelive achivities,  THis o' be 3 bevieficial impact for the recreational’ weser
dy maintaining the opan space and improwing Hhe recreatione’ waile of the ares,

Again, the Draft explains benefits such as recreafional value In the alternative
that i not the Proposed Adion, buk does not explain the merits of the Proposed
Action that would be superior,

Finally, page 4-64 includes Section 4.17, Unavoidable Impacts, Two bullets,
"Land Use” and “Recreation and Wildemess" are included. The discussion on
land use focusas on the patertlal for incompatible land uses adiacent to the Tule
Springs Mational Register Se. Thene is alsa mention of decreased apportunities
far open space racneation under the second bullet. & discussion is needed that
edplains to the reader why these ane unavoidable impacts when they are
cerginly avoidable under the parameters of the Conservation Transfer
Alterrative,

Thank you for the appoetunity to comment on this propasal. If you have any
guestions, please feel free to cantact me at 775-687-4364 ex 235,

Sincaraly,
Dion D, Can [l , AICP (Skip}
Sanior Plarmer

oo Pamefa B Wiloox, Administrator, Mevada Division of State Lands
Jorm Lvwrence, Deputy Administrator, Nevada Division of State Lands

Las Viegas Valiey BLM Land Disposal EIS
FESE]

2370 Corparate Cirche, Suite 100
Henderson, NV BI074-6387

Comment 5-1

Under CEQ regulations for preparation of an EIS, the
document must include an evaluation of “adverse
environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the
proposal be implemented” (40 CFR §1502.16). The impacts
described in Section 4.17 are unavoidable if the Proposed
Action isimplemented, and are included to provide
information on impacts that would intrinsically be associated

with the proposal.

Final EIS

December 2004



Las Vegas Valley Disposal Boundary

Appendix H

NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE
Southern Region
4747 West Vegas Drive » Las Vegas, Nevada 39108
(702) 486-5127  Fax (T02) 486-5133

Oxetober 22, 2004
Las Wegas Valley BLM Land Desposal EIS WO SRA D558
FH5&)

22T Corporate Cocle, Suite LH

Hendersen, WY 50074428

RE: NDOW Comerens

Srateme IS0 o b
o land dispoed per
new development i aziicip

In laght of the history of la=d disposal a5 cheomseled on Papes 1-2 and 1-3, ¢

similaT expansions in the ftoe
1 PIRHCE o SNMPLMA grants, adoguate minmitation and moti gation stipulatbons are not i place i

wlilreas the loge of hebital for ofher BILM sensifive or MSHCP warch list spaebes gl otcirrng Within the
sperilii hobilat types excampessing the comservation arsa (.2 bighorn shoep, bunded Gila monsier,
chuckowalln, mounsain king snake:, desem dguana).

sions do the Clark County

Dhpartment sepport for this abermtbive would be stronger if the 3000 acres of largely ephemesal washes
could be expanded tn inglude odher babitar types sach a8 the Beothills of the River and MoCullough
Mounisan rangss in Hesderson, and the La Madre Momtzins norh of Red Rock NCA. As 18 stands, the
.E SMH-gere ¢ onservalion anea. whach comtains margingd hehimt for migrabory brds such &5 Frainopepla
| and burrowing, owl, 1= of lmited valve for wildlife.  Fuiy 15 fiog housing developmenis, mumcipal
| parks, fiond comtml smuctures, and 4 shooting range as depocted on Figwes 1.3:3 {Fage 3-21), and 5,30
(Page: 3-50 render it uscless for sustiining viable populations of many jemesmal spacies. Waoald rthe
rem open space (depicted on Figure 35-1 as "'no planned [and use™) be fenced, momitored or
3 parnlled i discourage OHY use, dumpesg, 1wrpet shooling and otber human impacts?

Addibonally, the Department was not included on the list of perspedtive corsmittee members on Page 1-
7. As pamicipoting members on the steering commitize, the Departme d have imput on funding

4 sinroes and mitigation measures agreed in by [ncal govemmenses and eanilics praoe (o any lomied
development within the comsermtion ares

Comment 5-2

Response S-2

(Nevada Department of Wildlife)

Comment noted.

Aswas dtated in Section 3.10-4, the Clark County Act
designated areas as wilderness for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System. Included in this
designation were 14,763 acres in the North McCullough
(Sloan Canyon NCA), 28,879 acresin the LaMadre
Mountains, and 20,311 acres in Rainbow Mountain.

As was stated in Section 3.9.4, the land use plans for this
area are expected to be updated because of the expansion of
the disposal boundary area and the release of the Wilderness
Study Areas. Additionally, as stated in Section 4.9.2, the
selection process and local permitting requirements would
ensure that development of the lands would be consistent
with community land use plans and zoning requirements.

As was stated in Section 2.4, the strategy committee would
not be limited to the agencies and organizations listed. The
specific participants had not been identified at publication of
the Draft EIS, but have since been. The participants, which
include the Department of Wildlife, have been listed in
Chapter 5.

Final EIS

December 2004
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PRS&] 1 Oictober 21, 2004

Regandless of which allermative is implemented, there = o need for open space planming. with privase
AT Y k redative b humanfwildlife confhcis :|||||':_I e perphery of the Vallew as they
5 Bild oot wewands undisnirbed abiien. As the agscies mosl allecind by &8 menease in thise encsinlers,
the Diepartment, with 18T A. Wildlife Damage Controd, should be consuhied shomt methods [
minimizg potencially dangerous encounters with wildlife on newly developed large scale hossig micts

| Cumulatively, continued boildout will affect more than special stztus plant species end Low Dexsity
desert torinise hahitst within the Valley, The development of largs scale housing macis will require
addstionad energy peneration and wilites, ardd sew food control srucosrss will be instalied as developers
hranch aur in search of dependable building sertale. Thess rpes of facilines will requirs the

6 expantsien of ex nd'or establishmen of new mgghl-of-ways m sermoundimg habitst, potentially

impacting bighern sheep, mptors, quail, Thla monstes, bats, and other wi Specific areas such as the
La Madre Moumains, the Arden Halls, The porth MoCallough and River M 15, Dhessert Matwra|
Wikdlife Range, ad Spring Momaine se sll within the mene of influsses of the expandiag ebas Las
Wiepas anes

‘We look forward to waorking with the Bureau of Land Management in effiorts in e lp motigaie and
mimimize impacts o wildlife resuliing from mereased development aroud the peripheny of e Las
Wegas Valley, IF there arc any questions | can be reached at (702 486-5 127 exn, 3613, or by c-mail a1
sshigrnliandeey org

Sincerely,

Roddy Shepard
Hitetat Biologis

RS s
Ce Filez MDOW

Comment 5-2

Comment noted. See General Response— Parcel
Nomination and Sale Rate.

Section 4.15 discusses the cumul ative impacts of additional
development, including issuances of redty actions. As
addressed in Section 3.3.1.1, the Clark County Regional
Flood Control District completed the Supplemental EIS for
the Flood Control Master Plan that aso addresses impactsto
these resources.

Final EIS
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PETE ARDIR=0N

forts Fovbsted Fimmanies

BERNY ©. GLDWN
Larsmuar

STATE OF NTVADRS,
DIPARTHENT OF CONSTHEETEON AN MATLRA] EYSNRCES
NEVADA DIVISION OF FORESTHY
§TAT W, Vegas Dviee
Las Vegas, Mewsds  BOI0E-2155
Plurs (70F] 436-5123 + Fax |70 dRG-5 186

Mavember 4. 304

Las Vegas Valley BLM Land Draposal EES
FESdS

22T Compormite Clrcle
Hendirgon, NV RS04

T'a Burean of Land Managerent:

The Mevada T
thi Las Yeges ¥

el species, proseciid by
privale lands. The Las Veuns huckw
Lirban developesent in the Las Viegas valley his resuked in the
papulations of hoth plists over recent years

Bpeties Haboal Conscrvation Plan, wis

Wl like 10 sabemil the Tollowing comments 1e
Land Digpeeal Drnft Environmental Enpect Satemen

EEL

RECEIVED ™"

NOY -5
PBS&.

oy 15 3 Slale-lisbed

and 3272 on

wenes (incluifing the BLM) sed cemain atlier ladoumers 1o

Comment 5-3

Response S-3

(Nevada Division of Forestry)

Final EIS
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Comment 5-

The majority of the disposal boundary areais an Unmanaged
Area (UMA) designation according to the MSHCP. The
northern part of the disposal boundary areais classified asa
Multiple-Use Management Area (MUMA) and the released
Wilderness Study Areas (WSAS) were under the Intensively
Managed Area (IMA). If aMUMA contains amajority of a
biologica resource, it falls under the stipulation for no net
unmitigated loss. It appears that a majority of the Las Vegas
bearpoppy (an MSHCP listed species) and the Las Vegas
buckwheat (an M SHCP watch species) occur in the MUMA
and appropriate mitigation measures would be likely. To
remain in conformance with the MSHCP, the BLM is
participating in an expedited review with Clark County,
USFWS, and the other Federal agencies to determine the
appropriate mitigation for loss of the habitat that was under
the previous WSA, and thus IMA, designation. This
information has been added to Section 4.4.4.

Comment noted

Final EIS

December 2004
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Response S-4 (Desert Research Institute)

P! Werumbuli@apleom

Sent: Sahircay, Novembar D6, 2004 254 PW

Ta: wtim s 48 pls| com

[ sl oo kil dri b

Subject: commens on dea® EIS

Tio whomi it may concemn

| 1 hinve rewpewed the alematives proposed in the Las Yeges Vlley Disposal Diraft IS, 1 urge you to adopt the 1 A Stated %:t 4 5 4 th BLM Id HSt H

1 |conservatiom alternamve. The Tube Speings srchaeological and palecstalogical site which comgmaes - 1000 S Ion 4.0.4, the would prepare a Ristoric

acres al publse land (about 630 acres owned oy BLM) musz be profecisd. This Natonel Regisier af Hestoee PfOpeftI es Treatmmt H an |n Congjlta“ on W|th the Sate

Flaces lissed site contairs crecial evidence of past climate and fauna of the Las Vegas Yalley. It may also vet . . : :

c:.nl:;:*.lsig".iﬂlfnnl avidence of the earliest Z".:ur:lnh 0 cier area. 1t ks nod besn n:.:rEpltlrlli:.-' .;;,r.'_;.r;.;'__‘:mﬂ ._-l'.||'||'||:g: HIStOI’IC PI’eSel‘\/atIOI’l Ofﬂ Cer that WOUId gova'n the

bl Yo derRirepl: identification and application of mitigation measures for the
Alsn, B area i3 curmently actively being used by students end leechers from Shadow Ridpe High Schoal Site at such time any of the lands are nominated for dlSpOSd
|I-:-..1_.gr. & grand (o rr__m:![ fumided by the Mational Science Foandation

2 i This el Site &rva II:L.:l::L‘ ;:'I.l.'|lil.'i.'lll from JI-I'I.: lend salies until a thorough mdependent assessment can he made 2 AS was Qlated |n %Cnon 3522, thae are 660 acres Of the

e b Tule Springs National Register Site on BLM land, with the
Sincerely, remaining acres on land owned by the State of Nevada.

Faul Buck, Fhi. . - .

Descrt Rescarch Iusiitute OnI_y the portion of t'he Sitethat ison BLM land may be

75SE FlaningoRd. subject to the land disposal process.

T2-8462- 5424

Commant 5-4
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ATE GF KEWALWH
S Y

o “_‘ -?,' DEFARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

X -'t 3y PR35 SHeaa

amson Citg Nevada 29712

Ociober 18, 2004

RECEIVED

gcrie Y PEDT.M
M. Michael S4affard
Department of Adminisiraton
Budgat and Flanning
206 Egst Musser Sireal Roam 200
Carson City NV 83701

Dessr Mr. Siafford;

am wiiting Ihis |etter in responsa to your request o commants an the DEIS Las
‘Vegas Valey Boundary Land Diapasal Pragram [E2005-085)

1 This NEPA cocument shoud addrass the infrastnuciure (highway system) required Ip
sustan he development proposed for the dspased of land

i you hewe any questons, please de not hesiale to contect me al (T75) BE5-7240
Smcaraly,
A ¥ .. 4 '] i
Vit ) fund 571~

07" Kt Coopar
Assistant Direcior of Planning

ct Mary Martirs, Distnct Engineer
Illarg.'- James, Emdirgnmental
KC e

Comment 5.5

Response S-5 (Nevada Department of
Transportation)

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

Final EIS
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From: James Moraleid

Sent Tuesday, Ociober 16, 2004 1237 FM

Ta: Mibke Stafiord

Subjact: HE: SAWEX05-085 BLM L= Vagas Yalley Disposal Baundery DEB
This is the Nevada Watural Herlbage Pregram's cesponse to the Mevads Stace

Clearinghcuss item yefarenced below
needed in kard-copy or amother formac.
in cur Files according to car Ra

Please contact us if this respanas is
Otherwise hasdecopy will be retained
istention Bchedule

HWEVADA SAI3: EIDDS5-D65
BROMECT: BLM La® Vegam Yalley Diepoeal Bcusmedary DETS
COMMEWTS DUE: 1R Qutcher 2004

FGRRCT COMMENR

er Altermative n the DEIE appearg £o 28 Lo
inm, allowing implementaciom of ENPLME &nd cha Clark
County Act while miminizing furtber impacts o Lag Yesss Valley's zoar
=enpitive caltural and biological resources on abeus 11k of the dippoaal

& conpronise winld help avaid a brend toward the nesd ko 1ias
Ebatul specise me threatemsd or endangered onder tke Endangered
We thersfore support implementation of the Canaervation
Fnative to the maylfif exteht passible. for the enbansed

| ERACLTSR FERAgemant cpportunities such implenentation weedd provide

islgnad! James D. Morefleld, Bislegles [1ffdctanist
Hevada Hatural MWeritege Progran
19 Sctocber 2004

James 0. Morefield, Boramise

Srate af Kevada

Eepartment of Conservation and Natural Reeouccen
Wevada Natural Herltage Progess

1558 Eawr College Parkway, suikte 137

Caracn City WY BST06-7321 DLS8.A.

hrep://BkEiLage. &% .9av
ensili jdmoregheritage.mr. gov

Comment 5-6

Response S-6
Program)

1 Comment noted.

(Nevada Natural Heritage

Final EIS
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neWADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
Dwpartmant of Adminiviration
Budgel asd Pannig Trelsion
206 Esst Nusier Street, Room 230
Carson Ciy, Meveda 857014288
{77 bz
P (175} 8640280

Mevaca SAl§  EX05-065
Preject; BLMLY = DEIS Las Vogas Valiwy Boundary Land Disposal Program

CLEARINGHIOUSE NOTES URL nerted at: g, frane, . bim gorPrdiels’ snd it s 1w bk, gl viingis ocarpeontaig
Encioser], for your reess and comerent, 8 3 copy of i above-renlongd projct. Piesss avalusie | with resedt o s ofied an por plans
582 prograe b mporiance: ol 73 ponirbesion i sl sy kel arsewite el ind ohiecives; and i acond welh any appiicatie ks,
o o reguiaions Wi whh oy e ik

Flsass wsbimit o conents n inowr than Olober 20, 2004, L te saams el b shon coevrarls 1 marboi coverects s
oo, plaase 13 agency lefierhead wnd inchade e Meda SAI numie and comeent dus dis b o mefeencn. Quesbons ¥ et
Stafiord, Cleareghonss Coorfaaior, (774) S81-0000 o mamforifibunont sinie v i,

o commen© on this peajec .. Progeasl ugpored i writhn
AGENCY COMMENTS:

AR waeryaf e Staie be loog o the pubdic and nay be apprpeised fi beseficial we perssant 5 the provisioes of Chapess 333 and
334 of the Nevads Revined Smnees: (NRS), asd nol otherwite. Ay wiler used oa the linds proposed for massler shauld e prosidad by an
estadlighed anlry o under permat sned by the Staie Engiseer's (ffice, Ay waner ar moaiior wells, or boreboles fhat ey be located on sther
scied or transfirad lands are the sitimune reparaisiliey of the swasr of dhe propsy al the tme of e mansier end must be plugged sd
sbandoned 15 requieed i Chaprer 5348 of the Nevads Admanisetve Cide, IF artesian water is encounizred i ey well or borehode it akall be
conmelled 2s reqaired iy MRS § SH060T)

{ ﬁxﬂ\»ﬁ

".GHERTK. WFﬂEI. PE

WATER RESCURCES

21604
Cate

Comment 5-7

Response S-7 (Nevada Division of Water

Resources)

1 Comment noted. Any wells located on BLM lands
nominated for sale would be abandoned according to the
referenced statute prior to transfer of title.

Final EIS
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NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
Departrsend of Adminisiratizn
Budgat ard Flasning Dislon

328 Euwt Musser Sieel, Rgom 200
Carnen Gy, Mevada BSTH-0250
(TT5) Eba-02
Fao [T5) sd-imd

Maveds SAIR  EO5-055
H'ﬂtﬁlﬂ-“w-mm%wﬁhrmmwﬂmmm

CLEABTNOEOLSE NOTES URL lseatsd a: big:owey v bl peolrdingial wnd }
Encitwed, lor you' il ihd Soveal, 1w copy o' e ibeve-Friired poject. Phuvﬂhl\rlpdhh!‘hlu foix plaea
el prograres; e mrpornss of b cze biokon b sdate dadier [l ivervite gl o obiecies; and il acord wih any appinasle e,
overs o pegeila vk b pou ane amilar

Ploss subsmil yer esmments po beter tiae Dclobar 28 D004 (e B space below o shart canments. I sgndcant comments e
premded. peme con agency iefiotead and ncloe B el S somEy B corveint des dete br oo redvmaor Juestiorst Vichas!
Sinford. Clraringhowse: Coordirator, [T74) 586005 or prafaforiibudontainis paian.

i (Tpr———————— Hﬂﬂ‘ — Poapesai mapperiad us welten

AGEMCY CONMENTS:

m@wﬂ Atipg [t ol
AZENEY Cals

i ribnle’a by pobene «h |

Commant S-8

Response S-8

(Nevada Bureau of Health

Protection Services)

1 Comment noted.

Final EIS

December 2004
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